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TuERE is a fairly widespread belief
among philosophers that the libertarian
interpretation of freedom of choice (as
involving randomness) is incompatible
with the fact that we are responsible for
the actions we have chosen. By investi-
gating the interrelated notions of causal
connection, chance and responsibility
for action, the author shows that this
opinion rests on a confusion. So far from
being inconsistent with responsibility,
the element of chance, which most
libertarians recognize, actually entails
responsibility. The author bases this
conclusion upon a radical reinter-
pretation of some of our most elementary
physical and psychological concepts;
and in discussing this, provides a
lively re-examination of the notions of
determinacy, causality and free will.
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INTRODUCTION

HE Indo-European tradition in philosophy may be viewed as
Tan unremittant if somewhat ineffectual struggle to assimilate the
concept of substance or thinghood. Philosophers who think
traditionally have been preoccupied mainly with the unity in the
plurality of events which pertain to the same thing, or with some
such question as “What is the subject of change?’ So far the bane
of this ontological pursuit has been chronic conjunctivitis.
Plurality is baflling and unity elusive because of our inherent bias
towards detailing any kind of variety extensively in terms of the
conjunction ‘and’. How natural it is to say, for instance, ‘The
same piece of wax was hard and then became soft, etc.’, and then
to imagine that the problem of unity or identity can be stated
solely in these terms! But some kinds of variety should, on the
contrary, be detailed disjunctively in terms of the exclusive ‘or’.
We must think more thoroughly in terms of indeterminacy or
mutually exclusive possibilities. We fail to assimilate this concept
so long as we imagine that its more important applications are
confined to card-shuflling, dice-throwing, the jigging of sub-
atomic particles, etc.

Two opposing accounts of substance illustrate the bias towards
conjunction very clearly. At the risk of seeming to superimpose
a number of slightly different problems I shall call them ‘realistic’
and ‘phenomenalistic’ respectively. The realistic method is to take
the thing as something additional to the plurality of incidents
which pertain to it, and to mark its obvious disparity in a figura-
tive manner by describing the thing as underlying the incidents,
as substance, or substratum, or an ‘[ know not what’ support of
qualities. Reality, accordingly, is considered to be the incidents
and what lies beneath them. The phenomenalistic method is, or
rather was originally, to treat the thing as nothing but the con-
junction of incidents constituting its life history, as, according
to one version, a family of sense-data. A more considered form
of the same method is to reduce all categorical statements about
material objects to conjunctions of conditional statements about
sense-data.
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This universal addiction to conjunction can be illustrated
equally well by almost parallel accounts of the powers, forces, and
dispositions which are exercised by or pertain to things. Some-
times they are identified with some sort of event analogous to
muscular strain, or feeling of effort, which is additional to the
other events associated with the thing. At other times an analysis
s given of categorical statements about them in terms of con-
junctions of hypothetical statements about events. The same
Opposing tendencies are also to be found in the analysis of person-
ality, which is 3 special form of thinghood. Sometimes personality
1s attributed to a soul or a self which is additional to its mental
States while at the same time underlying them. Sometimes it is
simply identified with the conjunction of all these states. Again
the Peculiarly human type of power known as ‘will’ or ‘conation’
1S sometimes identified with an event additional to other mental
€vents. At other times statements about it are analysed into con-
junctions of hypothetical statements about the person.

Another indication of just how rudimentary this conjunctive
tendency is can be found in grammar and modern logic. Gram-
marians have classified both ‘and’ and ‘or’ as conjunctions.

odern logic corrects the mistake by subsuming both under the
head of logical constants and by confining the label ‘conjunction’
0 the former constant alone. Ever since its early affair with logical
atomism, however, logic has perpetuated the mistake at a more
fundamenta] Jeye] by showing a predilection for the extensional

'Nterpretation of its constants. For instance, the constants ‘or’
and ‘if ... then’ have usually been interpreted in the truth-func-
tonal manper as reducible to conjunctions of propositions about
Ehe truth or falsity of certain more elementary propositions. Thus
th then ¢’ i interpreted as simply meaning ‘It is not the case
that p is trye and ¢ is false’. No doubt this is the most convenient
INterpretatiop, for certain purposes but it remains provocative
© Ontologica] error.
analan'l not aboyt to give a historical résumé.or even a sy§tematic

YSis of thinghood. My direct concern is with the indeter-
-mmacy. which is basic to practical knowledge and patent in our
Mmediate €Xperience of action once certain conceptual misunder-
standings ave been removed. To eradicate misunderstanding
COmpletely we should, indeed, dismantle one conceptual frame-
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work and erect another in its place. If a slogan is needed to give
us heart, let us hazard that conjunctive pluralism must be replaced
by disjunctive pluralism. But this programme is an ambitious one,
which on the most lenient estimate the following analysis of
action has only fulfilled in part by suggesting the need and direc-
tion for a conceptual reorientation. I begin by exploring some
difficulties in the indeterministic interpretation of action which I
favour.



CHAPTER 1
THE LIBERTARIAN PARADOX

E commonly suppose that among successively occurring
V V events some have been causally conditioned, or determined,
or necessitated by yet others. Sometimes we think of the necessary
connection between two successive events as unique and reci-
procal. On this way of thinking the antecedent of the two must
be followed by the subsequent event, and the latter must be pre-
ceded by the former. At other times we think in J. S. Mill’s terms,
of a plurality of causes and effects, as if one of two successive
events is necessarily but not uniquely connected with the other,
so that relative to one the occurrence of each of a number of
incompatible events is equally possible. We speak in some s?ch
way as “This could have come about in more ways than one’ or
‘It is uncertain what effects this will have’. The occurrence of any
oneof the equally possible but incompatible events is, accordin gl}f,
indeterminately conditioned by the event relative to which it is
possible.

Now we may try to give precedence to one of these two ways
of thinking by supposing that the one way represents the detail
of everything that happens more accurately than the other.
Alternatively we may hold that each way represents the detail
only of some of the things that happen more accurately than the
other, and that neither represents accurately the detail of every-
thing that happens. Both these attempts at generalization lead to
the contrast between two familiar cosmological theories which
can be formulated quite briefly and with negligible lack of finesse
as follows.

Determinism (Mechanism) — In the succession of events which
constitute any isolable system each event is in unique and re-
ciprocal necessary relation in every respect both to antecedent
and subsequent events (if there are any) with a zero range of
indeterminacy.

Indeterminism — In the succession of events which constitute
any isolable system some events are not in a unique and reciprocal
necessary relation of the kind specified above.

4
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Determinism has lost some of the attraction it formerly held in
the hey-day of classical or pre-quantum mechanics. It is not
dissimilar, however, from certain specific forms of Indeterminism
which in basing more moderate claims upon the same sort of
warrant have inherited some of the attraction which Determinism
has lost. The similarity consists in giving necessary causal con-
nection of the unique and reciprocal kind some useful though
possibly inaccurate application within the universe, and the issue
is just where to stop short. In many ways, in so far as this question
has not already been answered, it is a matter for further scientific
research rather than philosophical analysis. In the area of voluntary
action with which I am now primarily concerned the latter method
is, however, more appropriate.

Our problem is “What forms of necessary causal connection
are applicable to voluntary action?” To solve it we can for con-
venience scale down the scope of the various cosmological
theories and confine them to the limits, whatever these are, within
which voluntary action falls. Suppose, for instance, the action of
rescuing a drowning man rather than remaining inactive is in
unique and reciprocal necessary relation to antecedent events in
and around the agent, but that the precise number of hairs by
which he happens to grip the drowning man’s head is not. I shall
describe this supposition as a deterministic one on the grounds
that the element of indeterminacy which it allows is irrelevant to
voluntary action as such. Suppose by contrast that the precise
number of hairs which he scizes is in unique reciprocal necessary
relation to antecedent events once the agent takes the course of
rescuing rather than of remaining inactive, but that his taking the
one course rather than the other is not so determined. T shall
describe this supposition as indeterministic on the grounds that
the unique reciprocal necessary relation it allows is irrelevant to
voluntary action.

Within these more manageable limits let us now discriminate
more finely. I shall assume provisionally that the temporal order
of events and the neccessary relation between them are logically
independent: though this assumption comes in for drastic revision
in Chapter 1x. In the meantime it seems possible to distinguish
between four ways in which events may be necessarily connected.
First, there is the strict deterministic relation in which events are
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connected in a unique and reciprocal manner. The other three are
all indeterministic and I shall try and illustrate them first by means
of examples from the field of action. These illustrations are, how-
ever, entirely question-begging at this stage, particularly since
we may find later that some of the relations which I seek to illus-
trate are conceptually impossible.

Suppose to begin with that when an agent is faced by a choice,
when for example Caesar paused at the Rubicon, the complete
causal conditions determine a number of specific but incompatible
courses of action as open to him. Each of the courses in this group
is in addition made possible by that same complete set of ante-
cedent causal conditions and no other. As possibilities, in other
words, they are uniquely conditioned. But none of these courses
is ma}d.e necessary as distinct from possible by any antecedent
condition no matter how completely one specifies the antecedent
conditions. Thus let us suppose that once he had marched to the
northern bank of the river Caesar had either to cross or to stay
Put or to turn in one direction or another. Further, he could not
have done any of these things unless he had previously marched
tO.the northern bank of the river: and no particular course out of
this group necessarily follows from the march to the northern
bank, even if one includes every contemporaneous physical and
psychological event. Here then we have an example of the uniquely
condmon_ec_i sort of indeterminacy postulated by the form of

ndeterminism which is often called ‘Libertarianism’.

. YUPpose, secondly, that there may be a particular event in the
nilss}:g’rcz)ffeach one of us which will occur no matter which of a
deseribe thip;revxous courses of 'action we happen to take. We can

at Cagons ;Ve{lt as our destiny or fate. Thus we can suppose
in the year ould bave been assassinated on the Ides of March
he had 44 B.C. in precisely the same circumstances whether

1o Crossed the Rubicon or stayed put for some time or turned
aside in ope direct; yed p ‘ .
whether theg, ction or another. (I leave aside the question
conditions o tC}i)urs?s were open to him in terms of anteced.ent
which T have ; e Libertarians sugggst.) The form of F ata.llsm
or fated evem? mind, however, is highly specific. The destined

tecedent ; €aves open the possibility of a specific group of
an 'Ncompatible events, but the possibility of any one of
these antecedent eyengg is dependent upon the destined event and
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no other — or at least upon no other event later than the ante-
cedent events. Here then is an example of a uniquely conditioned
indeterminacy different from the Libertarian kind.

Finally, for the sake of completeness suppose that a man has
alternative destinies. Either of two incompatible events must
happen to him no matter which event out of a specific group of
incompatible antecedent events has previously occurred. We may
suppose that whatever course he took at the Rubicon, Caesar had
either to die on the Ides of March or become first Emperor of the
Roman Empire. In addition we may suppose that either of the
two later events alone allows the antecedent causal possibility of
each one of the incompatible courses of action at the Rubicon.
We have postulated in other words two reciprocally conditioning
indeterminacies.

There are then four co-ordinate modes of necessary connection,
one of which is deterministic and three indeterministic. In future
I shall refer to them as one-one, one-many, many-one, and many-
many. This is a fairly obvious refinement on Mill’s distinction
between plurality of causes and effects. Note that as with Mill the
plurality or many is a disjunctive and not a conjunctive plurality.
Its individual members are, in other words, mutually incompa-
tible with each other.

The one-one, one-many, many-one distinction was, of course,
first devised by Russell but given a narrower more specialized
application than I now wish to give it. The father of many children
for instance is as a father in a one-many relation to his children:
but we must note that here the children are a conjunctive plurality,
e.g. Tom, Dick, and Harry. Also I have for the moment distin-
guished one-many from many-one in a different way from
Russell. According to him a relation is one-many where the term
which has that relation (the referent) is single and the term to
which it has the relation (the relatum) is plural. Contrariwise it is
many-one when the referent is plural and the relatum singular. I
on the other hand have for the moment distinguished between
the two less satisfactorily according to whether the single term
is earlier or later in time than any constituent of the plural term.

In view of these discrepancies it might, indeed, seem less mis-
leading if I were to devise a different terminology from Russell’s.
But any alternative device could only turn out to be a less succinct
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though a fairly obvious periphrasis of the same essential ideas and
consequently a somewhat craven capitulation before the conjunc-
tive bias by which the interpretation of these technical terms has
hitherto been limited.

We can now formulate the problem for solution in later chap-
ters with greater precision. The two main theories about necessary
connection between events, viz. Determinism and Indeterminism,
exhaust the theories which on our assumptions are logically pos-
sible. Each contradicts the other. Accordingly, since we have
restricted their scope to voluntary actions, voluntary action must
take place, in conformity with one or other of these two theories.
If we don’t give a deterministic account of voluntary action we
must adopt Indeterminism. On the other hand can any theory of
action, such as Libertarianism professes to be, afford to be a form
of Indeterminism? To be a theory of action at all Libertarianism
must give some account of human responsibility. After all we d_o
hold People responsible for what they do voluntarily. Hence, it
is frequently alleged that as a form of Indeterminism Liberta-
Tianism is in fact self-contradictory, since the particular form of

ndeterminism with which it is usually identiﬁqd specifically
rules out the responsibility of the agent for his action.
© €xamine more carefully the justice of this claim let us first
reconsider the precise type of Indeterminism which Libertarianism
MUst entail, T haye already identified Libertarianism with the
Postulate of one-many necessarily relationship in our actions,
utactually 3 Jegs rigid form of indeterminacy seems to be just as
;O_H}?Stem with the openness of choice which the Libertarian

i : . i
th:t ® 10 explain. Provisionally we may say that he must believe

() the indeterminacy postulated is of a limited kind;

) that it is either one-many or many-many in structure, but

Certaj
tainly not many-one.

in dcetc:ldi_ﬁ()n (2) recognizes that, without a limit to the range of
at leg fMinacy in the future at the moment 0_f action, Ch910_<3 —or
need St human chojce — would be imp0551ble. This 11m1ta!:10n
open nfot> of course, be a limitation in 'the nm‘nl')e.r Iofélternatlves
instan O choice. Since space is inﬁmtely dIV}Slb‘? aesar, for

% could haye behaved voluntarily in an infinite number of
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ways on pausing at the Rubicon — provided of course he had been
equipped with the requisite niceties of perception and muscular
control. Yet even under such ideal conditions the infinity of ways
in which he could have acted was limited. He was incapable of
taking the shortest cut to divinity by ascending vertically into the
heavens: otherwise, no doubt, he would have done so. Similarly
he was incapable of descending into the bowels of the earth — at
Jeast without a considerable amount of labour.

Accordingly, although the number of alternatives open in any
situation may be infinite, they still exclude as causally impossible a
further infinite number of imaginable alternatives. Without this
limitation to the possibilities of action there would be no necessity
whatever to take the situation and its causal properties into con-
sideration at the moment of action in order to form and execute
one’s purpose. Action would become as simple as day-dreaming
where the limitations of actual situations are ignored.

Condition (4) recognizes that the future alone is subject to the
agent’s choice, and not the past. While expiring on the Ides of
March in the year 44 B.c. Caesar did not have a choice as to which
of a number of incompatible trains of events should lead up to his
destiny as his past. This I take to bea tautology rather than a con-
tingent fact: but as in the instance of condition (&), I am concerned
with its truth just now rather than with its logical status. If, then
we assume with the Libertarian that whatever is chosen must fali
within a range of indeterminacy, this indeterminacy must charac-
rerize what at the moment of choice is the future. The fact that
the future alone is subject to choice cannot, of course, be cited as
sufficient evidence for the indeterminacy of the future without at
this stage begging the question.

These two basic tenets of Libertarianism, then, definitely make
it a form of Indeterminism: and it can be seen that by adhering to
this particular form the Libertarian has not escaped the charge of
inconsistency mentioned above. This charge presupposes that the
relation of necessary connection between events is identical with
the relationship of responsibility for something, or efficacy, which
is inherent in voluntary action. Accordingly, if one supposes that
one determinate group of events is necessarily connected, in
accordance with conditions (e) and (&), with any one but no more

than one group out of a limited range of subsequent groups, an

B
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awkward conclusion must follow. The antecedent group of
events must be responsible for the fact that nothing ouzside the
limited range of subsequent groups occurs. On the other hand, it
cannot be responsible for one event or group of events within the
limited range occurring rather than another from the same range.
Thus, if we identify responsibility with necessary connection,
Caesar must, according to the Libertarian, be responsible for the
fact that he had either to cross the Rubicon, remain where he was,
or turn aside, but not for his having in fact taken the most am-
bitious course instead of being deterred by his scruples. But this
implication is paradoxical, since we hold Caesar responsible for
doing one of the actions rather than any of the others. Some, then,
infer that Libertarianism cannot give an adequate account of
responsibility or of being an agent.

There are a number of equivalent ways in which essentially the
same criticism of Libertarianism can be and has been made. It will
be instructive to consider some of these, since they bring out the
?lose relation between the use of the terms ‘responsibility’,

chance’, ‘accident’, and ‘randomness’, as well as the ambiguities
Peculiar to each.
Bradley, for instance, writes:!

The theory was to save responsibility. It saves it thus. A
man is responsible because there was no reason why he should
have done one thing, rather than another thing. And that man
and only that man is responsible concerning whom it is impos-
sible for anyone, even himself, to know what in the world he
Will be doing next, possible only to know what his actions are,
when once they are done, and to know that they might have

een the diametrical opposite. So far is such an account from
saying responsibility (as we commonly understand it) that it
annihilates the very conditions of it. It is the description of a
Person who is not responsible, who (if he is anything) is idiotic.

This quotation has the peculiar value of showing how the issue

Wf}’l ave been considering can easily become confused with certain
Others,

The fourth sentence onwards seems based on an assumption
that knowledge of the future consists in all cases of inference from

! Ethical Studies: The Vulgar Notion of Responsibility, p. 12.
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data given at the moment and that this data is consistent with only
one conclusion. My analysis of intending and predicting in Chap-
ter vi onwards will show that this is open to question. The third
sentence, however, is of more immediate relevance here. Bradley
apparently confuses ‘reason’ meaning ‘cause’ with ‘reason’ mean-
ing ‘ground’ or ‘motive’: for it is in the first sense of ‘reason’ that
Libertarians must deny that voluntary actions have reasons.! They
would never wish to claim that such actions must be unmotivated,
without purpose, or aimless.

Bradley puts his point rather more effectively in another pas-
sage® where he explicitly attacks the Libertarianism of William
James.

But ‘chance’ appears with Professor James to have several
senses. In his Wil to Believe (p. 155) it is said to mean that
under absolutely identical conditions the same result need not
follow. This is, as I understand it, really to contend that the
same A is at once and in precisely the same sense both B and
not B, a contention which obviously would destroy and remove
the whole notion of truth.

In this passage the central concept has changed from respon-
sibility to its contradictory chance. If responsibility is identical
with necessary connection then chance is identical with the
absence of that necessary connection. Bradley has here insisted on
the strict implications of the words ‘conditions’ and ‘results’. If
under absolutely identical circumstances either of two events may
follow, then neither of the two events can have in these circum-
stances a sufficient condition: to that extent neither can be a
result of anything,.
More recently Ayer has written:®

... if it is not an accident that I choose to do one thing rather

than another, then presumably there is some causal explanation
of my choice.

And even more recently J. L. Mackie asks*

! Cf. Maurice Cranston, Freedom, pp. 169ff, with whose comments on this and other
passages I am in substantial agreement.

% Collected Essays, vol. 2, p. 452 passim.

3 Polemic s, p. 39. Cf. also Foundations of Empirical Knowledge, chap. 1v, p. 209.

¢ ‘Evil and Omnipotence’, Mind, April 1955, p. 209.
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... if freedom is randomness, how can it be a characteristic of
will? And ... What value or merit would there be in free choices
if these were random actions which were not determined by the
nature of the agent?

The general assumption underlying all those quotations is that the
interrelated concepts of responsibility, chance, accident, and ran-
domness? have a straightforward connection with the concept of
necessary connection. It is assumed that necessary connection
unequivocally implies responsibility and that the absence of
necessary connection unequivocally implies chance or accident.
Strangely enough, many who insist that the will is free are united
in this same assumption with the Determinists whom they think
they oppose. When we act responsibly and freely, we must, they
think, act from necessity: but this necessity is of a supernatural
or transcendent kind which frees us from the necessary order of
natural events.2 They frequently combine this with the belief that
the supernatural influence is without exception a moral one: and
that leads to the curious consequence that we are responsible for
our actions when we do what is right but never when we do what
1s wrong. Again the assumption that responsibility is unequivo-
Ca_lly identical with necessary connection explains why certain

ibertarians (including myself when I first considered the prob-
18!_11) seek for a tertium guid between Determinism and Indeter-
minism in the idea of autonomy or self-determinism. They treat
Ni€Cessary connection as in some cases reflexive. This solution has
also. been adopted by non-Libertarians of the Hegelian kind as a
tertium guid between Libertarianism and Determinism. Obviously
then it has conflicting interpretations. One alone of these has to
My mind any sense. On this interpretation self-determinism is
simply equivalent to a form of indeterminism,? and accordingly
1S Status as a serzsyum quid is destroyed.

In Fhe chapters to come I shall show two things, or rather, the

negative and positive aspect of the same thing:

(2) that the sense in which the agent is responsible for his

voluntary action is not the sense in which we undoubtedly
., ! Cf.also R.E. Hobart, ‘Freewill as Involving Determinism and inconceivable without
it', Mind, January 1924; and P. H. Nowell-Smith, Ethics, pp. 281-2.

* Cf. Kant, Fundamengq/ Principles of the Metaphysic of Ethics (ed. Abbot), p. 87.
* My grounds for this judgment are contained in Chapters vir and 1x.
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regard one of two necessarily connected events as thereby
responsible for the other;

(6) that Libertarian indeterminacy is indeed incompatible with
one kind of responsibility, but that it is equivalent to, as well
as compatible with, the kind of responsibility peculiar to agents.

Given the negative conclusion (a) by itself, one could always
reinstate the paradox which it appears to resolve. Even if two
senses of the words ‘responsible’, etc., have been confused in one
formulation of the paradox, the confusion might conceal a real
paradox. Perhaps the responsibility peculiar to voluntary actions
entails the deterministic type of responsibility for these actions.
I remove this possibility in Chapter vir where I show that Liber-
tarian indeterminacy is implied by (i.e. is an indispensable condi-
tion of) responsibility of the former type. This may provoke
the awkward question “What, then, are the other conditions for
this type of responsibility?” Accordingly, in Chapter 1x I go on
to show that Libertarian indeterminacy is a sufficient as well as
an indispensable condition of the former responsibility — and thus
draw conclusion ().

1 come to the first or negative conclusion (a) in Chapters 11 to
1v by showing that

(1) in principle the agent can be wholly or completely respon-
sible for his action even where factors external to him are
indispensable causal conditions of the action;

(2) necessary connection is a symmetrical and timeless relation,
whereas the relation of responsibility between agent and action
is asymmetrical and temporal.

In what follows I shall describe the type of responsibility which
is equivalent to necessary connection between events as the
‘explanatory’ type, and the kind peculiar to the agent as the ‘narra-
tive” type. These descriptions may seem perhaps to take my con-
clusions for granted but are used for the sake of brevity alone.



CHAPTER 1II

EXPLANATION, ASCRIPTION, AND
NARRATION

O reasons for making a distinction between two kinds of
I responsibility have just been adumbrated in Chapter 1.
According to the first of these the agent can in principle be wholly
or completely responsible for his action even where factors ex-
ternal to him are indispensable causal conditions of the action. It
would seem to follow from this that even if the agent is wholly
responsible for an action he need not be its sufficient causal COI'ldi—
tion (supposing for the sake of the argument that it has a sufficient
causal condition). Now if there were only one sort of respon-
Slbllif_}’, a completely responsible agent would have to be a
suﬂif:lent causal condition. Since, however, this consequence con-
tradicts our conclusion, there must then be at least two sorts of
responsibility. I elaborate the premiss of this inference and its
implications more carefully in the rest of this chapter.

In the first section below I shall attend to a complicating factor.
We shall see that, quite apart from a different sort of condition,
1O event or totality of events can be treated in an absolute sense
3 2 sufficient causal condition for another. This may seem to
destroy. the antithesis which I am striving to draw between the
responsibility peculiar to agents and events respectively. If neither
BENts nor events turn out to be capable of being sufficient condi-
tions, there is no contrast between them in this respect. What is
still more serious, the whole basis of the distinction in Chapter I
between Determinism and Indeterminism may seem to be threat-
:ﬁd. If Cvents are necessarily connected in some way, it must be

cast conceivable that some should be sufficient conditions of
Ot}}ll.e 5. There s, however, a more restricted sense of ‘sufficient’ in
waich an event or totality of events can be legitimately said to be
a sufficient cayg] condition of another. This is the main sense
wh1gh I have been giving and will continue to give to the word
outside the next section.

. In the seconq section I shall go on to show that we can mean-
ingfully attribyge complete responsibility for an action to an
agent. When we do 50 on any given occasion it is because we

14
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think that certain conditions have been fulfilled. The formulation
of these conditions of complete responsibility will make plain that
they definitely do not exclude the possibility that his action
depends upon causal conditions external to the agent. Here, then,
is one reason why the responsibility of the agent must be distinct
from responsibility peculiar to causal conditions.

I

Even supposing the natural course of events is determined in
accordance with laws down to the minutest detail, it remains true
that the occurrence of no event or set of events is a sufficient con-
dition in itself of the occurrence of any other event or set. To put
the point more starkly let us consider everything that has hap-
pened in the universe at a given moment, though there may be
limitations to the sense of such a hypothesis. Even this totality of
events could not supply a sufficient condition whereby a later or
earlier event or totality of events is determined in accordance with
natural laws. To establish a sufficient condition we would have to
add to the condition that each one of the totality has occurred the
further condition that they all together constitute the totality of
events, or equivalently, that there are no other events that have
occurred at the same time.

Of course, even if the concept of the totality of events at a
given moment is fully intelligible, it is something which only an
omniscient being could hope to apply. Fortunately for the possi-
bility of human science, however, there are relatively isolated
systems of events which fall within our comprehension. Here
again, however, any totality of events within a given period of
time cannot serve as a sufficient condition for any event or set of
events within the same system without the further proviso that
the system is isolated and that no other event outside the totality
is relevant.

Now, since the indispensable non-occurrence of other events
is not the occurrence of an event, it would seem to be more accur-
ate to regard the laws which govern the succession of events to
be concerned with the necessary connections between facts about
events. Most of these facts are particular facts that a given event
or set has taken place: but before any conjunction of facts can
constitute a sufficient condition of any other fact or conjunction
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of facts about events it must include a general fact which sets a
limit to the range of particular facts. This conclusion follows
from the formal structure of the scientific or causal laws! by means
of which predictions or retrodictions are possible from the data
given, and through which the necessary connections governing
the occurrence of events are formulated.

By way of the simplest illustration let us take a scientific law of
a relatively low degree of abstraction. According to the law of
refraction from plane polished surfaces light is refracted at an
angle equal to the angle of incidence. By means of this law we
could predict with accuracy the point at which a beam of light
will impinge upon a certain screen after refraction, dut only in the
absence of certain conditions whick are possible. If some other re-
fracting agent intervenes between the screen and the polished
surface, or if the density of the medium through which the light
is refracted becomes uneven, or if the screen disintegrates or
moves within the period of time taken by the light to travel from
source of emission to the position predicted, then the prediction
will certainly not be borne out. The future will not be predictable
purely in terms of the initial conditions specified, i.e. the angle of
incidence and the position of the screen. It is even possible that
the fugure will not be predictable solely in terms of the law or
refraction but that other causal laws have to be called upon.

Altogether in making a prediction at any given moment about

what'vfnll subsequently occur we must satisfy ourselves that two
conditions are fulfilled:

(2) that the causal law or set of causal laws which we apply to
the given situation is the sole law or set of causal laws to be
applicable for the purpose of predicting;

(6) that if the law or set is the sole law o set applicable for this
purpose to the situation, then it is applicable neither in a more
nor in a less complex fashion than we allow.

In our example the screen might have shifted after the ray had
b_een emitted and before it could strike the point predicted. Condi-
tion (@) will then be violated unless the predictor has realized that

1T use ‘caus_al law’ to indicate generally laws which govern the succession of events in
mfolre or less direct ways, though it can be used profitably to indicate a more specific type
of law (cf, Mario Bunge, Causality, H.U.P., 1959, pp. 17fI).
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other laws besides that of refraction are involved. On the other
hand, the predictor may have allowed for the presence of only one
plane polished surface between source of light and destination.
The ray, however, may in actual fact be refracted by several sur-
faces before striking the screen. In such circumstances then, con-
dition () will have been violated. The law of refraction is alone
applicable to the situation, but in a more complex way than has
been allowed.

Both conditions (a) and (4) must be held in mind, but in a
perfectly unified science the fulfilment of (4) alone would suffice.
A perfectly unified science is by definition a science in which only
one law is applicable. In using such a law, however, it would be
less easy to satisfy ourselves that (4) had in any given situation
been fulfilled since it probably would be applicable in a more
complex fashion than our incomplete knowledge of the situation
would allow us to recognize. If] for instance, the phenomena of
light were determinable in terms of laws governing the motions
of particles, the laws of motion would suffice for predicting the
point at which light would impinge on a moving screen, but only
if we knew in detail the relative positions of all the particles out
of which the ray, the refracting agents and the screen were com-
posed.

The general principle from which both these conditions derive
rather than their relative importance is, however, our more imme-
diate concern. They provide for, by guarding against, the possi-
bility that factors, additional to those which the prediction has
taken into account, could by their presence prevent what other-
wise would occur. They lay down, as an indispensable condition
of the subsequent occurrence, that such factors should not in fact
obtain.

There is one source of possible confusion that might conceiv-
ably obscure the truth of these conclusions. Quite apart from
certain quantitative laws which can be regarded merely as defini-
tions of physical concepts, many quantitative laws are at least
partially analytic in structure. The quantitative ratios which they
specify are logically contingent and verifiable or falsifiable by
experience. On the other hand, the factors between which these
quantitative ratios hold are analytically or logically correlative.
It is logically conceivable for instance that the angle of refraction
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is not equal to the angle of incidence, but logically inconceivable
that where refraction has taken place incidence has not taken
place. The fact that in certain laws the analytically connected
factors are successive, as in the instance of incidence and refrac-
tion, might possibly lead one to mistake the logically necessary
connection for a causally necessary one. This would lead to the
further mistake of supposing that the occurrence of a certain event
could be in itself the sufficient condition of some other — that the
Occurrence of refraction, for instance, is not merely the logically
sufficient condition of an antecedent incidence, but the causally
sufficient condition as well. There are other laws, of course, where
the analytically connected factors are not temporally successive.
In Boyle’s law, for instance, the analytically connected factors are
the volume and the pressure of a gas. Anything with a volume
can be considered as of logical necessity being under some pres-
sure from zero upwards. Likewise, anything under pressure can
be considered as of logical necessity having some volume. Once
again it is the quantitative ratio between the two factors which is
ogically contingent. But there is not the same occasion for con-
using the analytic connection with a causal connection, or of
Supposing that one event must underall conceivable circumstances
€ Preceded or succeeded by another of a specific kind.

There is another argument in philosophical currency which
Purports to show that no event or group of events is a sufficient
condition of another.! Unfortunately it is, to my mind, invalid.

D concluding this section I cannot ignore it, because it bears a
sufficient likeness to the argument which I have employed to
Eak‘? 1t a possible source of misunderstanding. It has been argued
: atif thereis 3 discontinuity b.etween cause and eﬁ‘ect., then in Fhe
Nterval between the two there is always room for the intervention
;)u O(t:}.ler condi:ci_ons. Consequently, the cause could never be the
i ffectlem condlt}on of the eﬂ.'ect. If, on the ot.he;r. hand, cause and
Condit?re conceived as continuous, the possibility of z_1dd1t10nal
ol ons that intervene is indeed removed., bul‘:, s0 it is argged,
Y at the cost of cause and effect becoming in part identical.
ere the crucial issue is whether continuity does in fact entail

1

Noticc:zf;; AE E. Taylor, Elements of Metaphysics, pp. 171-4; Bertrand Russell, ‘O_n the

RG C° "_Cause', Ar. Soc. Proc., 1912-13, P- 7T reprinted in Mysticism and Logic; and
» - ~0lingwood, ‘On the So-called Idea of Causation’, 4r. Sec. Proc., pp. 96-8.
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partial identity. To my mind it is only through an erroneous
interpretation of a mathematical theory that one can suppose that
it does. According to this theory, a line consists of a compact
series of points, and a duration of a compact series of instants.
‘Compact’ is here understood in the technical sense to indicate
that between any two points in the line, or any two instants in the
duration, there exist respectively other points and instants. On
this view of the constitution of a duration the instant that divides
one segment of the duration from another must be part of both.
Ifit belonged to a third, the two segments could not be continuous
with each other. If, on the other hand, it belonged to one and not
the other, then where does the other segment begin? At the next
instant? But if the series of instants is compact, there can be no
next instant. Other instants must intervene between the dividing
instant and any other instant with which the segment that excludes
the dividing instant is taken to begin. And consequently, once
again, the two segments would not be continuous. Since this is
contrary to our hypothesis, there can be no alternative to regard-
ing the dividing instant as part of both segments. Let us now
suppose that two segments of time divided by a given instant are
exhaustively occupied by cause and effect respectively. If then
the constituents of duration are instants in the mathematical sense,
then the dividing instant must be part both of the cause and the
effect, and cause must in part be identical with effect. And if, so
the argument concludes, cause and effect are in part identical, then
the cause is indeed a sufficient condition at least of that part of the
effect with which it is identical: but it is a sufficient condition in the
analytic sense of condition and not in the synthetic sense required
by the relation between cause and effect.

The rejoinder to this argument is, however, obvious. A seg-
ment of time is not composed in any concrete or material sense of
compact series of instants. These compact series are mathematical
abstractions. The only sort of temporal unit which can either be
separate or not from a second by a third is a finite segment of time.
An instant is but the end of one segment of time and the beginning
of another — no more a part of time or of either of the segments
which it divides than a full stop is a word in either of two con-
secutive sentences. It isn’t even what Russell has suggested® —a

1Our Knowledge of the External World, chap. v.
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logical construct from events. Points and instants are not entities
of any kind, otherwise one could ask at what points or instants
they take place. Strictly they are or give positions rather than
have position. Except in the indirect sense useful to the mathema-
tician they are neither separated from each other by other instants
nor contiguous. To describe a series of them as either compact or
discrete is equally a category mistake.

In the concrete sense, then, the only sort of infinite divisibility
into discrete parts which any finite temporal segment permits is,
for instance, into series of non-overlapping segments of time
vanishing towards zero. These are the segments to which the
so-called compact series of instants give position. It does not
follow, then, that two events, whether causally connected or not,
are continuous only if the dividing segment is part of at least one
of the two segments which it divides. Far less must we suppose,
if we wish to maintain that the segments are continuous, that the
instant belongs to both the segments which it divides.

The point of this argument which I have criticized seems to be
that we never can enumerate all the particular causal conditions
upon which a given event depends. Unless we make the actual

€ginning of the effect part of its causal conditions, an inter-
mediate causal condition must always exist, or have time to exist,
beFWeen any causal condition and the beginning of its effect. The
point of the argument I have used, on the other hand, is that
aving enumerated all the particular conditions one has yet to
StlP‘ﬂ.a.te as a general condition that there are no other particular
conditions. Otherwise one has failed to specify the sufficient con-
dm(_)n of the event’s occurrence. The fact that there are no other
Particular conditions has nothing to do with the fact that there
ar€ 110 gaps in time between the particular causal conditions that
VZ‘I’;nbeen enumerated and the effect. Even if there were no inter-

& 8aps, there could be other factors which would prevent
SiriuotC:Urrence of the effect. They might be partly or wholly

. -aneous with the particular causal conditions enumerated.

o ;:Sce ng event or set of events can be a sufficient condition of
necess:n in that_ sense .completely' responsible, the relation of
event 1}')}’ connection strictly speaking does not hold between
. -8 but between facts about events. The sufficient condition
'8 €Omposed of particular and general facts. Consequently I have
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called the sort of responsibility which consists of necessary con-
nection ‘explanatory’; for explaining is the only thing one set of
facts can do or fail to do to another. This mode of description is,
however, not designed to deny an ontological basis to necessary
connection or that the connection holds between events. It is
merely intended to emphasize that it holds between events as
members of a system isolated in relevant respects from other
systems. Within such a system it is indeed permissible to describe
an event as a sufficient condition of another provided we do not
lose sight of the fact that it fulfils this function only as a consti-
tuent of a system. With this restriction in sense, then, one event
or set of events can legitimately be described as a sufficient causal
condition of another, and also, in the explanatory sense of ‘re-
sponsible’ as wholly or completely responsible.

2

There is, however, another sort of relationship which makes it
possible to say of one thing that it is wholly responsible for
another. It is logically possible to say of an agent that he is wholly
responsible for some particular action. This I take to be elemen-
tary, but there remains a question of interpretation which is not
quite elementary.

Professor H. L. A. Hart has suggested?

that the philosophical analysis of the concept of a human action
has been inadequate and confusing, at least in part because
sentences of the form ‘He did it” have been traditionally re-
garded as primarily descriptive whereas their principal function
is what I venture to call ascriprive, being quite literally to
ascribe responsibility for actions much as the principal function
of sentences of the form ‘This is his’ is to ascribe rights in
property.
I agree that there is what might be called an ascriptive use of the
word ‘responsible’. But underlying this use there is what I shall
call a narrative use of the same word. I use the word ‘narrative’ to
contrast this use with the explanatory use examined in the pre-
vious section as well as with the ascriptive use mentioned by Hart.
The following would I think be a fair summary of Hart’s
1 Logic and Language (ed. Flew), First Series, chap. v, p. 145.
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article. ‘Responsible’ in the ascriptive sense means something
like ‘meriting good, bad, or indifferent treatment’. An agent in
the ascriptive sense is responsible if he has some sort of merit
positive or negative. But, and this is the novel point, this merit
does not depend upon any definite characteristic of his action
rather than another. To judge that an agent is responsible for
something or that ‘He did it’ is, at the very least, to do more than
make certain judgments about matters of fact. It is similar to the
decision which a judge makes in the light of certain precedents.
He is more often making law by creating a new precedent than
merely acting in accordance with the existing law. By his decision
he rmakes certain facts determine the issue. He doesn’t merely
judge that in the light of the existing law certain facts do without
ambivalence determine the issue. He creates rather than interprets
law. Likewise by ascribing responsibility to a particular agent one
makes him responsible or creates his responsibility. One does this,
of course, in the light of certain facts about his action, but in
ascribing one chooses the sort of fact that will determine the issue.

I wish to show on the other hand that there is a non-ascriptive
sense of ‘responsible’ or ‘He did it’. There are ascriptive uses of
thes? words as well, but the non-ascriptive use is presupposed by
ascriptive uses. Certain facts about an action are relevant to its
merit, and the relevance of some at least of these facts does noz
dep?nq upon the choice of the person who ascribes merit. A non-
ascriptive or ‘narrative’ type of responsibility depends upon this
residual class of fact. We may notice this more clearly if we ob-
S€rve a very necessary distinction between two kinds of ascriptive
responsibility: for each of the ascriptive kinds presupposes the
narrative kind in a different way.

n agent may be wholly responsible in the ascriptive sense
where he is the sole agent to whom any praise or blame for an
action can pertain, even though he is not wholly responsible in
the narrative sense for all its creditable or discreditable aspects.
Thus in a railway disaster one may say of the signalman that he
was wholly responsible for the accident in the ascriptive sense,
Whert? one merely wishes to exculpate some other person who has
been involved, such as the engine-driver. One does not intend to
de:ny thereby that the disaster was indeed an accident. One merely
wishes to indicate, first, that the action of the signalman was one
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of the many voluntary actions that contributed to the accident,
and second, that in its voluntary aspects it was the sole action of
all the contributing actions that should not have been performed.
Where the signalman’s action may be presumed unintentional in
its disastrous aspects, one does not, however, hold him guilty of
murder but only of culpable homicide, if there are fatalities.
Accordingly, a person can be wholly or partially responsible for
an occurrence in the ascriptive sense without the stigma or credit
being moral, if the occurrence taken as a whole was a fortuitous
concatenation of actions, which taken in isolation from each other
may each have been voluntary. The stigma or credit, or the
absence of cither, for the volunzary part of his action that led to
the fortuitous whole will be, of course, of a moral kind: but it will
at the same time be less than if the whole occurrence had been
intentional.

In the instance of an accident responsibility, whole or partial,
for the accidental occurrence is of the ascriptive kind alone. On
the other hand an agent may be wholly responsible for an occur-
rence in both the ascriptive and narrative senses. When this hap-
pens the stigma, or credit, or absence of either, that pertains to the
occurrence must be fully moral in character: that to which it per-
tains is in its possibly creditable or discreditable aspects a voluntary
action of the agent through and through. Accordingly, what
distinguishes the first kind of ascriptive responsibility from the
second is this. Complete responsibility of the first ascriptive kind
for an action in certain aspects implies only partial responsibility
of the narrative kind for the action in the same aspects. Complete
responsibility of the second ascriptive kind, on the other hand,
implies complete responsibility of the narrative kind in precisely
the same aspects. Both kinds of ascriptive responsibility, however,
presupposes some degree of narrative responsibility.

In the instance of the railway accident, the signalman could not
have ascriptive responsibility for it of the first non-moral kind,
unless the occurrence had been in certain of its aspects an enzirely
voluntary action of his. At the same time, since it is an accident.
1t cannot in all its aspects be an entirely voluntary action of his. It
may have comprised his absence from the signal-controls, and
only if this was voluntary can he be held ascriptively responsible
in the first way for the accident. But although he can be held
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wholly responsible for the accident in the first ascriptive sense
(provided there has been no lapse on the part of other offi-
cials involved), he can only be held partially responsible in the
narrative sense. And if his absence from the controls was entirely
involuntary, due for instance to an unpredictable stroke, it is un-
likely that he could reasonably be held responsible for the accident
in any ascriptive sense whatever. He certainly could not be held
responsible, whether wholly or partially, for the accident in the
narrative sense, and consequently not in the second or moral
ascriptive sense. The only sense in which he could be held respon-
sible for the accident at all is the explanatory sense dealt with in
the previous section, because his absence from the controls is a
causal condition of the accident.

In making, then, the necessary differentiation between two
kinds of ascriptive responsibility we have revealed the presence
and to a certain extent the properties of an underlying narrative
kind. The narrative kind is exactly coextensive with the voluntary
?vhereas the general ascriptive kind is wider. Both the words
responsible’ and ‘voluntary’ derive their principal utility from
the fact that the verb ‘act’ and ‘do’ have sometimes a narrow but
more 9fte_r1 a wider sense. In the more frequent and wider use
}hey. signify involuntary as well as voluntary behaviour. Even
Inanimate objects are said to do things or to acz. In this sense these
words and the' words for particular actions (e.g. ‘approach’) have

a quasi-narrative or purely descriptive sense. The relevant be-
ha\_nour can be specified in purely ostensive terms. But some
actions are voluptary, and when we refer to them as such our dis-
COUrse 1S narrative as well as descriptive. ‘I sprang to the saddle
and Jorrick and He’ is, for instance, the first line of a narrative
fmd not _mer’ely a descriptive poem. We frequently use the word
responsible’ as well as ‘voluntary’ to make clear the distinction
between the two kinds of discourse.

If an action 1s voluntary in all its ostensive aspects, then an
agent is wholly responsible for the action in the narrative sense.
If, on the other hand, it is only voluntary in some of its ostensive
aspects,_then the agent whose action it is can be only partially
responsible for it j ; . :

€spons I 1t in the narrative sense. The ostensive specifica-
tions give no indication of what might well be considered the
most important fact about the action, viz. whether it is voluntary,
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and what persons are responsible, and the degree to which they
are responsible. The railway disaster can be specified in ostensive
terms but this leaves unsaid that it is a accident or fortuitous con-
catenation of the behaviour of a number of agents, i.e. that it is
involuntary. It further leaves unsaid, that one of the contributing
factors in the fortuitous concatenation, viz. the signalman’s be-
haviour, was at the same time completely voluntary, an action for
which he was wholly responsible.

Obviously, then, to complete our discussion and support these
distinctions between kinds of responsibility, we must ask what
makes an action voluntary. Two conditions are sufficient:

(a) the action must not be contrary to the agent’s intentions;
(&) the fact that it is not contrary to the agent’s intention must
be at least an indispensable condition of its successful per-
formance.

On these conditions I think both Libertarians and their adver-
saries could agree. They are sufficiently liberal to recognize as
voluntary such normally unreflective actions as breathing and
blinking, or spontaneous, or impulsive actions, which some
would feel disinclined to call intentional since they are unreflec-
tive. At the same time they recognize the voluntariness of deli-
berate or reflective actions as well. Superficially, however, they
may seem insufficient for two reasons that I can think of.

First: can they decide the voluntary status of actions prompted
by post-hypnotic suggestion? While in a hypnotic trance one may
be told to perform a particular action so many minutes after
regaining normal consciousness. One may, for instance, have been
ordered to open a window, and in many cases when the allotted
time comes round one does in fact open the window, probably
thinking one is just satisfying a passing whim or even perhaps
that one wants fresh air. Now is this action voluntary? Certainly
the two conditions seem fulfilled. The action was not contrary to
one’s intention — one even was aware of an intention to do it.
Likewise, the fact of the action not being contrary to the agent’s
intention is an indispensable condition of its performance. If one
hadn’t wanted to open the window one wouldn’t have opened it.

To my mind the action really is voluntary. It is only as the
obedience to a suggestion that it can be considered involuntary,

o
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for it might be contrary to the agent’s intention (damaging to his
pride, for instance) to obey a post-hypnotic suggestion. But in
fact one can say this sort of thing about many of our more normal
actions which we wouldn't hesitate to call voluntary actions.
Many of our actions are suggested to us and for reasons of vanity
we might never have performed them if we had been aware of the
fact. Indeed, only on the rarest of occasions are we spontaneously
aware of all the opportunities for action afforded by our circum-
stances. And, in any given instance, it is almost as rare for us to
realize that the action was suggested. What makes post-hypnotic
suggestion unique is not its covert character so much as the
method employed. Now we have already seen that any action may
be (most are) voluntary in some respects and involuntary in
others. In the instance of an agent unwittingly following out a
suggestion, the action suggested can be involuntary only when
con51dere'd as obedience to the suggestion.
actio(; Pr’r?;nt ;10 the important role gf unrecggnizec.:l syggestion in
not upset ty};e OWev;:lr, seem damaging to Libertarianism. Does 1:
But why s ho:llsta}[i ysical neutrality I have so far tried to observe:
more likely o] the leertarxar} deny the truism that an agent is
than one “};hichu}?tanly to realize a project which he entertains
admit that ther e lc!oe.s not enterta1r£? And why shou'ld he not
Spontancons] ¥ 'Iz'l'Le imits to the agent’s ability to conceive action
ledge, and SOZi.al ¢ agent’s intelligence, education, general know-
Controlling Whaltcontactsr can without }}esuz'mon be rfacognlzgd as
all this the ] gpen, ael}ters into the agent’s mind. Having ad'mltted
that it remaing cor rlﬁn can still maintain with perfect consistency
end which en:a y unsettled whether the agent will aim at the
yprotic Suggestioerft?uns. Of c}:lours}?, in the instance of post-
the suggested pro; it seems that the agent having entertained
quite easy 1o eg llt?ct is more likely to realize it than not. But it is
finds one gives plain this te-ndency as.alvolunt.ary one. When one
merit the rationr:lorﬁ'attemlon to a trivial project than it seems to
action, in the Samet v:/ng to do is to b_e rid of it by real_lzmg it in
sake of peace. ay as one gives in to a nagging wife for the
o oy i f kg ssevationsshout e ey
called ‘compule s untariness may be oun.d in what are
Pulsions’. Is the child who sucks his thumb, the
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kleptomaniac, the sex-criminal, or the miser behaving voluntarily?
Againby our two criteria they may seem to be. Can we not say that
these people know what they are doing, very often intend to do it,
or in any case do not at the operative moment intend not to do it,
and also that if they had intended not to do it they would not
have done it? Yet we may feel doubts about calling such actions
voluntary.

The reasons for hesitation are obvious. Compulsive actions
are incongruous or inappropriate. We feel inclined to say that the
agent really does not know what he is about even when, as above,
we felt compelled to admit that he is aware of the bare facts about
his action. Compulsive action violates the first criterion in rather
a curious way. It is not contrary to the agent’s intention as a result
of any sort of external force. Neither is he, in one sense, ignorant
of the nature and circumstances of his action. In one sense he
knows very well what he is about to do and, afterwards, what he
has done. What he is unaware of is his rea/ intention. And there
is no need to jeer at the word ‘real” here. What it indicates is quite
clear. The action is inappropriate not because the agent is ignorant
of what it and the objects round about him are. It is not like aiming
a rifle which one mistakenly takes to be unloaded, or like sitting
on a chair that isn’t there. The action is inappropriate because the
agent is unaware of what these objects are noz. They conceal
because they are confused in his mind with other objects.

"This concealment seems to be what in psycho-analytical theory
is referred to as symbolization. The thumb symbolizes the
mother’s teat because subjectively speaking that is what it ‘con-
ceals’. But we needn’t underwrite psycho-analytical theory in all
details. Take for instance the miser whose behaviour displays the
incongruity typical of compulsion. What does his money conceal
from him?

One account is that it conceals or symbolizes his faeces, but let
us consider an alternative, viz. that it conceals his personal in-
violability. Inviolability is indeed less palpable than faeces, but
possibly more relevant. In fact it may account for the infantile
concern for faeces which when unwisely interfered with leads to
traumatic conditions. Under the pressure of our environment,
particularly of our social requiremnets, a more sensitive differen-
tiation of our aims or ends may become necessary. In the process
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of this differentiation the individual may become confused. His
life may lose its integrity — his ends their essential unity. Instead
of his new life being a development through differentiation of the
old he may feel that it has little continuity with the latter and no
lqnger any self-consistency. The miser retains an integrity or in-
violability of a rather stunted form.!

Now personal inviolability is the sort of end which we may
have of necessity. This necessity, however, is not a deterministic
psychological sort of necessity. Personal inviolability is the sort of
end that may underlie, or precondition, most, or all, of our more
specific ends. The necessity is of a logical kind. There is an incon-
sistency about not willing one’s personal inviolability analogous
to the inconsistency, mentioned by Kant, of not willing the deve-
lopment of one’s ralents. Since one’s talents qualify one for the
successful execution of one’s aims one cannot consistently will
their atroPhy. Likewise, short of willing suicide of character, the
preservation of the personality which we express in our particular
actlons is necessarily willed in the willing of these actions

n this analysis we can see why the miser’s behaviour becomes
compulsive, Ap end, which he need not choose from logical or
'fmﬁ{ other kind of necessity, comes to symbolize or conceal an end
lqﬁi};el;y logical necessity he must choose. In this way the former
fails dear? Spurious sort of logical necessity so long as the agent
thar exercy to see what it is not. Itis th-lS spurious logical necessity
is, but he :iSES the compulsxon.. The miser knows what his money
money ws oes not know thzft it is on-l}'f money. If he kpew thgt.hls
(0 stop ori not h1§ personal 1T1V1olab1th he would be in a position
change b © continue hoarding, and simultaneously to pursue or
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! Cf. Frangois Mauriac’s Ze naud de vipéres.
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would have ceased as soon as he discovered what his money
is not.

I wouldn’t like to say whether this spurious sort of logical
necessity is an essential ingredient of all compulsions. The most
I need to maintain is that objects of compulsive desires ‘conceal’
ends which are fundamental to human nature whatever that
means. It is likely, however, that the process of symbolization,
whereby secondary objects such as thumbs and money come to
stand for or ‘conceal’ more primitive objects such as teats or
faeces, arises from the fact that these primitive objects specify at
a certain age-level more general and comprehensive ends, which
should take other and more complex specific forms at later age-
levels. Personal inviolability is an example of this general sort of
end. Security is another. In early years the child may not possess
the conceptual capacity to distinguish the specific from the general
aspect and this may explain why the traumatic experiences which
give rise to compulsions are most commonly the earliest. It also
suggests that psycho-analytic methods which don’t probe beyond
these primitive objects may remove the compulsion, but tend to
perpetuate the infantile traits in the patient by persuading him
that they are fundamental.

What alone is germane to my main argument in this analysis,
however, is the part which suffices to show that compulsive be-
haviour, contrary to first appearances, does not conform to the
first part of our criterion of voluntariness, viz. that voluntary
action cannot be contrary to the agent’s intention. We only feel
doubt on this matter if we fail to distinguish between ignorance
of what one’s action is and ignorance for what it is not. In its
positive aspect the agent’s compulsive behaviour is not inconsis-
tent with the first part of our criterion but in its negative aspect
it is.

For these reasons, then, the two conditions of voluntariness
can stand as sufficient despite the apparent difficulties. Now
whether an occurrence is not contrary to the agent’s intention,
and whether its not being contrary is an indispensable condition
of its occurring, are both matters of fact rather than matters of
ascription. This is true whichever of two dominant interpretations
of statements about intention one cares to adopt. They may be
categorical statements about mental occurrences, or alternatively,
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they may be reducible to hypothetical statements or ‘mongrel-
categorical’ statements about such publicly observable events as
what the agent would have done in certain circumstances.! I don’t
wish to suggest that one must adopt one or other of these views,
but merely to point out that on either, the presence of an intention
is not a matter of ascription. In Chapter VII I shall try to give
a more adequate analysis of intention than either of these, but
this will leave unaffected our present conclusion that matters of
intention are non-ascriptive.

We have seen, then, in the first part of this chapter that the
relation of necessary connection is strictly speaking a relation
between facts about events, or alternatively between events only
as constituents of a system. No event or set of events can be
wholly responsible for the fact that another event or set has
occurred, since the sufficient condition consists of general as well
as particular facts about events. It consists of the composite fact
that certain events have occurred and that no other events of
relevance have occurred. In the second part of this chapter we
have seen, on the other hand, that the agent can have complete
responsibility for his actions. Since, then, the agent is a person
and not a set of particular or general facts, one might argue that
there must be a distinction between the two sorts of responsibility
I have labelled ‘explanatory’ and ‘narrative’.

I have, however, just conceded that an event can be regarded
as a sufficient condition of another, subject to its interpretation as
a constituent of a system. Why, then, shouldn’t the agent be
regarded as a sufficient condition of his action subject to the same
sort of restriction? T'wo answers to this have emerged from the
last section.

(1) Even supposing an agent could be conceived as a sufficient
condition in the restricted sense of his action, he wouldn’t neces-
sarily be wholly responsible in the manner typical of agents; for
the action might be involuntary. The two conditions of volun-
tariness have first to be fulfilled for there to be responsibility of
the relevant kind. If, then, the agent is wholly responsible for an
act in this way, it is only by being a sufficient condition of a
specific sort. Hence, for this reason if for no other we must

1 G. Ryle, The Concept of Mind, pp. 138f1.
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distinguish other forms of responsibility from those belonging to
sufficient conditions as such.

(2) However, it is clear enough that the agent can be wholly
responsible for an action in the manner which is typical of agents
without being the sufficient condition of the action at all. The
conditions of voluntariness lay it down that the absence of con-
trary intentions must be an indispensable condition of the action.
But in many cases of action other conditions are indispensable to
the action besides the absence of contrary intentions. Since these
are frequently of an environmental nature and external not only
to the agent’s mental states but also to his body, the agent cannot
be the sufficient condition. I don’t wish to imply by this that the
agent as such is some sort of condition of his action, but merely
that if one tries to regard him as any sort of condition one has to
concede in many cases the presence of external or environmental
conditions which are just as indispensable to the action as the
conditions that can be identified with the agent.

For these considerations we must distinguish a narrative from
an explanatory form of responsibility. If we don't we can, of
course, adopt the expedient of finding the agent responsible not
for his action, where that depends on environmental conditions,
but solely for some sort of effort to act or do. Professor C. A.
Campbell, for instance, attributes' moral responsibility to the
agent solely for exercising some sort of moral effort rather than
for the successful conclusion of moral effort. His grounds are
that the agent must be the sole source of that for which he is
morally responsible. But people do things: they don’t merely ¢ry
to do them: and it is with the analysis of responsibility as efficacy
or the doing of things done that we are concerned. When I turn
off the air-conditioner it is I who stop it, not I and, say, the dis-
connecting action of the switch except in a distinctly miscegenated
sense of ‘stop’.

While, then, events must always fall short of being sufficient
conditions in the unrestricted sense, the agent, in so far as he can
be correctly identified with a condition at all, must always fall
short of being a sufficient condition in the restricted sense. Hence,
the responsibility typical of the agent can in no sense be identified
with the necessary connection between events. We have also seen

1 Selfhood and Godhood (Allen & Unwin), p. 168.
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why we must distinguish between the narrative and ascriptive
kinds, the latter of which for similar reasons must also be dis-
tinguished from the explanatory kind. The distinctions in respon-
sibility recognized by the chapter as a whole can be exhibited as
follows:

Responsibility
l

I I I l
Narrative Quasi-narrative Explanatory Ascriptive

(persons) (things and persons) (events or facts) (persons)

Voluntary ~ Non-voluntary

This method of division is of course without prejudice to
relations of dependence between the co-ordinate subdivisions.
Thus the ascriptive kinds presuppose the properties of an under-
lying narrative kind. There is as well the apparent possibility that
the narrative kind of responsibility, while distinct, might yet be
reducible to the explanatory type. In later chapters I shall argue
that narrative responsibility, or voluntary action, is indeed re-
ducible to necessary connections between events, but not to the
one-one necessary connections postulated by Determinists.



CHAPTER III
AGENT, SUBSTANCE, AND EVENT

A sEcOND reason for distinguishing an explanatory from a

narrative type of responsibility is to be found in the property
of symmetry.

I

The one-one necessary connection between events which
Determinists postulate is, in the first place, symmetrical. On the
other hand, the relation between an agent and his voluntary action
is asymmetrical: the agent does the action, but the action does not
in the same sense do the agent — the action is not responsible for
the agent in the same sense as he is responsible for his action.

This contrast is often obscured by our use of such terms as
‘cause’, ‘effect’, ‘necessitating’ or ‘determining’ to express rela-
tions of necessary connection. They suggest that the relation
between effect and cause, necessitated and necessitator, or, what
is determined and what determines may not be the same as the
converse relation. On the other hand, the laws of those branches
of science such as classical mechanics from which Determinists
are wont to draw their model of the universe express the necessary
connections which govern the sequence of events in the form of
equations. Now equality is a symmetrical relation. Consequently
the necessary connection expressed in equations fails to display
the asymmetry which the distinction between cause and effect
seems to require. Possibly the term ‘law’, however, has further
misleading implications. It might suggest the presence of a legis-
lator who by some sort of exertion compels phenomena to behave
consistently with these equations; or at least it might suggest the
presence of an exerted force, if the idea of a legislator is rejected
as too metaphysical. The laws are held to state the principles in
accordance with which such forces as gravity, magnetism, etc.,
are exerted, in somewhat the same way as civil laws state the prin-
ciples in accordance with which political force is exerted.! But the

1 Cf. Schopenhauer, The Fourfold Root of the Principle of Sufficient Reason (Buhn's
PhilosophicaFLibrary), p. §I.
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preceded B! ‘by chance’ as to say that B rather than B2 followed
Al ‘by chance’ using in both cases the same senses of ‘chance’. On
the other hand it is not significant to say that a certain action had
a particular agent ‘by chance’ in the same sense of ‘chance’ as it is
significant to say that he did a particular action ‘by chance’.

Suppose one says ‘Sir Alexander Fleming discovered penicilium
quite by chance’. This means something rather different from ‘It
was quite by chance that it was Sir Alexander Fleming who dis-
covered penicilium’. Possibly the first statement gives support to
the second, but whereas it represents the discovery of a substance
with the properties of penicilium as not having been its dis-
coverer’s specific aim, the second states that there were other
discoverers who might as easily have discovered it. This second
statement could conceivably be false, say on the grounds that Sir
Alexander was the only investigator to be pursuing a line of
research likely to lead to his ‘chance’ discovery, while at the same
time leaving it open that he made it by chance. To say that a par-
ticular action has had a particular agent by chance is simply to
aver the equal likelihood previous to its performance of its having
been performed by somebody else.

Since, then, a particular action cannot have a particular agent
by chance in the same sense as is usual when we say that an agent
performs an action by chance, it follows that chance in the latter
sense consists of an asymmetrical relation. In this sense alone it is
correlative to by excluding ‘narrative’ responsibility, but not cor-
relative to the ‘explanatory’ type. Hence the same asymmetry
must also belong to responsibility of the narrative kind but not
of the explanatory kind. I shall describe this asymmetry more
positively later in this chapter.

There is, indeed, another kind of asymmetry or, more accur-
ately, nonsymmetry between events in one-one necessary con-
nection, or the values of different variables in a causal law.
Furthermore, this nonsymmetry, unlike temporal antecedence,
does depend upon the necessary connection. It has, however, a
purely epistemological origin, and is not essential to necessary
connection. One event can be said to dezermine and the other to
be determined, when the first gives us the value of a variable in the
scientific formula by means of which we can determine, i.e. com-
pute, specifically what the other event must be without actually
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needing to observe the latter. By calculation we determine w#ar
this latter event is: we do not determine zkar it is what it is — we
do not cause it. Similarly, it is our conclusion that the latter is what
it is, which is necessitated by the premise that the former is what
it is.

Now whether we use the earlier of two successive events rather
than the later in order to determine the other, depends upon which
is given and which is not. If the earlier event provides the data we
predict the later event; and if the later event provides the data we
retrodict the earlier event. A scientific formula can be used for
either purpose: the nonsymmetry of this kind of determining
depends purely on the accident of what we know.?

Obviously this nonsymmetry is quite distinct from the tem-
poral asymmetry of antecedence. It is, furthermore, still less
capable of accounting for the asymmetry of the agent’s respon-
sibility for voluntary action. Voluntary action cannot be respon-
sible for agents in the same sense as agents are responsible for
voluntary actions.

We must, of course, admit that certain forms of necessary con-
nection are asymmetrical. Necessary connection may be many-one
OT One-many as well as one-one. I have only shown that the neces-
Sary connection between events, which we designate by ‘cause’,

etc., and ‘effect’, etc., respectively, may be symmetrical. Con-
sequently any asymmetry that justifies the use of these terms
must belong 'to additional relations between events and not to
fiecessary connection as such. We must note too that if the asym-
I’r}lletry of responsibility were to be found solely to consist of
za:yog(;manyness or many-oneness of given instances of neces-

atible n_e;tl(_)n our n}mal question }}ow responsibility is com-
gro ﬁtabIWI't indeterminacy would disappear. The question 15
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events for which the agent is held responsible.
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must bp SSing symmetrical relations of necessary connection
¢ omitted from this discussion. R. G. Collingwood has

1C
p. 1 s.ﬂ AE Taylor, Elements of Metaphysics, p. 175; B. Russell, op. cit., Ar. Sec. Proc.,
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contributed valuably! to this subject, but there is much in his
interpretation of the facts with which I disagree.

2

The relation of an agent to what he does voluntarily is that of
a substance to an event, and therefore manifestly asymmetrical.
It would be distinctly odd to say that what he has done is respon-
sible for the agent for this reason alone — at least if one were to
use ‘responsible’ in the same sense as when one says the agent is
responsible for what he does voluntarily. Perhaps, however, I
should try and remove any possibility of the point I am making
at the moment being misunderstood for one which I am about to
make later on. For the moment I am merely distinguishing
between two kinds of relationship, i.e. the explanatory and the
narrative type of responsibility, while neither afhrming nor deny-
ing that the one type may be reducible to another. Determinists
could agree that the narrative type is substance-event in form and
at the same time maintain that the explanatory one-one event-
event relation is its logical condition. For instance, they might
say that when an agent is responsible for his action in the narrative
sense his volition of the action is responsible for his action in the
explanatory sense, and then add that preceding events are likewise
responsible for his volition in the explanatory sense. Narrative
responsibility on this account would be reducible to a subclass
of explanatory responsibility. At the moment, however, I wish
merely to guard against the confusion of one of the two types
with the other.

C. D. Broad has provided an instructive instance of this con-
fusion. He believes that a Libertarian interpretation alone can
recognize the presuppositions of our ethical judgments, i.e. our
belief in what he calls ‘categorical obligability’. On the other hand,
he believes that indeterminacy is not a sufficient condition of
categorical obligability. We wish to hold the agent responsible
for doing, among the actions which indeterminacy makes possible,
that particular action which he did in fact do rather than any of

1 ¢On the So-called Idea of Causation’, Ar. Soc. Proc., 1936-37, pp. 96-8. In its least
misleading use it seems that the word ‘cause’ should be restricted to that limited part of
the total particular conditions of an event which is controllable relative to a particular
agent. Since in this sense it presupposes agency there is, of course, no possibility of the
word being so used in the analysis of agency or responsibility of the narrative kind.
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Both Broad and his Libertarians have failed to realize that the
substance-event type of responsibility belongs to a totally differ-
ent category from the event-event type — for the former type is
not causal at all. The difference is not merely in the category of
one of the terms, viz. the referent of the relation. The two types of
relation themselves belong to a difterent category. This has been
obscured by taking the statement that the agent is responsible for
his action as synonymous with the statement that the agent deter-
mines his action. When the word ‘determine’ is used in this way
with an accusative rather than with an infinitive, as in ‘determine
to do’, it normally expresses a relation of the explanatory kind
which holds between events and not between a substance and an
event. Broad, of course, has used the term ‘accident’ in these
passages and not the correlative term ‘responsible’. But if there
are two kinds of responsibility there are likewise two kinds of
accident which one must be careful to distinguish. The solution,
then, to the alleged Libertarian dilemma is not that the agent’s
action is no accident, since it is determined by a continuant or
substance, i.e. the agent. The relation of determination can only
hold between events. On the contrary, the agent’s action is no
accident, in the one relevant sense of ‘accident’, because his action
is a voluntary one for which he is responsible in the relevant sense
of ‘responsible’. Perhaps the failure to distinguish the event-event
type from the substance-event type of relation explains also why
Broad and his Libertarians interpolate these ‘puttings-forth’ of
effort between the agent and his action. Their motive may be to
postpone to the very last moment the anomalous necessary con-
nection of a substance to an event, and if one postulates an occult
type of event, the queerness of its necessary connection to a sub-
stance may be less apparent.

Broad can still object that even if an explanatory type of respon-
sibility is distinguishable from a narrative type, nevertheless the
antecedents of an action should provide a complete explanation
of why the action occurs at one date rather than another. But this
is exactly what the Libertarian indeterminacy defined in Chapter
1 does. It denies that every specific event has a sufficient antecedent
causal condition, but not that it has an indispensable causal condi-
tion. Now as long as an event has the latter, even though it has
not the former, there is an absolutely sufficient explanation of its
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temporal position. One must not confuse the explanation of tem-
poral position with the explanation of why it rather than a limited
number of other events should occupy that particular temporal
position. Libertarianism witholds this latter explanation alone.

One argument of a rather insidious kind remains against the
substance-event interpretation of action. Broad suspects! that
Libertarians who underwrite it may have been misled by a cer-
tain quite normal looseness in the use of the word ‘cause’. Where
astone breaks a window it is notuncommon to say that the stone is
the cause and the broken window or the breaking of the window the
effect. Apparently, then, the causal relationship has in this instance
been identified with a substance-event relationship. But, of course,
to say that the stone is the cause is only a loose way of saying that
the stone coming into contact at a certain velocity is the cause of
the breaking of the window. The causal relationship is really an
event-event relationship and not a substance-event relationship
at all. The same will apply to persons. We say, for instance, ‘He
was the cause of all the trouble’. Even in voluntary action, then,
there is according to this argument no genuine substance-event
relationship.

Broad himself, however, has been seduced by the same loose
use of ‘cause’, though in a rather different way. It explains why
he has assumed without question that the substance-event rela-
tionship is a causal relationship. The looseness which leads to a
causal relationship between two events being described as a sub-
stance-event relationship may have led him to assume that all
substance-event relationships are causal. Plainly they are not, as
even the history of the same stone is enough to show. Even in the
loose sense we never say that the stone is the cause of its flying
through the air. Yet the stone in flying is doing something, viz.
flying. It has efficacy.

It is possible, of course, to split the flight of the stone into con-
stituent flights, and possible, perhaps, to describe each antecedent
constituent as the cause of the subsequent one. But this move is
not required to explain why we call the stone the cause of its
flight for the simple reason that we never call it the cause of its
flight. In any case to split an event up into causally related con-
secutive parts can only postpone the realization that every event,

1 Op. cit,, p. 45.
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composite or incomposite, is normally described as something
being done by something in the category of substance. The most
we can do is to reduce a particular application of the substance-
event relation to an event-event relation. We cannot eliminate
the category itself unless we go a step beyond ordinary usage and
patronize more technical categories such as sense-data or White-
head’s four-dimensional physical object-events which have been
designed specifically for the purpose of eliminating substance.

A clear distinction between substance-event and event-event
relations is, however, no better than a preliminary to the under-
standing of voluntary action or narrative responsibility. Other
substances besides persons, and persons as well, are commonly
regarded as performing actions which are of a non-voluntary
sort. Hence the substance-event asymmetry is not a unique mark
of the specific form of narrative responsibility we are trying to
characterize. We might, of course, prefer to call the responsibility
of sticks and stones ‘quasi-narrative’ since narratives are peculiarly
concerned with people in their voluntary actions rather than with
things. So long, however, as the way in which quasi-narrative
stops short of true narrative responsibility is left unexplained it
still may seem possible that the substance-event relation has very
little to do with what is peculiar to the latter alone.



CHAPTER IV
ACTION AND PROCESS

TO appreciate fully that the relation between a substance and
an event belongs to a different category from the relation
between an event and an event we have to attend to something
more than its asymmetry. Asymmetry alone has merely marked
the difference in category between the referents of the two types
of relation. The more important distinction is between the time-
less and temporal characteristics peculiar to the explanatory and
narrative types of responsibility respectively. Indeed, we cannot
fully understand the categories of substance and action until we
have fully understood this further distinction. A general mis-
understanding explains the disrepute which has in recent years
attended the category of substance and the consequent misunder-
standing of action. Substances are things with histories, i.e. a past
and possibly a future. Actions constitute these histories. To put
1t more formally, substances are subjects of verbs for which tense
Istinctions are significant. An understanding of the 'dlStll'lCtIOn
€tween what has been done by the agent and what he is about to

ageift_indispensable to an understanding both of doing and the
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! Cf. Carnap, Philosophy and Logical Syntax, chap. 11, para. s.
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used in this respect in exactly the same way to connote a proposi-
tional operation.! The rules of this kind of operation must, of
course, vary in certain respects from those of implication. Like
‘implies’ we can use the word ‘cause’ to connect two propositions
p and ¢ when they refer positively or negatively to certain events
as having occurred, occurring or about to occur. When used in
this way it expresses with perfect adequacy the relation between
events which the causal terminology of more ordinary speech is
meant to indicate — provided we observe the conditions laid
down in Chapter 11. The sufhiciency of p as a causal ground for
inferring ¢ must always be taken as relative to some causal law or
set of laws. Consequently p is the sufficient ground for the in-
ference under the two conditions that

(a) the causal law or set of laws which we take as applicable to
the given situation is the sole causal law or set of laws applicable
for the purpose of inference;

(8) if the law or set be the sole law or set applicable, it is appli-
cable neither in a more, nor in a less complex fashion than we
allow.

When ‘causes’ is used in this way, however, we must remember
to observe the same distinction between validity and truth which
we observe in logic. If we say that p implies ¢, we imply in this
usage neither that p nor that ¢ is true. On the other hand, causal
terminology frequently carries the suggestion that the things
which are causally related are facts, or actual events, or things
that do exist. To say ‘Something causes interference in my tele-
vision set’ is to suggest both that the something is factual, and
that the interference has taken place, or will take place by causal
necessity. The tense of ‘causes’ is here the habitual and not the
timeless present. The correct interpretation of tense, of course,
depends very much on the context of the statement. In ‘A car-
engine causes interference in a television set’ it is more likely that
the tense of ‘causes’ is the timeless and not the habitual present.
Whether it is the habitual rather than the timeless present depends
upon how far one can accurately substitute ‘is causing’ for ‘causes’
in the proposition.

Y Cf. Arthur W. Burks, ‘The Logic of Causal Propositions’, Mind, vol. Lx, No. 23,
July 1951.
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In contrast with the verb ‘to cause’ the use of the word ‘to
imply’ can never imply that, where the ground refers in the
affirmative to an occurrence, the occurrence must be actual. The
truth of p implies ¢ implies the truth neither of p nor of ¢. The
fact that ‘to imply’ can be used in other tenses than the present
might indeed obscure this. These other tenses, however, have the
function of limiting the applicability of the rule of inference to
some particular period of time. I might say ‘In my day bad health
implied financial ruin’ without strictly implying that during the
stated period anybody’s health was bad. Although it is unlikely
that everybody enjoyed good health at that time, my statement
could be based not upon instances but upon the fact that there
were no health insurance schemes in being then. Consequently,
the whole statement is convertible to the timeless present with no
loss of meaning, as distinct from elegance, simply by putting
ground and consequent in propositional form somewhat as
follows: “That X’s health was bad before such-and-such a date
implies that X was financially ruined.’

Those facts of usage can then be summed up in three con-
clusions:

(1) There are instances where the use of the verb ‘to cause’ is
very similar to that of “o imply’. In whatever tense we use the
verb,_we can translate the sense without any substantial loss of
meaning by asserting that one proposition is the sufficient causal
ground for inferring another proposition, where ‘is’ is in the time-
less present.

(2) Where this conversion is possible the existence of nothing
whether substantive or occurrent is being implied.

.~ (3) There are, however, instances where the use of the verb
1o cause’ is Jegs closely par,allel to the use of the verb ‘to imply’,
for the existence of some substantive or occurrent is implied.

Because of thig third conclusion I may seem to have shown no
more than that he necessary connection expressed by ‘cause’ is
sometimes of 3 purely formal and timeless kind. What I engaged
to show was, op, the other hand, that it is eiways of a formal and
timeless kind, B, we must accept this stronger conclusion. Other-
Wis€, we would have 1o deny that one event causes another only
because they satisfy a valid causal law. Accordingly, when the
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verb ‘to cause’ is used with existential implications it must express
something more than the necessity of connection between occur-
rents. The additional implication, however, is not that the neces-
sity between the connected events is something material as distinct
from formal. When we say that one event has caused another we
are not describing the occurrence of some occult output of energy
in addition to the two events, even though we imply that these
two have taken place.

To treat the causal relation as material would lead to paradox.
In addition to a first-order series of events that cause, and are
caused, e.g. the running of a car-engine, we would require a
second-order series of events, viz. the causings exercised and
suffered by the first-order series. The event which is the running
of the car-engine would have to stand to the process of causing
interference in the same sort of substantive relation as the car-
engine stands to the process of running. Consequently, we would
require a second-order time-dimension within which the first-
order event could persist as a substantive or continuant, in the
same way as the first-order substantive, e.g. the car-engine, per-
sists in the first-order time-dimension throughout various activi-
ties such as running. Furthermore, is there any reason why
second-order events should not persist and cause in a third-order
time-dimension in the same way in which first-order events were
required to persist and cause in a second-order time-dimension?
Likewise is there any reason why the regress should stop at the
third-order time-dimension, and not continue to infinity?

Now, this regress or possible regress may seem worth while
to some as a speculative hypothesis. It is not, however, an intended
implication of the ordinary use of the terms ‘cause’, ‘effect’, etc.
If we say that the forced march of Bliicher caused the tide of battle
to turn against Napoleon at Waterloo, it is not our intention to
attribute an independent history to this forced march in addition
to the history of Europe of which it forms a part. When we say
‘Europe was unsettled then’ we may either be comparing or con-
trasting the state of Europe then with what it is now or will be at
some time in the future. But in saying that Bliicher’s forced march
‘caused’ we are not conceding that at some date later than 1815
the relation it held then to Napoleon’s defeat may possibly change
to something quite new. The past tense of the verb ‘to cause’ is
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meant to indicate merely the time of the march and the defeat
relative to the present. The causal relation between the events is
treated as unchanging.

We may conclude then that when causal terminology is used
to indicate necessary connections between events the relation it
describes is formal and timeless. Also we may note that the analogy
with the use of the word ‘imply’ justifies further my description
of this usage as explanatory.

2

A full explanation of the precise manner in which the agent-
action relation contrasts with the formal timeless relation of neces-
sary connection between events will be the work of several
chapters. Only the first steps can be taken here. The distinction
is one between a relation which one event may bear to another
and a relation which constitutes these events as events.

There are in fact two ways in which we can regard anything
which takes time. We can treat it either as a unit or as a unity-.
These two ways, of course, are not mutually exclusive. When we
treat the event as a unit we treat it as externally related to other
events antecedent, concurrent, or subsequent. When, on the other
hand., We treat it as a unity weare attending toits internal structure.
Obviously we can attend to its internal and external relations at
the same time. Now when we treat it as a unity there are two
further ways in which we may regard it. We may regard it as made
up of smaller externally related units, or we may regard it as what
I'shall call ‘a process’. When we treat it as a process we treat it as
composed of stages of development — and stages in the same
Process are not externally related to each other. They include and
overlap each other. Bound up with the notion of stages and

.ev.elopment there are, of course, the further notions of poten-
tiality and actuality. The earlier stages are potentially the later
Stages and the later stages are the actuality of the earlier
stages.

This distinction can perhaps be elucidated by the following
somewhat crude diagram:
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T2 T2 T3 T4

A B C D

The superscripted forms of the letter T here represent successive
instants in time, and the line which they punctuate at equal inter-
vals a similarly punctuated stretch of time, e.g. the period from
Monday to Thursday morning. The letters A to D represent the
limits of specific events or processes, e.g. a leisurely journey up
the Malay peninsula with Singapore, Kuala Lumpur, Ipoh, and
Penang as the successive points of arrival or departure on each
morning or evening respectively.

When we conceive this journey as consisting of event-units
we represent it as the sum of AB, BC, and CD in temporal order
or otherwise. When on the other hand we represent it as a process,
we represent it as consisting of AB, AC, and AD in that order.
Each of the latter three events is represented as a separate stage in
the final stage, i.e. the completed process AD: alternatively, each
is regarded as a form complete or incomplete, actual or potential,
of AD. I shall show that when we treat a temporal unity as a
process, we regard the earlier event-units as in one-many necessary
connection with the later ones. Thus, given CD, the preceding
events BC and AB must be given by necessity, since in accor-
dance with the one-many pattern they are indispensable conditions
of CD. In the same way BC must presuppose AB. But neither the
occurrence of AB nor the occurrence of BC presupposes respec-
tively the later occurrence of BC and CD. Each later event accord-
ingly sums up the earlier event.

One way of giving AD this sort of structure is simply to regard
AB as the first of its components, BC as the second, and CD as the
third. We would have to describe the journey up country in this
way. Instead of saying we did the journey in three stages, viz.
Singapore to Kuala Lumpur, Singapore to Ipoh, and finally
Singapore to Penang, we would surely say that on the first day we
went from Singapore to Kuala Lumpur, on the second from



48 CHOICE AND CHANCE

Kuala Lumpur to Ipoh, and on the third from Ipoh to Penang.
Here the task of successive aggregation of events into stages in a
process falls upon the words ‘first’, ‘second’, and ‘third’. By defini-
tion a third presupposes, but is not presupposed by, a second; and
a second presupposes, but is not presupposed by, a first, since the
first component could be the only one. But AD might have the
Process structure for other reasons as the following example
shows.
L_et us take the temporal whole consisting of a stone breaking
a window. This is represented as a process if it is considered first
as the stone coming into contact with the window, and then as the
stone breaking the window, since the parts are articulated as stages
and not as mutually exclusive. If, on the other hand, it is repre-
sented as consisting first of the stone coming into contact with the
Window, and then of the window breaking, then it is represented as
a whole consisting of events, because the parts are mutually ex-
ilusw_e. Observe here how the second event-unit, i.e. the window
S;Zalllkmg2 Presupposes, but is not presupppsed by, the earlier as
o ieras It is described as the stone breaking the window. The
winde evsnt-umt, i.e. the stone coming into contact with the
other :G oes not presuppose the occurrence of the sec_ond, since
the lattausal conditions might conceivably intervene to prevent
cen i n?r (cf. Chapter 11). Here, ther}, a one-many structure has
terms 4 Pgsed upon the temporal unity by the definitions of the
one sy sed to describe it. We could, o’f course, change it to a one-
. Wi;‘;ture by descrlbng the stone’s coming into contact with
this vy 0}‘:/ as the stone’s being about to break the window. In
it may Y the window \.vvould be broken by dgﬁnltlgn: However,
befors got be broken in fact. We have to wait until it is broken
.t € can despnbe the preceding event in that way. In con-
We can describe the second event as soon as it occurs, in such

ah::g 3 to presuppose the first since, of course, the first has
Thi, oocurred.
. elatioliseﬁplal-ns in a preliminary way hov'v we can disting_uiSh
events, |J Ofldmg betwefan events from rf.:latlons-which constitute
etWee.n nfortunately, it must give the impression that relat.lons
even: _events are fundamental to r(_alatlons which constitute

5, since | have defined the second in terms of the first. This

wou . X . . .
Id lead to an infinite regress since by definition a constitutive

tra
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relation must be more fundamental thana relation holding between
events thus constituted. I cannot remove these regressive implica-
tions until Chapter 1x. In the meantime we must attend as a

necessary preliminary to certain refinements in our notion of
process.



CHAPTER V
TYPES OF PROCESS

THE.task of locating the type of process peculiar to voluntary
actions or actions for which the agent has genuine narrative
responsibility still lies ahead. To this end we must refine the
notion of process further. I shall now propose and explain a num-

ber'of broad distinctions mainly in order of expository con-
venience.,

(i) Activities and Phenomena.
) Self-determining and Non-self-determining Processes.
(iif) Prospective and Retrospective Processes.

As principles of division these pairs are not mutually exclusive.
o?}?el:so]f;,{ hem can be used for subdividing the division made by
damenta] O}r]e important still, however, is that some are more fun-
the third é'ar} others. In particular we shall in later chapters use
Cess to ex lls-t inction between prospective and retrospective pro-
voluntar Plain more fully what distinguishes voluntary from non-
- y activities.

romc t;mff § and P henomena — What distinguishes an activity
simply t%a:nomer}op in the sense in which I use these word§ is
of which " an activity is a process expressed by a Yerb the subject
Pressed notlj substance whereas a phenomenon is a process ex-
many cageg g mheans of a verb but by means of a substantive. In
talk about re dl_Stlnctlon is merely at a verbal leYel. Wher} we
aving in sou.nmes declaring war, persons behaving or misbe-
inanimate . g{rlous ways, organisms growing or decaying, an.d
Vities in Jécts moving or interacting, we are 'descrlblr'lg acti-
Category o}f’ sense of the wqrd, since I am also. interpreting the
different SOrtSUb;tan?e sufficiently liberally to include all these
0 substancess % hennty. Activities, then, are phases in t'he_ history
tences in vy b ere are, however, other process-describing sen-
substance, ; - ; the substantive expression d9es not refer to a
‘the Secong \xrfe elrs to a’cf)mplet.e process, e.g. t’he Rc‘eforma’n?n ,
last of 5 § or d\zVar ) theF%dll'lburgh.Fesnval ,the ‘sunset’, ‘the
oghorn’, ‘the whine of a siren’, etc. The events to

50
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which the first three of these expressions refer could no doubt be
described by sentences which refer to the behaviour of individual
substances. The Edinburgh Festival, for instance, consists of the
behaviour of individual artists and the members of their audience.
On the other hand, the latter three expressions seem to refer to
sensations, or, to use a more specialized term, sensa, as distinct
from physical objects. No doubt they contain references to sub-
stances, but the inadequacy of our vocabulary for referring to
sensa except by reference to the material objects with which they
are associated is a familiar one. When we refer to a sunset, or to
the blast of a foghorn, or to the whine of a siren, we are not
necessarily alluding respectively to the sun setting, or a foghorn
blowing, or a siren whining, nor in general to the activities of a
substance.

What distinguishes a phenomenon decisively from a substance
is the verb of which it may be the subject. These verbs all belong
to the second order. They do not describe processes in the way
in which activity verbs do. Their function may be to express
causal relationships as in “The war has caused a shortage in rubber
supplies’ or “The throbbing pain keeps me awake at night’. Alter-
natively they may describe stages in the completion of a process,
its duration, location, or extent. Thus we may speak of the Edin-
burgh Festival lasting three weeks, of the Italian Renaissance
beginning, spreading or gathering momentum, etc., and of the
last Olympic Games having been held in Sydney. It can be seen
that the verbs used here do not narrate the history of anything in
the same way as activity verbs. Instead they relate activities to
spatio-temporal co-ordinates. When we turn to the subject of
prospective process we shall pay particular attention to one
specific set of co-ordinating expressions, viz. ‘present’, ‘past’, and
‘future’. These adjectives are used to indicate stages in a process
in a special way and tense inflections perform the same function in
a parallel manner.

The main point of distinguishing activities from phenomena is
to guard against confusion between two different functions of
verbs associated with process. This particular form of confusion
might not lead to serious error but could blunt our appreciation
of the significance of process. In most cases it is perhaps better to
express the distinction at the purely verbal level using the formal
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mode of speech, since most processes can be described in either
way. The existence of sensations and more controversially of
sense-data constitute an exception, since they are independent of
substance in important senses. If one is phenomenonistically in-
clined one will wish to reduce all statements about activities to
statements about the sensum-class of phenomena and maintain
that the latter are more basic and elementary. This is an issue
which I wish for the moment to leave open.

Self-determining and Non-self-determining Processes — An ex-
ample of a non-self-determining process has already been put to
considerable use, and its main features should by this time be
sufficiently familiar. When a stone breaks a window the event
whic}} we describe in this way is organized by our mode of
description into a temporal unity. We could easily, however,
ch_oose 2 mode of description in terms of which the content of
this unity would become bifurcated or even more complexly
fragmented. According to my interest I can view what has occur-
red as the stone breaking the window, or the stone coming into
contact with the window and the window breaking.

hese are alternative methods of grouping the content of
what falls within one particular strand of time or spatio-tem-
porally continuous region. They are not equivalent, for only if |
::g:}rlcel Y;Vthat has occurred within these limits as one process, viz-
comis ione breakmg' the w1r1.dow, would I.re'gard the stone
25 the %t:to 1c):o.ntact with the window as a preliminary stage, viz.
one w ile eing ab.ox.n to break the window. :Ac_cordmg to the
stagges anmake a distinction betwet_an.the preliminary and final
and st according to the other I distinguish between complete
methods ZCfJ_ntamed. processes. Which of the two alternative
subjective £ Orgamzanor} I adopt need d.epend only upon the
may be ob_aCtprs of my interest and attention. The content alone
Djective and independent of these.
Soeve:t'l"l‘; true of_ the stone is in fac.t true for z§11 processes what-
need depenii way in Wthl’.l we identify and dghrplt w}'xat happens
tent, soleln’ In its organization though not in its objective con-
happens isyoupoq our interest and attention even whe:re wh?.t
this way al] rganized independently of these as well. Vlevs{ec.l in
for the b processes can be regarded as non-self-determining,
ganization is dependent upon the person who describes
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them. Even the voluntary actions of an agent may be viewed in
this way, at least by others, or by the agent himself with the spec-
tator’s eye. Travelling to a destination can be considered pica-
resquely as a number of self-contained journeys, or as one which
takes place in several stages. In fact there is no illuminating
difference under the category of non-self-determining process
between voluntary and non-voluntary process.

In contrast, where a process is self-determining there are objec-
tive reasons in addition to subjective ones for attending to just one
particular section of time and space, and for taking it as a temporal
unity. We are objectively justified in regarding a specific grouping
of event-units as a temporal unity where the relatively later event-
units determine the relatively earlier event-units, but not vice
versa. Let AD be the temporal unity of which the event-units are
in necessary connection. Then, it is only if CD is the sufficient
condition of BC and AB, and BC the sufficient condition of AB,
and furthermore, if neither AB is the sufficient condition of BC
or CD, nor BC a sufficient condition of CD, that there are objec-
tive reasons for regarding AB as a stage in AC and AC as a stage
in AD. If, on the other hand, each of the three event-units were
a sufficient condition of all, it would be perfectly legitimate to
regard AB as a stage in AC, and AC as a stage in AD. Each of
these stages is certainly an incomplete form of AD, but they are
not stages in the development of AD as a necessarily connected
whole. They are not stages in the objective determination of AD
as an objectively determined whole. The objective determination
of the whole would be as complete in AB as in AD. Likewise, if
the earlier stages alone are sufhicient conditions of the later, they
cannot be stages in the objective determination of the whole,
because the whole would be completely determined at the begin-~
ning instead of at the end alone.

In supposing that necessary connections may be asymmetrical
I am not, incidentally, going back on Chapter 111. We saw that
asymmetry does characterize one-many or many-one necessary
connection. Likewise when I say that one event may be a suffi-
cient condition of another, I am not going back on Chapter 1. Its
sufficiency must be understood as relative to the two conditions
that were outlined.

In finding examples of self-determining processes I am under
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no obligation to vouch for these examples being genuine, since
their function is purely illustrative. Consequently I shall be tread-
ing on no deterministic toes by giving instances where later events
determine earlier but not vice versa. However, even supposing
that genuine examples can be given, they are possibly reconcilable
with deterministic premisses. Successive events which are in
strictly one-one necessary relationships in their more determinate
characteristics may in their more general characteristics display
one-many necessary relationships, if indeed they display anyat all.

_One type of change which apparently exemplifies self-deter-
mination is that of organic growth (or decay). In the classic
example of the growth of an oak tree from an acorn one can
reasonbly assert that unless there is an acorn, there will be no oak,
and, accordingly, that if there is an oak, there must have been an
acorn. On the other hand, there is plenty of evidence to show
that acorns may not develop into oak trees. Conditions of soil,
weather, etc., are all equally indispensable to the growth of an
oak. We may note in passing, however, that this asymmetry of
necessary connection between acorns and oak is perfectly com-
patible with the symmetry of Determinism. The presence of an
acorn is an element which a number of incompatible total situa-
tons might have in common. Accordingly, the apparent indeter-
Minacy in the consequences of this common element could be
explained deterministically in terms of the variety of additional

actors that differentiate from each other the various incompatible
Situations in all of which the acorn is present.

Lis not entirely irrelevant to notice a further feature of organic
growth. It illustrates a distinction between temporally definite and
te,mPOrally indefinite process which is of incidental interest to the

:Scussion of ends in Chapter vii1, Section 1. I refer to the plasti-
City" displayed in the growth of organisms by which the final
~aracteristic may be achieved in any one of a number of ways.
coc;;?ée an extremely simple instance, the acorn \_;vi!l in suitab.le
the roOnsd grow into an oak tree whlchc?ver way it is planted in
. Oc%ts Ur_lll. If planted with the germinating part downwards, the
thi Wwill very soon turn rounc.l and strike uRwards. Becguse of

$ We ascribe to organic behaviour a teleological or quasi-teleo-

'Cf R. B. Braj

e B thwaite, Scientific Explanation, p. 320ff, who, however, makes no
quate distinctio,

ad ! T e
n between this and the self-determining characteristic of organisms.
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logical character: the organism behaves as if it were adopting a
means to a specific end. Now, in consequence of this adaptability
the organic process is within limits a temporally indefinite one,
since the length of time for its completion will depend upon the
presence or absence of snags which it has to surmount.

In illustration of temporally definite self-determining character-
istics we can turn to the field of history. It is plausible to suppose
that a certain historical event, either in its specific or general
characteristics would never have occurred if it had not been pre-
ceded by another particular event, and that particular event alone.
At the same time it would be less plausible to claim that given
the antecedent event the subsequent event followed inevitably.
We would regard the latter claim as far more ambitious than the
former. Now one of the things we might expect the historian to
explain is why the historical process in question took the length
of time it actually did take to reach completion. We might ask
him why it took Germany so long to achieve nationhood as com-
pared with neighbouring states. In actual practice, of course, we
would not expect him to explain the duration of the process within
very exact limits. It might not even be possible to assign exact
temporal limits to the process in question. But nevertheless,
allowing for a certain margin of inexactitude, we do expect ex-
planations of the duration occupied by a process from the
historian, as well as explanations of why the process happened at
all. Accordingly, we may regard historical processes as illustrating
the temporally definite type of self-determining process.

These illustrations, however, have only limited value. We saw
how processes of the non-self-determining kinds are in a manner
subjectively conditioned not in content but in organization. To
a lesser degree this is true also for the self-determining processes
which I have used as illustrations. They exhibit one-many neces-
sary relationships in respect of characteristics which are rather
general and our selection of these features rather than more specific
ones is determined by subjective interest. The growth of the acorn
has the one-many relationship to the growth of the oak tree only
with respect to these rather general characteristics which I am
mentioning now. If, however, I were able to describe an instance
of the sequence of these two events more specifically, or just
differently, the connection might for all that has been shown to
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the contrary turn out to be one-one. It will follow of course that
where the specificas well as the general characteristics of a series of
events displays a one-many pattern of connection then this struc-
ture is not subjectively conditioned, at least not in the present
sense. Later we shall see that this type of process could be des-
cribed as subjectively conditioned in an entirely different sense.
Sp far as actions are conditioned by intentions they are subjec-
tively conditioned and such actions are in fundamentals speci-
ﬁcal'ly self-determining processes. I mention this here only to
avoid the possibility of later confusion.

The 'ntlaed arises now to distinguish between two kinds of self-
determining process, and here for the first time we come to the
flll'ld_amentall distinction between processes, or the doer-doing
r61}211t10n on the one hand, and event-event relations, on the
gtccil;s ?:it}f;zilr we have supposed that, when considering what
ot takin ina Rarncular spatl_o-temp.ora'l area as a process, we
one afte rg:;l"ef}llts Inan OFder of increasing 1ncluswenefss instead of
elucidation (})1t er}; But since events are processes, .thls manner gf
terms of itsel?SAllad the dlsadvantage of aI.laly51}'1g proces§ in
show the relu; fWe have really succeeded in doing so far is to
su 'PrOCesseslo? of a comprehensive process to its dlsFmgmshable
essential Char. n_aqmal fact, however, we ha_ve hit upon the
relation of | actegxstxc of a process or event, viz. the one-many
with s ub'ect?peln ence _}{oldlng between its parts. Whlle we dealt
the Cons]citulve y cond1t10r_1ed processes it was posm'ble to regard

view se arater;t events as mdepend_ent entities, whlch we could
affect O‘I;r inte y or together according to the way in which they
as an event ,erf;lStS- ACtually, howe\_/er, what constitutes an event
many celug is th‘e fact that it occupies a place as a term in a one-
Processes aons' ip of dependence. The subjectively conditioned
ture in g1, re simply processes whfch display a one-many struc-
the Structe interdependence of their parts which is additional to
Droof o ure Y"h‘?h act:ually constitutes these parts as events. The
° th_lS is given in Chapter I1x.

sort ’ﬁgjecnve and Rezro.specu've Process — A distinctic?n of this
in Whicgmes necessary if we are to unc‘lerstand the various ways

» 10 use Aristotelian categories, the later stages in a
Process are potentially in the earlier, and can be said to be their
actualities. Tt is 5 paradox in the Aristotelian system, accentuated
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no doubt by latinized translation, that his actualities need never
become actual. The acorn sometimes ‘fails’ to become an oak.
Similarly the traveller who has reached Ipoh on the second even-
ing of a three-day journey up the Malay peninsula, is not thereby
entitled to say quite literally that he will reach Penang the next
evening. In the interim his car may break down, or he may be
recalled to Singapore, or he may just become fed up. Of all the
things that might happen his arrival next evening in Penang is, of
course, by definition of terms the most appropriate if one chooses
to describe his successive arrivals and departures on previous days
as stages in the journey from Singapore to Penang. But it is im-
portant to realize that one has full warrant to describe it in this
way only afzer the three-day period has elapsed and the journey
been completed. Hence one may describe this sort of process as
retrospective.

If the full period elapses without his arrival in Penang, one can,
of course, continue to describe the earlier arrivals and departures
as stages in the process of completing the journey simply by
describing the journey as abortive. This manner of speech, how-
ever, if taken quite literally as applicable to all processes, may lead
to the impression that nature is being frustrated in some way, and
to a belief in some true actuality that lies latent not merely in per-
sons in the form of their intentions but in things like stones and
acorns which commonly are held to be incapable of intending.
One can avoid this conclusion if one realizes that in grouping
together as a process a set of events which could as accurately
have been described as discrete one is adopting a retrospective
outlook. The fact that some of the events may be anticipated and
may not in fact occur does not gainsay this, for a retrospective
outlook may be anticipated as well.

In prospective process on the other hand the actuality to which
the preliminary stages point is the actuality which is about to
occur quite literally. Where a later event is the actuality of an
earlier event it must occur. This kind of ‘aboutness’ is the kind
possessed by anything in respect of its future. But we must notice
here an important distinction between what was, what is and what
will be about, or going to, happen. Something that is about to
happen must happen. On the other hand, something that was
about to happen or wi// be about to happen may not have hap-

E
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pened, or may not happen, respectively. Thus one can say ‘The
train was about to depart when at the last moment the guard
caused a delay’. Or again ‘He will be about to depart, and then you
must prevent him’. But one cannot correctly say “This is about to
happen, but something will prevent it’, although one can say “This
is about to happen, if nothing happens to prevent it’. If something
really is going to happen ther by definition nothing can prevent it.
These differences between retrospective and prospective pro-
cess are not differences of content. One and the same process can
be considered as retrospective or prospective. The stages of any
process that has taken place must have had in the moments of
their occurrence prospective potentiality. The distinction between
the stages of prospective process is simply the distinction which
we make when using the terms ‘past’, ‘present’ or ‘future’, and the
equivalent tenses or temporal adverbs. The present consists of
the Pastness of one set of events and the futurity of another. The
Pastis the incomplete actuality and the future is the completion of
what the past is potentially. Unlike the past and the future, then,
the Presentis not a period of time but a date at which two adjacent
periods of time are respectively in the past and future. As such it
1S ot to be contrasted with the past and the future considered as
periods of time, but, on the contrary, with dates in the past and
uture when the distinction between past and future was or will be
different,

_On this interpretation, then, the present corresponds say to the
point Cat T3 ip the diagram. The past would then correspond to
between T2 an T3, and the future to CD between T? and T4.

€ contrast between C on the one hand, and B on the other,
would then be between the date when AC and CD are in the past
and future respectively, and the date when AB and BD were
Tespectively in the past and future. Again, the contrast between
on the one hand. and D on the other, would be between the date
When AC and CD gre in the past and future respectively, and the
date when AD, and whatever follows outside this end of the dia-
gram, will be respectively in the past and future. To treat C rather
than B or D a5 the present is simply to treat it as the date which
dates B or D 45 past or future dates. These dates of course date C

in turn but only in the indirect way in which a past or future date
can date the present.
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This interpretation of the present as a date is, of course, essen-
tial to the elucidation of the idea of prospective process, and I
propose to show that it is unequivocally supported by the facts of
linguistic usage. We do, it must be admitted, speak in certain
circumstances of ‘in the present’ just as we speak of ‘in the past’
of ‘in the future’. This might mislead one to suppose that the
present is a period of time correlative to the past and future rather
than the date of the past and future. But, on the other hand, while
common usage allows us to say ‘at present’ it does not allow
us to say ‘at past’ or ‘at future’; and this is sufficient to establish the
dating function of the present relative to the past or future. The
phrase ‘in the present’ has a more complex purpose than may
first appear, and I shall discuss it later.

Let us first see what would happen if we did not interpret the
use of the terms ‘past’, ‘present’, or ‘future’ in the way I have
indicated. There will be two other possibilities.

According to the first, an event might be past, present, or
future, in the way in which one geometrical figure may be smaller,
equal to, or greater in area than another. Of these three relations
both smaller than and greater than allow many different sizes of
figure as their referents, whereas equal to allows only one size of
figure. This analogy might explain why ‘the present’ seems to
refer to something much narrower than either ‘the past’ or ‘the
future’. The analogy holds in other important respects as well.
No two of these three geometrical properties can consistently be
attributed to the same figure at the same time. Likewise no event
can at the same time be past, present, and future or any two of
these.

There, however, the analogy stops. The same two geometrical
figures must at all times be related by the same relation of size. It
is not only inconsistent to say at T* ‘A is both smaller and greater
in area than B’. It is likewise inconsistent to say at T* ‘A is smaller
in area than B’ and then at T? ‘A is greater in area than B’ (pro-
vided that by definition of terms no change in the area of either
figure is permitted). On the other hand, as McTaggart pointed
out,! it may be necessary to say at T ‘A is in the future’ and at T?
‘A is in the past’, although, of course, it would remain inconsistent
to say either at T? or at T2 ‘A is both in the past and the future’.

X The Nature of Extstence, section 332.
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The difference between the two types of sentence, one about
area and the other about time, lies in the function of the copula
‘is’. In the sentences about area there is no point in distinguishing
the function of ‘is’ from the function of ‘was’ or of ‘will be’: this
followed from the definition of ‘the same figure’. In the group of
sentences about events, the distinction between ‘is’, ‘was’, and
‘will be’ does have a useful and necessary function. In the sen-
tences about area the copula is timeless: in those about events it
is temporal. Now the temporal copulae indicate that the sentences
in which they occur may only be true at the moment of utterance,
which is from the utterer’s point of view the present. Con-
sequently, since adjectives like ‘past’ and ‘future’ can only occur
in such sentences, their applicability must be relative to the present.
This is the true explanation of the narrowness of the present
relative to the past and the future. The analogy in narrowness
between the present and the geometrical relation equal to was
quite misleading.

These arguments dispose of the first method of regarding the
present as correlative with the past and the future instead of as a
date for the distinction between past and future; for they show
that the truth of a statement about what is in past or future
depends upon the statement’s tense. But one might argue alter-
natively that though the present has this dating function along
with past dates and future dates, it may be correlative to the past
and future as well. One might take as evidence the fact that we
sometimes use the phrase ‘in the present’ and not merely the
phrase ‘at present’. Since we also use the phrases ‘in the past’ and
‘in the future’, this might suggest that like ‘past’ and ‘future’ the
word ‘present’ may indicate a period of time as well as a date. By
referring to a period of time as ‘the present’, however, we don’t
necessarily treat it as correlative with the periods of time that are
past and future. A thick black line on a sheet of paper is extended
like the areas which it divides. Nevertheless, even when aware
of the fact, we usually treat it as a limit, common to the two areas
rether than as an intermediate area. Again, while aware of the
size of the Pyrenees we usually treat them as the boundary be-
tween France and Spain and not as third country, Likewise, when
we Spe€i_k of a number of events, as in the present, we draw atten-
tion principally to the fact that they are temporal boundaries
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between the past and the future, even while recognizing that they
have relative to each other a temporal order as well. If we want to
ignore the reference to the past and future which these events
limit, we have to invent a philosophical or psychological locution
such as ‘the specious present’.

However, let us suppose that the present is a correlative of the
past and the future as well as a date, and see where this leads us.
It will imply that the present not only dates the pastness or
futurity of events, but also the presentness of other events as well.
Not only will one contrast the distinction between past and future
at present with past or future distinctions, but one will have to
contrast the present at present with the present in the past and
future. Now I feel a greater uneasiness about saying ‘In 1815 the
battle of Waterloo was in the present’ than I would feel about
saying ‘In 1816 the battle of Waterloo was in the past’ or ‘In 1814
the battle of Waterloo was in the future’. I would feel inclined to
put ‘the present’ in quotation marks while leaving ‘the past’ and
‘the future’ unadorned. Otherwise, to make the former statement,
would be similar to saying ‘In 1815 the battle of Waterloo was
happening now’: and this seems to suppose some odd kink in
time whereby events of 1815 are identical with something occur-
ring now. On the other hand, the corresponding versions of the
latter two statements would be ‘In 1816 the battle of Waterloo
was no longer happening’ and ‘In 1814 the battle of Waterloo had
not yet happened’ respectively: and in contrast these two state-
ments in no way outrage our sense of normality. Accordingly,
normal usage suggests that the present is not correlative to the
past or future, since the phrase ‘in the present’ does not occur in
the same way as the phrases ‘in the past’ or ‘in the future’, nor the
adverb ‘now’ in the same way as the adverbs ‘no longer’ or ‘not yet’.

I do not suggest, however, that any logical absurdity is entailed
by taking the present as a correlative of the past and future. I only
maintain that as a matter of linguistic fact we don’t, and further-
more, that it is unnecessary and uneconomical to do so. The pre-
sent, as we saw earlier, must have at the very least a dating func-
tion to prevent logical absurdities. Accordingly, if we make it a
correlate of the past and future which it dates, we are involved in
an infinite regress. We imply that the presentness of an event
must be past, present, or future, in the same way in which the
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pastness of futurity of an event may be past, present, or future.
But if this is so, then the second order past, present, or future
must likewise be past, present, or future and so on ad infinitum.
When discussing infinite regresses one must, of course, resist the
temptation to call them ‘vicious’ by way of rhetorical flourish. I
can see nothing vicious in this particular regress.! Vicious regres-
ses are limited to regresses which arise from analysing concepts
either directly or indirectly in terms of themselves; but no attempt
has here been made to define anything,.

The regress is objectionable here simply because it is unneces-
sary. In its place one can substitute an indefinite regress by con-
fining the function of the present to that of dating instead of
something that is dated. In functioning as a date the present is in
contrast with yet other dates — a contrast between what is at the
present in the past or future and what was in the past, or will be
in the future, in the past or in the future. These other dates, how-
ever, since they are all in what at present is the past and future,
must all be dated by the present as well. But one can in addition,
if one wishes, date them by other dates than the present. When one
uses the pluperfect tense, e.g. ‘He has had a bad start in life’, one
places an event in what is past relative to a date which is in the
past relative to one’s present: likewise, when one uses the future
perfect tense, e.g. ‘We shall have left by then’, one places an event
in the past of a date which is in the future relative to one’s Present;
and there are infinitely more of these indirect ways of locating an
event in time than the grammarians have taken the trouble to
recognize. So long, however, as one does not treat the present
as correlative to, as well as dating, the past and future, there is no
logical necessity that one should date dates as well as events.

It might be argued, however, that unless we suppose that the
Present functions as more than a date, we cannot account for the
tacf:}ts of experience. Without a third cgntaingr, comparable to
.- € Pastand future, would we have to omit certain events from our
Inventory of reality? Linguistic usage may seem to suggest this.

© Irequently use the adverbial ‘now’, or the adjectival ‘present’,
to refer to periods of considerable length.? We even speak about

1
e Iggliz'f‘i%%a;;:l‘ssumes without any argument that there is. (Loc. cit.)

pp. 40ff) Time: A Treatment of Some Puzzles’ (Logic and Language: First Series,
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‘the present epoch’. Where we use temporal inflections we not
only say ‘He did X’ or ‘He will do X’ but also ‘He does X’ or ‘He
is doing X’. If the present is a date alone, must we cut out the
events to which we allude in the present tense from the totality
of existence? By no means. This use of the present tense is dictated
purely by our method of describing occurrences. We might want
to refer to an occurrence only as a member of a temporal unity,
and if this temporal unity is sufliciently long in duration and in-
sufficiently remote in the past or future it must straddle the
point of division between the past and the future. But it is always
possible to group occurrences in such a way that the grouping
does not straddle the present, although it may be the straddling
grouping alone that happens to interest us. Thus, while writing
the previous sentences I might have answered the question “What
are you doing just now?’ by saying “Writing this sentence’; but,
carefully synchronizing my speech with my pen, I might have
said ‘T have just written the word “although’ ’. It would of course
be eccentric to answer the question in this way, because to ask the
question at all implies that one is prepared to tolerate a margin
of inaccuracy which is sufficient to accommodate the length of
time during which one could reasonably expect a reply. To treat
an event as a limit is, as I have already said, no more odd than to
treat a mountain range or a river as a boundary between two
countries.

The present, then, is a stage in prospective process or the process
of time. It is distinguishable from past stages for it includes in the
past what was previously in the future and excludes from the
future some events that were previously in the future. It is like-
wise distinguishable from future stages because it excludes from
the past some events that wi// be in the past and includes in the
future some events which wil/ not be in the future.

This completes my explanation of the distinction between
retrospective and prospective process. It completes likewise the
explanation of the distincton between relations that relate events
but which are themselves timeless and relations which are tem-
poral because they constitute events. Necessary connection is a
timeless relation whereas the relation between potentiality and
actuality is a temporal relation constituting process. It is natural
at this point to raise the question whether the timeless type of
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relation is logically related in any way to the temporal type. Does
one presuppose the other in any form? In Chapter vi1 I propose
to show that the temporal relation does not presuppose one-one
necessary connection of the deterministic type and in Chapter 1x
that one-many necessary connection of the Libertarian type en-
tails the temporal type of relation. It will become obvious in these
chapters that these issues depend very much upon whether retro-
spective process is the more ultimate type. Can prospective process
be analysed in terms of the relation of inclusion and exclusion
holdi_ng between temporally ordered aggregates of events, as our
interim diagram seems to suggest, or is the idea of process basic

to the idea of an event? | wish to leave these questions undecided
for the moment,

It is important 1o understand that the three broad distinctions
we have been investigating in this chapter have been distinctions
between categories under which processes are subsumable rather
than between species of process. The same process may in certain
cases, though not in all, be subsumable under several of these.
a:;t?rllnt}(l)ef these categories are, ho“./ever, more ba_sic th.an 9thers
followin (C:ﬁurse of sorting out their mutual relatilonshilps in the
the Pr6vig<;)us apters we shall so}ve the problem' inherited .fro}l;n
difference b ?ne by ﬁﬂally _IOCatmg voluptary action. What is the
voluntar acet_WGEn the action of an object of any sort and the
is that th}; rlon ofa person? An obvious but unambitious answer
the absenCePO?‘sence of Intention or purpose, or at t!le very lef1t7
where the g any contrary intention or purpose, is indispensa f e
Precise nature orf{ Is voluntary. This answer, however, leaves the
explain Speciﬁo nmte“tlon or purpose undeterml.ned. I.t do?s nlot
Process-like stca y the precise part played by intention in the

At the ructure of action. ' . .

Both of t}rlr:;r)nmi?ntdtwo conceptions of intention seem dominant.
interpretation O(;n themselves more dlr.ect.ly to a determlms;c
tional acconn Ofac}tllon tha{l to leertfarlanl'?m. The more tradi-
mental evenyg Wh'the two interprets intending or purposing as
tary action. Tt ‘IC are antecedent causal conditions of YQlun—
analvsis in h ¢ less traditional account gives a d15p0$1_t10nz'11

YSIS I the Rylean manner.t Thus to say that an action 1s

! Concept of Mind, pp. 138F.
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voluntary is interpreted as shorthand for a number of statements,
all but one of which are essentially hypothetical in form. Ryle
calls this analysis ‘mongrel-categorical’. For instance ‘X caught
the 9.30 a.m. intentionally’ would be the equivalent of ‘X caught
the 9.30 a.m. and if he had been given the wrong platform num-
ber and hadn’t discovered the error in time he would have missed
his train, and if he had slept in he would have hurried to catch
it ... " On ecither of these accounts, then, the relationship of respon-
sibility is reducible to a one-one, or, at least, to a many-one
necessary connection between events. Libertarians, on the other
hand, postulate one-many necessary connections. Accordingly,
they couldn’t regard responsibility for voluntary action as consist-
ing solely of the intentionality of the action as analysed in either
of these two ways. If an intention is an event with only one action
as its possible overt effect, then they would have to postulate an
indeterminacy amount the agent’s intentions. If, on the other
hand, Ryle’s mongrel-categorical analysis of intention is correct,
they would have to suppose that the causal condition of the truth
of the categorical statement (e.g. ‘X caught the train’) has itself
no sufhicient causal condition but falls within a range of indeter-
minacy.

In the next chapters I propose to show that neither of these
two accounts of intention are adequate. Many of the issues, accord-
ingly, between Libertarians and Determinists have been miscon-
ceived. No account of intention is adequate which cannot give
adequate recognition to the agent’s standpoint towards his volun-
tary action at the moment of performance. From this standpoint
voluntary action falls under the heading of prospective process in
a way which is compatible neither with the dualistic interpretation
of an intention as a mental event nor with the mongrel-categorical
analysis.



CHAPTER VI
INTENDING AND PREDICTING

NTENTIONS Or purposes as we have seen in Chapter 11 are in-

lvo\ved positively or negatively in voluntary action as such. Now
intentions belong to the type of thing which language can express.
They are expressed in categorical predictions of the form ‘I am
going to ... ", or ‘Tamaboutto ...”, or ‘Ishall ...’ In the course of
the next two chapters I shall show how, through understanding
the logic of expressions of intentions, we can discover the essen-
tial difference between the voluntary actions of persons, on the
one hand, and their non-voluntary actions, or the actions of
things other than persons on the other.

By the word ‘prediction’ I refer simply to a statement about the
future irrespective of how it is backed by evidence or even
whether or not it is meant to be supportable by evidence. Because
of their categorical form predictions which express purpose have
the characteristic tendentiousness or comparative lack of warrant
which distinguishes any statement about the future from equally
categorical statements about the past. Categorical predictions, of
course, are frequently warranted by inductive generalizations
derlved.from past experience. But their warrant is only that of a
conclusion based upon data and never as strong as the warrant of
the data. The warrant of any conclusion inductive or deductive is
1r.1deec!, weaker than the warrant of the premisses particularly
since inference may be faulty. Predictions, however, owe their
tendentiousness not to the fact (when it is a fact) that they are
conclusions. It is truer to say they are conclusions (when they are
conclusions) instead of data, because of an essential lack of imme-
dlat_e warrant due to their not yet having been verified by ex-
perience.

Where we deal specifically with predictions that express pur-
pose, their tendentiousness quite clearly is of an even more
radical kind, which, indeed, makes it misleading to look upon
them as conclusions at all, even while distinguishing them from
mere guesses. The action which the agent intends to do seems to
depend at least in part, unless it happens coincidentally, upon the

66
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agent’s intention to do it. But since his prediction that he is going
to do it is the vchicle of his intention, his intention can hardly
enter into his calculations as apart of the data upon which his pre-
diction is based.! Therefore, since the data are ex hypothes: in-
complete as conditions apart from his intention, his prediction
must in principle have even far less warrant than any other sort
of prediction. There is an essential lack of the mediate or inductive
sort of warrant to which all other types of prediction are amen-
able. The data for guesses about the future, for instance, are
incomplete in fact but not in principle.

This argument, of course, rests on the assumption that inten-
tions really are expressed most appropriately in the form of a
specific categorical prediction, and further, that as well as having
this form they actually are categorical predictions, or imply facts
about the future. Since the conclusion which I have just based on
this assumption has potent ontological implications of an indeter-
ministic sort, the presupposition must be subjected to careful
scrutiny. In the rest of this chapter I shall demonstrate what every-
body nowadays seems willing enough to concede, viz. that the
form is categorically predictive. The task is not otiose, however,
because in the process implications which this unanimity has
tended to blur will become more definite. In the next chapter I
shall show that expressions of purpose are predictive in substance
as well as in form at the same time as considering the ontological
implications of this conclusion.

To show that the form ‘T am going to ... ’ expresses purpose,
and to make further the necessary modifications to this claim, let
us consider several sets of contrasted expressions. Each group
will include at least one expression of this form. The first is the
triad

(1) ‘T am going to sneeze’

(2) ‘T am going to sleep’

(3) Tam going to catch the 9.30 a.m.’
The three sentences are distinguishable in content alone, and
illustrate that purposive and non-purposive locutions may have
the common linguistic form which they exhibit. There is room, of

1 A. K. Stout has made a very similar point in ‘Free Will and Responsibility’ (P.4.S.,
1936-37, p. 218).
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course, for difference of opinion over precisely what the contents
suggest as their correct interpretation.

My interpretation is that the first of them ‘I am going to
sneeze’ most often occurs as a straightforward prediction of
future fact expressing no purpose. Sneezing is most often an
involuntary action, although sometimes it can be induced or re-
pressed on purpose. Where it is involuntary, however, the
sentence might conceivably be used to record an immediate ex-
perience, viz. the inclination to sneeze, rather than to make an
l‘nference about the future based on this inclination or nasal tickle.
I.am going to sleep’ occupies an intermediate position within the
triad in more than the spatial sense. It may occur as a simple pre-
diction of what will occur quite apart from intention: or it may
record the immediate feeling of drowsiness: or it may express the
resolution to go to sleep. It does all three of these things according
to context far more impartially, it seems to me, than its prede-
cessor. [ts successor ‘I am going to catch the 9.30 a.m.” is in con-
trast to the other two far less subject to different interpretations.

€ contexts in which it could be interpreted as anything but an
€Xpression of purpose must be comparatively rare. One isn't
often, for instance, shanghaied on to morning trains, and even if
One were, it is doubtful that one would use the word ‘catch’ in
quite these circumstances. Linguistic usage allows one to catch
flu involuntarily but not trains.
Of{LIesszlsir enoug.h}?ow fronli this elgcidation that.in so far as any
it is throuer}llcctels within the tfrlad q‘uallfy as expressions of purpose
enough hg 1e common form I am going to ... That is not
of pugr » Nowever, to invest ther_n with the status of expressions
Sy tEose. Over ar'ld above their forma! aspect we have to con-
r the sort of action which they mention.
in Erlristt’ lt_ITeems thaF where th? sort of:acftion is su'ch that one can
tion thWI h0ccur \y1t_hout taking one’s intention into considera-
Ny toen the predictive form expresses no purpose. (But Idon't
the dataSlflggest that the agent ever can list his intention among
this sop (gr prediction.) Sneezing and s.lee.pmg are commonly
the Pecul9 action, whe.reas catghmg a train is not. Further.rnorea
as Moo, Aanty of catghmg a train which makes it m-tended is not,
nscombe might be interpreted as supposing,! a purely
1See Intention (Basil Blackwell, 1957), pp. 84T
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linguistic peculiarity consisting in the way we describe the action.
As I have already noticed, to describe catching a train as involun-
tary is linguistically odd: but this stems from the fact that the
actual physical occurrences are generally not the sort to make it
worth while to describe them in a more neutral manner. We
could watch a film depicting a variety of actions with no written
or spoken commentary, and still be able to determine which ones
are more likely to be voluntary than the rest.

Second, where the action is such that one may feel a present
tendency towards it without thereby becoming involved in doing
it thereafter, or even feeling involved, then the predictive form
which records this tendency expresses no purpose. Nasal tickles
and the fecling of drowsiness have no necessary implications for
the future. They need not be followed by sneezing or sleep, nor
even lead to the expectation of the latter two. They are simply
tendencies felt within the present.

Accordingly, whether a predictive form undeniably expresses
purpose or not depends upon the sort of occurrence which it
mentions. I don’t wish to imply that some sorts can never figure
in expressions of purpose, nor that others can never occur in
predictions which don’t express purpose. Some sorts, however,
are more likely to do so than others, though at the same time there
is no logical as distinct from causal limitation to the occurrences
which can. It has also become evident just why some sorts of
action are likely to be mentioned in expressions of purpose more
frequently than others. In mentioning them it is clearer that the
predictive form makes commitments about the future of a certain
specific unique sort.

The predictive form is committed to the future in some way,
first of all because the purpose which it expresses is definitely in-
compatible with any prediction of the same action which is com-
mitted to the future as an inference based on inductive grounds.
No categorical predictive form mentioning the same action could
on the same occasion have both the purposive and the inductive
function, though it might be uncertain which function it had.
How, then, can the purposive be incompatible with the inductive
function, unless it too is committed to the future, though in some
opposing manner? Secondly, it is committed to the future since
its difference from a mere record of a felt present tendency con-
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sists in the latter having no necessary implications for the future.
In some ways an expression of purpose seems to be intermediate
between an inferred conclusion about the future and the record
of an immediate felt tendency. It is like the former in being com-
mitted about the future. It is like the latter, and incompatible with
the former, in being concerned with something immediate which
is not the terminus of an inference. There seem strong grounds,
then, for recognizing an expression of purpose as a statement
about the future and as propositional if, in spite of its marked
peculiarities, this is the only way of recognizing that these com-
mitments are made by the meaning rather than the mere form of
the expression.

It may seem possible, however, to express purpose by means
Of_ 1e.ss committed and tendentious forms. To examine how far
this is true I shall turn to contrasts which are more purely formal
fmd s0 from now on I limit the form ‘I am going to ... ' mainly to
1S purposive use. What the next two sets of contrasts have in

common is that all the contrasted forms are predictive in some
Wway and expressive of purpose.

(3) 1 am going to catch the 9.30 a.m.’
(4) Tl do my damnedest to catch the 9.30 a.m.’

WitS}(: Izif:ences (3) a.nd (4), it Wil! be Observed, are both c9ncerned
Same action, but each in a different way. This difference,
owever, 'doesn’t prevent either from expressing a resolution to
O a certain action: but the action mentioned by (4) is less deter-
;nolgzt;:han the action mentioned by (3). Alternatively (4) men-
memionsa'cn(,)n l'ess specifically .than (3). The action which (4)
determina;sn t §1mply .the catching of the 9.30 a.m. but. a less
i ¢ action which may or may not coincide with the
catching of the 9.30 a.m.
Sent:rtlcte};at és not the sole important difference between the two
express ar;d Ee ha§ also to dlstl'ngulsh between the atnr_ude they
every ey the attitude they evince. Every expression evinces but
instance fi‘fﬁfllg does not necessarll}: express what it evinces. F OE
as T am goin 0 my dar,nnede.st, etc.’, expresses a resqlutlon as Wel
. g to, etc.’, but in certain contexts, while expressing
'resolunon. as effectively, though not as specifically as the latter,
It may evince irresolution. Swearing often manifests uncertainty
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about oneself and one’s aims. Expressing is, in the sense in which
I propose to use the word ‘expressing’, not merely a manifestation
of an attitude like tears of sorrow or a blush of embarrassment. In
addition it is the voluntary manifestation for the purpose of com-
municating the fact that one has it. This last statement doesn’t
amount to a complete definition of ‘expressing’, but it may serve
to check the sort of confusion between expressing and evincing
shown, for instance, by the earlier exponents of the attitude
theory in ethics.?
We now turn to a further group of contrasted expressions:

(3) ‘I am going to catch the 9.30 a.m.’

(5) ‘I am going to catch the 9.30 a.m., if I can’

(6) T'll try to catch the 9.30 a.m.’

(7) ‘T’lldo all within the bounds of reason to catch the 9.30a.m.”

Like sentences (3) and (4), all members of this group mention
in varying ways the same action. This should make clear that we
must attend to the use of the different forms of expression in the
same context. Of the group, it will be noticed (3) ‘I am going to,
etc.’, is the sole sentence in which we have to specify a particular
sort of content (catching the 9.30 a.m.) to make it quite clear that
the sentence is expressive of resolution as well as predictive: un-
like sneezing or sleeping, catching a train is unlikely to be any-
thing but a voluntary action. The form of sentences (5)-(7),
on the other hand, is such that the action which they mention
specifically cannot be anything but voluntary if it comes off,
whether it be sneezing, sleeping, or the catching of a train.

To prevent misunderstanding perhaps I should add one pro-
viso. I have attributed a different significance to certain of these
forms, when used in the same or in a similar context with refer-
ence to the same action or to similar actions, from the significance
I attribute to others and especially to (3). But there may be cir-
cumstances in which expressions of one of these forms might do
duty for others. It will be more convenient, however, if we con-
fine our attention to circumstances in which together these ex-
pressions form an articulate system of meaning — where in other
words one expression, and (3) in particular, would be used in
preference to the others. Where, for instance, nobody doubts my

1 Cf. A. J. Ayer, Language, Truth and Logic, 20d ed., p. 107.
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ability to catch the train, it is a matter of comparative indifference
whether I express purpose by ‘I am going to ... ’, ‘I am going to
... if I can’, or ‘T'll try to ... ’; but where my ability is in doubt, it
becomes necessary to discriminate.
Of all four expressions (3) ‘I am going to, etc.’, alone expresses
specifically a resolution to act in a specific way. It expresses the
spemer’ s tesolunon to catch the 9.30 a.m. The remaining expres-
slons express some resolution, but because of their form they
€xpress no specific resolution specifically. They are unspecific
expressions which (with the possible exception of (7) T'll do all
within the bounds of reason, etc.’) may express, albeit unspeci-
fically, the specific resolution to perform a specific action, viz.
the catching of the 9.30 a.m. On the other hand, they may equally
well express as unspecifically a more moderate specific resolution
todoa specific, but therein unspecified, action: the speaker may be
uncertain whether the specific but unspecified action will even-
it::ate in the specified action, viz. thf: catching of the 9.30 a.m. F?r
; ti]nc-e’ th.ey may express unspecifically the resolution to rise in
tgo od time in the morning, or to buy one’s ticket beforehand, or
make a reservation on the train, or all or more than one of these.
m;il: SSarr}lle time they may apgicipate some intervention “./hich
these 4 uch precautions unavailing. Whatever the actual attitude
its omflls‘}I)ecxﬁc eJ.(presswns,do express, expression (3) rem;nn's 1r}
and thi am going to ... * the specific expression of reso %tlox_].
not in f 1S true even supposing the action it actually specifies 1s
N Iact the action the speaker has resolved to do.
e p(s,;:-l];}ll sentence (4) T'll do my damnedest, etc.’, it may, further,
to, ony l'feItO C]l,Stlnngh ‘bfetween what sentences (5) Tam g_mr:lg
&y v it I can’ and (6) ‘I'll try to, etc.’, express and the attitude
of the fm.‘e, Fl,notlonally they appear more neutral thana sentence
the exc;)trr; .I Il do my damnedest ... ” like (4): they don't betra;;
their a 11_1ty of the former. They have, however,.because 3
ing to t;pemﬁc nature, a non-committal ?haracter which, accord-
incom %cont.e’“, may or may not evince or betray attitudes
ave CPaltl le with the rgsolutlon they express. The speaker may
eCauseOSfe na CO{nRarat1v§3l_y non-committal form of expression
uncery; Of a certain instability of resolution: or he may rne?rely be
uns . abol{t the causal connection between thg spec1ﬁc but
Pecified action he has resolved to do and the action which he
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specifies (e.g. between rising in good time, and catching the
9-30 a.m.): or again he may simply be unwilling to insist upon his
actual certainty about the existence of this causal connection
where he is willing that his listeners should remain in doubt. To
take up the last point: unless an action is recognizably easy to per-
form, it may only become necessary or desirable to express speci-
fically one’s specific resolution, as in expression (3), where one
must inspire confidence for the sake of success. It may be unsuit-
able, for instance, for a general delivering an eve-of-battle oration
before his troops to say ‘We shall try to sweep the enemy back’
rather than *We shall sweep the enemy back’ or “We are going to
sweep the enemy back’.

The remaining expression (7) ‘I'll do all within the bounds of
reason, ctc.’, may neither express nor evince anything materially
different from (5) ‘I am going to, etc., if I can’ or (6) ‘T'll try to,
etc.’ Like them it does not refer to any specific action specifically:
but it fails to do so in a rather different way. According to context
the difference may or may not be significant. The phrase ‘the
bounds of reason’ is highly unspccific in reference. This lack of
specification may in certain contexts evince irresolution, but in
others it may evince a negative resolution noz to do certain kinds
of action. However, in spite of these differences I propose in what
follows to make (6) ‘T'll try to, etc.’, represent the three ex-
pressions in this group which are contrasted with (3) ‘T am going
to, etc.’

I have contrasted (3) as a specific expression of a specific reso-
lution with other expressions which express specific resolutions
unspecifically, in spite of their mentioning the same specific action
(viz. catching the 9.30 a.m.). But I have no wish to deny that the
less specific expressions may, in the particular circumstances of
their utterance, be more warranted than (3). Indeed the statement
‘T’ll try to catch the 9.30 a.m.” may in certain circumstances appear
so much more warranted than ‘I am going to catch the 9.30 a.m.’
as to throw grave doubt upon the authenticity of the latter as an
expression of the specific resolution actually made by the speaker.
In such circumstances (3) may be the evincing of braggadocio
rather than the authentic expression of resolution. When the
speaker sees that his chances of catching a train are remote if not
altogether absent, ‘I am going to catch the 9.30 a.m.” cannot be

F
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regarded as the authentic expression of whatever resolution he
may have made in the light of this knowledge. It is the tendentious
nature of the ‘T am going to ...’ form which may seem to make
some more warranted substitute desirable.

But I have already emphatically declared that in this particular
group of contrasted expressions where in common all express
resolution, it is in the form of the expression that I am interested
rather than their content or the action to which they specifically
refer. An expression like ‘I'll try to catch the 9.30 a.m.” may well be
a more authentic expression of a particular resolution than ‘I am
going to catch the 9.30 a.m.” All I wish to insist is that whatever
the agent’s specific resolution, a sentence of the form ‘I am going
to ... " gives more specific expression to this resolution than a
sentence of some such form as ‘T'll try to ...~

It may well be that where most specific actions are concerned a
clear-headed agent may see that they are not the certain results of
his efforts. Nevertheless, to refer to an action as, say, trying to
catch the 9.30 a.m., is not to refer to that action in a specific
manner, although it is to refer to the action the agent is ¢rying to do
specifically. If there is any such thing as a specific resolution at all,
there must be some residual action which the agent in acting must
feel confident that he can perform, and the resolution to perform
iUCh an action is specifically expressed by the form ‘I am going

o...

The consequences seem paradoxical of supposing that in the
phr.ase trying to do A’, where ‘A’ refers specifically to some
action, the whole phrase refers specifically to a different sort of
action which the agent can resolve to perform. If it refers speci-
fically to some action other than A, it would seem that just in the
Same way as A may occur voluntarily or involuntarily so trying
:ﬁeds‘; r? I}la}};_ occur voluntarily or involuntar_ily, since like A it is
is not t}? thing we can resolve to do. But trying to do something
o e sort of thing we can do involuntarily unless we use
terOIUHtarlly’ ip the rather borc?erline sense.of ‘acting under the

€at of penalties’. Nor can trying be described without redun-

ancy as voluntary. The reason for this is that ‘trying to do A’
refers unspecifically to some action which the agent does because

© 10pes or conjectures that it will result in A. Where we already

reter implicitly or explicitly to an action as having been done in
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the hope of something, it is obviously redundant to go on to
describe it as voluntary and inconsistent to describe it as in-
voluntary.

At some stage, then, tendentiousness is inevitable. Although
the specific expression of a given resolution may not be authentic
either in part or in entirety, there always is present in the agent
some resolution capable of authentic expression in the form ‘I am
going to ... " —at least, in so far as he is capable of voluntary
actions at all. Of course, at no moment is it ever impossible for
him, provided he has time, to reflect that what he resolves to do
he may not do successfully. This doubt, however, need be no
more than a purely theoretical doubt which doesn’t modify the
resolution in any way. When the resolution is of the residual kind
(i.e. where the action resolved upon cannot be subdivided into a
subsequent part about the occurrence of which the agent is rela-
tively uncertain and an antecedent part about the occurrence of
which he is relatively certain), then the doubt or reflection must
be purely theoretical.

A doubt of this purely theoretical kind must be carefully
distinguished from other kinds of doubt which would lead one to
express resolution by ‘I'll try to catch the 9.30 a.m.” rather than
by ‘I am going to catch the 9.30 a.m.” If the doubt were of the
purely theoretical kind in this instance, there could be no other
resolution than the resolution to catch the 9.30 a.m., for, which-
ever of the two expressions we employ to express resolution, it
is the resolution to catch the 9.30a.m. which is thereby expressed.
The agent’s reasons for refusing definitely to assert that his specific
project is practicable would not be peculiar just to that particular
situation in which he has to act. He is not in doubt, for instance,
because he realizes that his other commitments might prevent him
from setting out in time to catch the 9.30 a.m. That would not be a
doubt about all specific projects, but simply doubt about the prac-
ticability of one particular project or a definite number of parti-
cular projects as against certain other more moderate projects.
Just because the agent doubts his ability to catch the 9.30 a.m. he
might not doubt his ability to get up in the morning in good time
for catching the 9.30 a.m.

Before allowing ourselves to accept finally the conclusion that
the tendentious ‘T am going to ... " is the sole form for giving
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expression specifically to specific resolutions we should, however,
take notice of one other group of contrasted expressions, viz.:

(3) ‘T am going to catch the 9.30 a.m.’
(8.1) Tintend to catch the 9.30 a.m.’
(8.2) ‘T am resolved to catch the 9.30 a.m.’
(8.3) ‘I purpose to catch the 9.30 a.m.’
(8.4) ‘I have decided to catch the 9.30 a.m.’

Here I have labelled the new sentences by decimal numbers to
Play down whatever difference in shade of meaning each may owe
to its linguistic difference from the rest. Sentence (8.1) can be
taken as typifying the rest, and accordingly I shall for convenience
refer to it as ‘(8)". For my present purpose the contrast between
these sentences and (3) ‘Tam going to, etc.’, is of sole importance.
The contrast presented here differs, it will be observed, from
the preceding. It cannot be said that (8) Tintend to, etc.’, expresses,
as does ‘T’ll try to, etc.’, a specific resolution unspecifically. It
SCems to mention the resolution as specifically as it could be
Eg?ﬁined. .But ju§t because it .mentigns the specific resolution
it ar allcin it be said to express it sPec1ﬁcally. It does not express
hese 1o o except implicitly. I don’t wish to become embroiled
thetiog] . genf(?ral dlSCU.SSI‘OI’l of what has l,)e‘en c_alled the paren-
finall ‘IS?S of verbs as in I believe that ...°, ‘I wish that ... ’, and
presey intend to... All that one need bear in rpind for our
D Nt purpose is the contrast between this set of introductory
gel;a:et;and sentences such as “That is the case’, ,‘Would that t}'lat
eXpressiz case’, and.ﬁnally I. am going to etc. The latter give
- n to the attitudes which the introductory phrases respec-
tively mention,
Phr;)srensetlmes_, it'ld.eed., it may seem that by using the introductory
Hon andwi diminish in some way the. attitudes which they men-
of e the quoted sentences respectively express. Instead, then,
Seen, pglessmg the attitude 1mP11c1t1y by mentioning it, it may
. at we express something rather more pusillanimous. I
oclleve that is the case’ may seem to have the same force as
coroba_bly that is the case’. This impression, however, rests on a
Niusion between what these verbs may evince and what they
:)n;e ei eXpl.icit. Their function, in so far as they have a common
»15 mainly to enable the speaker explicitly to speak for himself
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where he wishes to indicate that his audience may not underwrite
or corroborate his attitude. This explicit function expresses im-
plicitly the same attitude as the quoted sentences, though at the
same time it may evince pusillanimity — a going over to the other
side as it were.

There may, however, seem to be special reasons for questioning
this interpretation in its application to the attitude of intention.
Intentions are revocable, and they are also fallible in the sense
that one may intend to do what in fact is impossible to perform.
In consequence of these universally recognized facts it may seem
that (3) ‘I am going to, etc.’, is unnecessarily bold or too committed
as an expression of purpose. To be resolute one has to be bold in
action, but not, it may seem, about facts. Why shouldn’t one
instead use something more non-committal such as ‘I intend to
... " as an explicit expression of purpose? A closer look at the
reasons for this proposal shows, however, that they have been
misunderstood.

Intentions are revocable, it is true. One can make up one’s
mind to do something, and then change one’s mind and decide to
do something else. To intend to do an action is even consistent
with not trying or beginning to do it rather than some alternative,
provided the intention is formed and revoked before it can become
operative in that respect, even though it must be operative in
some respect. But although an agent may revoke his intentions,
any intention of his must implicitly at least exclude the intention
at a later date to revoke it. It is absurd to say ‘I intend to go away
tomorrow, but when I rise in the morning I will cancel my inten-
tion’. The form ‘T intend to ... ’, in other words, implicitly com-
mits one to what the form ‘T am going to ... ’ expressly commits
one to. The latter alone, however, makes the inconsistency
absolutely explicit since ‘I am not going to ... " is the explicit
expression for revoking an intention. The two explicit expressions
explicitly contradict each other.

It is also true that we may intend to do what is in fact incapable
of performance. But here once again a similar principle limits what
the agent may believe when intending. One cannot intend to do
anything unless at the time one believes that it lies within one’s
power to do it. It is equally absurd to say ‘I intend to go away
tomorrow, but in fact will be unable to do so’. Once again the
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implicit inconsistency is made explicit when we recognize that ‘]
am going to ... ’ is the form which gives direct explicit expression
to purpose. ‘I am unable to ... ’ confutes ‘I am going to ... "inan
explicit manner which we shall examine more closely in the next
chapter. In intending, then, the commitments of the predictive
form ‘T am going to ... ’ are unavoidable.

In this investigation of the direct and most explicit form wh%ch
expresses purpose it has also become plainer just why the specific
categorical predictive form and none other qualifies for this func-
tion. The reasons are logical rather than conventional. It doesn’t
qualify as an expression of purpose in the way in which ‘Alas!’,
for instance, qualifies as an expression of sorrow. Practically any
other ejaculation could have come to fulfil the function of the
latter as effectively. The implications of all the terminology con-
nected with purpose make it clear, on the other hand, that it is
through its direct specific and categorical mention of the future
that the predictive form ‘I am going to ...’ expresses purpose.
Without this mention purpose could not be expressed so explicitly.
In the following chapter I shall consider precisely how to interpret

tl?‘sj Can we accept that expressions of purpose are genuine pre-
dictions?



CHAPTER VII
THE SINGULARITY OF THE FUTURE

F expressions of purpose are predictions at all we must recognize
Ithat they are predictions of a very curious kind indeed. To see
this we need only extend our attention to a fourth set of contrasts.
In the course of investigating these I hope to show

() that neither the mental-event nor the Rylean analysis of
intention is severally or in conjunction logically adequate; for
neither do justice to the standpoint of the agent;

(&) that in fact Libertarianism alone can meet the requirements
of the logic of expressions of purpose.

I

The set of contrasts consists of three main groups of sentences
already considered in the previous chapter all of which incorporate
the use of the first person singular as compared against similar
sentences which incorporate the third person singular instead.

(1) T am going
(i1) He is going
(3) Iam going
(iii)) He is going
(8) Iintend
(viii) He intends

to sneeze
to catch the 9.30 a.m.

to catch the 9.30 a.m.

In place of the sentence marked by Roman numerals one could
substitute certain other sentences without altering the point of the
contrast. The personal pronoun which is the subject can be in the
second person singular (‘thou’ or ‘you’), in the second person
plural (‘you’), in the third person singular (‘he’ or ‘she’), and in
the third person plural (‘they’). Alternatively these sentences can
have first person singular subjects (‘I') provided the tense of the
main verb is changed from the present or future indicative to the
past indicative. As a matter of convenience, however, we can take
the form they actually do assume above as representative of all
these variants.

79
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The point of the contrast is that even where we take (3) ‘T am
going to catch the 9.30 a.m.” and (iii) ‘He is going to catch the
9.30a.m.” as uttered by different persons but about the same action
of the same agent, we nevertheless cannot take them as logically
equivalent to each other. There are really no commonly accepted
technical terms in logic to mark the precise difference. We might
say as a preliminary to further explanation that they have a com-
mon meaning content but that their logical status is different. The
difference isn’t simply that they express the belief attitudes of
different people. This is equally true within the other two groups
(1) (i) and (8) (viii). In the instance of (3) (iii), on the contrary,
this difference in the owner of the belief attitude seems to mark
some much more distinctive difference between (3) and (iii). It
makes (3) ‘I am going to, etc.’, an expression of purpose and iii)

€ 1s going to, etc.’, merely an expression of predictive belief
about an intentional action.

If may prove instructive here to compare (3) ‘I am going to,
ete.’, with Professor Austin’s performatives.! There is an impor-
tant logical difference between ‘I bet’ and ‘He bets’, ‘I promise’
an§1 ‘He promises’, ‘I give’ and ‘He gives’, etc., where in each
pair t'he T’ and the ‘He’ indicate the same person on the same
occas:lon. This difference is quite different from that between,
say, I'am writing ...’ and ‘He is writing ... " I bet, promise, and
give, etC'-,by saying ‘I bet’, ‘T promise’, and ‘I give’ in the appro-
Priate circumstances, but I don’t write by saying ‘T am writing

. Af:cording to Austin what he calls ‘performative expressions’
are primarily performances. These performances presuppose the
€xistence of some ritual or convention whereby one does certain
thmgs by making in appropriate circumstances these sounds or
afﬁxn:lg one’s signature to these marks. The function of such ex-
Pressions is not to refer or describe. On the other hand, the ex-
Pressions in the third person form describe respectively the
performance completed by uttering the sentence in the first person
form W.ith which they have been paired above.

. }(Divlously 'there isﬁ a radical logical disparit}f bet.ween these
Paired expressions which suggests that a parallel disparity between

1
To the best of my knowledge Austin’s work on performatives remains unpublished

;’;C‘Xtci;n‘ })\Icnlgl);ivrz)xl form as in ‘Other Minds' (Logic and Language: Second Series, ed.
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(3) Tam going, etc.’, and (iii) ‘He is going, etc.’, may stem from
the respective use of first and third person singular pronouns. At
the same time the difference between Austin’s performatives, on the
one hand, and expressions of purpose, on the other, is of equal
significance. Expressions of purpose are not the exercise of some
ritual or convention, except in the way that any linguistic expres-
sion is such. Their logical peculiarity actually does not pertain
primarily to their linguistic form at all. I can intend to catch a
train without announcing what I am about to do, and the logical
peculiarities of expressions of intention are the peculiarities of the
intention or curious sort of belief which is expressed. I am catching
a train in believing rather than in predicting that I will.

In what follows I shall for the sake of convenience refer to the
sort of attitude expressed by (3) ‘T am going to, etc.’, as the stand-
point of the agent. In contrast what (iii) ‘He is going to, etc.’,
expresses is the standpoint of the other agent towards the first,
or, in more convenient terms, the alien standpoint.! Expressed
more precisely the distinction which I wish to examine is between
the standpoint of the agent at the moment of action towards his
projected action, on the one hand, and the standpoint of any
other agent towards the first agent and his action, or the stand-
point of the same agent towards his own past or non-projected
actions, on the other hand. The distinction is such that any stand-
point towards any agent, whatever it may be, must belong to one
or other kind. There is no fence between them on which one can
sit, though it is possible while having one standpoint to be in
imaginative possession of the other. Furthermore, everybody
must hold both standpoints, but not towards the same person or
action.

My confining the agent’s standpoint to the moment of action
may perhaps seem a bit restrictive. Can one not decide, intend, or
project some time before the consonant action is called for? It
seems to me that though in a sense one can, yet a decision or
intention, to qualify as such, must always be in some sense opera-

1 This distinction is modelled upon the contrast between the self as agent and the self
as subject drawn (cf. The Self as Agent, chap. 1v) by Professor John Macmurray, to whose
teaching my debt is incalculable. My version is designed to forestall any effort to divorce
the practical from the theoretical outlook, and to suggest instead that the difference is
between ways in which the practical outlook is directed. It has affinities as well to Sartre’s
distinction between {’étre pour soi and étre pour autrui (cf. L'étre et le néant, pp. 310ff).
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tive, though not necessarily with success. My decision to holiday
in a particular country next year is certainly made some time
previous to the specified action but it qualifies as decision only
because I put myself in a state of readiness towards that end. It
involves trying to begin to wend one’s way down the intervening
chain of possibilities in such a way as not to exclude the possi-
bility of holidaying in the selected place when the time comes round.
We can now introduce in convenient form the more positive
conclusion of this chapter which I shall support in later sections.
Ishall argue that from the alien standpoint some sort of distinction
between the agent’s intending to do something and his actually
being about or going to do something is unavoidable. From the
alien standpoint the agent’s intending to do something is one of
the things which the alien has to take into account in predicting
what the agent actually is about to or going to do. The fact that
the agent is about to do something consists, it may seem legitimate
to suppose, in some sort of connective relation between the action
which the agent is about to do and the agent’s standpoint or
decision that he is about to do it. From the agent’s standpoint, on
the other hand, no distinction between his intending to do some-
thing and the fact that he is going to or about to do it can properly
be made. Where from the alien standpoint a distinction has to be
made between a subjective factor consisting in the agent’s inten-
tion and an objective fact consisting in the agent’s being about to
do something which the subjective factor conditions in some way,
from the agent’s standpoint on the other hand no such distinction
etween a subjective factor of the same sort and an objective fact
which it conditions exists at all. From the agent’s standpoint thege
two things disappear as it were into each other. This, then;._{s
:What the different logical status of (3) ‘T am going to, etc.’, and (iii)
eis going to, etc.’, amounts to.
1t follows that the two standpoints, alien’s and agent’s, con-
Stitute two different conceptual frameworks, though as we sha
See in the next chapter the former is subordinate to the latter
Since the alien is an agent as well. Considerable caution has to be
exercised in keeping them conceptually distinct. Bradley’s pro-
founcement,! for instance, that Libertarianism makes it impossxble
Or a man to know what in the world he will be doing next, seems
1 See Chapter 1.



THE SINGULARITY OF THE FUTURE 83

to show confusion between them. From the alien standpoint
alone the fact that the agent is about to do something can plausibly
be considered to require a complete antecedent condition if its
aboutness is to exist, is to be explicable, or is to be known. Frpm
the agent’s standpoint the fact that he is about to do something
can have no such complete antecedent condition. For him his
intention and his aboutness disappear into each other in the sort
of situation where for others the antecedent conditions of the
action he is about to do would be incomplete without his intention.
His aboutness from his standpoint must be explicable in an en-
tirely different way which I investigate in Chapter 1x.

2

What follows is a sort of reductio ad absurdum designed to con-
firm the conclusion I have just formulated. It consists of anattempt
to force the standpoint of the agent into the conceptual framework
which could only be appropriate to the alien standpoint with a
consistency and rigour normally shirked by those who think that
this sort of thing is in principle possible. The assumption that it
is possible is a very natural one since in using language for the
purpose of communication we are bound so far as possible to
sink as it were our personal differences and to try to understand
the propositional content of our utterances as possessing an im-
personal logical status. Because of this tendency a reductio ad
absurdum which carries it beyond its legitimate sphere is of par-
ticular therapeutic value.

Our point of departure is the prediction (iii) ‘He is going t0,
etc.’” What precisely are we assuming when we make this predic-
tion as a prediction of an intentional action? It is perfectly inno-
cuous to say for a start that anyone who makes a prediction of
this sort implies in some sense of the word ‘imply’ that two main
conditions are satisfied, viz. that the action will be in accordance
with the agent’s intention and that it comes about in some way
through the agent’s intention. Harmless though it is, however,
this solution is not quite good enough: it even fails to take account
of what we already know about intention, viz. that it finds ex-
pression in such predictions as (3) ‘I am going to, etc.” Accord-
ingly it may seem both natural and necessary to expand these two
conditions into three as follows:
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(@) the agent must believe that his prediction is true, i.e. it
must be authentic;

() the fulfilment of (a) must be a necessary condition of the
truth of the prediction;

(¢) he must believe (4).

The first and last of these conditions are conditions of the appro-
priate action being in accordance with the agent’s intention. The
second condition, on the other hand, is the condition of the action
taking place through the agent’s intention.
This analysis of the conditions of intentional action derives a
certain amount of intuitive support from examples. In support
of the first condition let us take an action, which the agent says
will happen butat no stage believes will happen, and which actually
floes happen. He may for instance in downing a pint of beer say
I am going to get drunk’, not believe it, and forthwith become
tight. In this case we couldn’t say his intoxication was intentional
Or even voluntary. If, on the other hand, the agent really does
believe what he says, we still cannot in all cases suppose his action
to be intentional. He may say ‘I am going to be sick’, believe it,
and forthwith vomit: but yet the action is not intentional.
Accordingly we seem directed towards the second condition
thaf— V_/here the agent believes his action will come about, his
bel.levmg it will come about must be a necessary condition of the
action coming about, if the action in coming about is intentional
rather than a more or less happy fluke. This additional condition,
hov.«/ev?r, is still insufficient to make the occurrence of the
action intentional. It might be the case, for instance, that unless
the agent had thought he was about to become sick and had felt
a_d dmonally nauseated at the prospect he wouldn’t have become
iﬁ{ a:}i{“- Or more oinously still, pepple often are failures bgcause
tior}llal 181( they are fall.ures, and strictly failure cannot be inten-
believ.ed T again, a patient may recover from what the doctors
tendog 1_tobbe a fgtal illness simply })ecauge he. beheve.d .the in-
recove 1eHy which thc.ay allayed his anxiety in predicting h{s
was ; ry. His recovery is not an intentional one even though it
M accordance with his most earnest wish.
e can class an action which occurs as occurring inten-

_ Before w
tio ' ) ;
nally it seems, then, we have to satisfy ourselves that the third
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condition has been fulfilled consisting in the agent’s believing
that his believing in the occurrence of his action is a necessary
condition of the action coming about. People, for instance, who
have the faculty of curing themselves by faith, but not merely
through the agency of doctors’ lies, could be said to have made an
intentional recovery. Their action would be directly connected
with decision in the same way as when I wag my little finger in-
tentionally this is directly connected in some way with my deci-
sion to do so.

One may wonder whether any further conditions besides these
three may seem required when we say of an action which actually
comes about that it comes about intentionally. Could there be
cases where the agent believes the action will come about, and
believes correctly that his believing this or its negative is a neces-
sary condition of the action coming about as believed, while yet
even when the action does come about as believed it does not do
so as an intentional action? There does in fact seem to be room for
another condition which can, however, be treated as an elucidation
of (a) and (c).

Take once again the example of faith cure. Either my unshake-
able belief in my recovery in certain specific circumstances is
rational or irrational. In other words, either it has been formed in
consideration of the causal potentialities of the situation, or it
hasn’t. This consideration may have been more or less complex as
we shall see in Chapter viii. The consideration in the light of
which I do things directly under my control such as wag my
finger can best be described negatively. The fact, for instance,
that my hand is not in a plaster cast is one of them. The decision
to play the piano, in contrast, is made in consideration of more
positive factors such as the presence of a piano. Now if my belief
that I am going to do something has no pretensions to rationality
of these kinds, it is quite possible to see how I could correctly hold
a second belief that this belief is a necessary condition of what I
am going to do, or the state I am about to be in, without that
action or state being in any way intentional.

Prior to making a proposal of marriage I may boost my self-
confidence by taking a swig from my hip-flask, or prior to sitting
an exam I may dose myself with benzedrine for the same purpose,
or yet again in order to recover from an illness I may put myself
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in the charge of someone with the particular form of hypnotic
personality peculiar to those who effect faith-cures. At the time,
however, I conceivably might judge from the small inner core of
the mind into which my self-consciousness has retreated that the
confidence in my ability to carry the action out according to plan
is a necessary condition without which I would fail. This may not
of course be the precise manner in which such expedients work.
Alcohol or benzedrine, for instance, may just steady one’s nerves
or help concentration without in any way inducing non-rational
confidence in one’s abilities: but for the sake of the argument [ am
supposing that they have this effect as well. In such circumstances,
then, one might well hesitate to say that the success of my
propos.al of marriage, candidature as an examinee, or recovery
from sickness comes about as fully through my intention as if I
hadn’t_ relied upon these expedients. It would depend, I think,
upon just how much of my total action one takes into considera-
tion. During the actual process of proposing, writing, or concen-
trating on my recovery it could be said that I am little better than
an automaton. But in so far as I know how to control myself as an
automaton for certain purposes by putting myself under various
:(C;rrt;e of influence, full responsibility for the action belongs
With the proviso, then, that the agent’s belief that his action
will come about is a rational one we seem to have formulated all
the copdmons under which an action which actually does come
abouF is fully intentional. It will be observed, however, that these
f:;ldltl}c:ps_ hayea striking recursiveaspect. Their propositional con-
tex ibits internal relations which may lead one to suspect that
the triple conditioning develops from some pretty radical logical
aw 1n our initial move. This flaw will become more manifest as
we probe further.
mannirm§;t° to 1beg'in V{ith examine more carefully the p'recis‘e
intentiond mp blcan('m ll’l.WhICh a statement t}.la_t an action is
fulfilled Tﬁan e said to imply that these conditions have been
which v;/e mere bare in all thr_ee. km_ds of implication between
The £ ust e.careful to dlstl'ngu}sh. . ‘
impli;ti;;t l%ﬁd is the sort .Whlc}.l is sometimes called logical
mmpication. This name is misleading because it covers causal
implication as well as otherkinds. Their true distinguishing feature
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consists of the validity of the law of contraposition. If p implies ¢
in this way then not-¢ implies not-p. The statement that if any-
thing is a rose then it is a flower implies by contraposition that if
anything is not a flower then it is not a rose. Consequently I shall
call the sort of implication exhibited here by ‘if ... then’ ‘con-
trapositable implication’. As quite distinct from this we must
recognize the sort of implication which according to Strawson
holds between ‘The present King of France is bald” and ‘There is
a King of France’. According to Strawson,! though the former
proposition implies the latter, the latter is a condition of the appli-
cation of the former rather than of its truth. In other words, the
latter is a condition both of the truth and the falsity of the former.
If the latter is false then the former is neither true nor false. Hence
implication through contrasposition does not take place here
because, although p implies ¢, not-¢ implies the negative conjunc-
tion neither p nor not-p instead of simply not-p. One could call
this ‘contextual implication’ were it not that Nowell-Smith has
used this label more widely.* Instead I shall call it ‘applicational
implication’. Thirdly, we must recognize as distinct the sort of
relation which holds between ‘There are tigers in Bengal’ and ‘I
believe there are tigers in Bengal’ where the former is what ex-
presses the latter. From the fact that ‘There are tigers in Bengal’
implies ‘T believe there are tigers in Bengal’, when uttered on the
same occasion by the same speaker, one cannot infer that ‘It is not
the case that I believe there are tigers in Bengal’ implies “There
are not tigers in Bengal’. In this case, though p implies ¢, not-¢
merely implies that it is out of place for the speaker to affirm p,
because he would thereby express a contradictory belief: but
nothing can be inferred about the truth or falsity or even the
application of p. This is one sort of implication which Nowell-
Smith calls ‘contextual’ but I shall call it ‘expressive’.

Now let us consider in which of these three ways the various
conditions of intentional action can be said to be implied. We can
agree at the outset that most statements, with the possible excep-
tion of those in stories, imply expressively a statement of the form
T believe ... " There would be nothing exceptional then about
expressions of purpose if this turned out to be the sole manner in

1‘On Referring’, Essays in Conceptual Analysis, ed. A. G. N. Flew.
% Ethics (Pelican), pp. 80-7.
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which they seem to imply that the agent believes in them. But as
we shall see this is not the sole way.

The first condition that the agent believes that the action will
come about, and the third condition that he also believes that his
believing this is a necessary condition of its being true, are as we
have seen conditions of the action taking place in accordance with
the agent’s intention. Thus they can conveniently be taken in
conjunction. Now these conditions are implied equally where
(iif) ‘He is going to, etc.’, is advanced as a prediction of an inten-
tional action, and where it is withdrawn by ‘He will fail to, etc.’
Failing to do what has been intended requires their fulfilment
just as much as succeeding to do it. Hence we have here an instance
of applicational implication where the law of contraposition does
not hold. It obviously is not an instance of expressive implication
since no statement can expressively imply the belief of somebody
other than the speaker.

The same sort of conclusion holds for the second condition
that the agent’s believing his action will come aboutisa necessary
condition of its coming about. This is a condition of the action
coming about through the agent’s intention. In other words,
where this condition is the only one to be unfulfilled we say in the
event of the action coming about that it came about coinciden-
tally. The agent may have assessed the situation incorrectly. He
may, for instance, set about shutting a door which can only shut
automatically or curing by faith a disease which faith doesn’t in
the least affect. Here we would not attribute the shut door, or
h'ealth restored, to his intention. In what way, then, is this condi-
tion implied?

Itis not necessarily implicit, to begin with, in the agent’s failing
to do the action he attempts. If it were, it would be implicit in the
Same way as the other two conditions. But if an agent tries to
§hut an automatically closing door and the automatic mechanism
1ams, one could say that he fails to shut the door without suppos-
ing th;flt his belief that the door was going to shut is a necessary
condition of the door’s shutting. Only where the door is not
automatic and jams when the agent sets about shutting it, would
one be. Prepared to say that his belief that the action would come
about is as mych 4 condition of failure as of the door being suc-
cessfully shut, These examples illustrate that some additional
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factor apart from the presence of the second condition is involved
in those instances where the second condition is a condition both
of success and failure. We must first find what it is if we wish to
understand better the way in which the second condition
operates.

We have now to attend to an entirely different sort of condition
for the coming about of an intentional action. It consists of the
circumstances of the action. The fact that the 9.30 a.m. is running
as scheduled is, for example, a condition of the agent’s catching it.
It belongs to the circumstances he assumes when he makes his
decision. It is not, however, a straightforward condition of the
contrapositable kind of (iii) ‘He is going to, etc.’, since it is equally
a condition of ‘He is not going to, etc.’, where the latter predicts
a negatively intentional action. If the speaker thought that un-
known to the agent a condition of this sort was lacking he might
say ‘He'll try to, etc.’, or ‘He’ll not try to etc.’, instead. In short a
condition of this sort is a condition of ability. If it does not hold,
the agent is unable to perform the action, and therefore it is equally
pointless to consider whether through intention (the second condi-
tion) he will or will not do it.

We can now understand more clearly the second condition,
that the agent’s belief that the action will come about is a neces-
sary condition of its coming about. If this condition does not hold
one could not say either that the agent is able to perform the
action or that he is unable to perform the action. Where, for
instance, he sets about shutting a door which can only shut auto-
matically and actually is at the moment shutting, this second con-
dition does not hold. Here it seems equally misleading to say that
he can shut the door and to say that he cannot shut the door.
Where, on the other hand, he sets about shutting a less sophisti-
cated sort of door, this condition does hold, and it does seem
relevant once again to say that he can or cannot shut the door,
depending upon whether it fits its frame properly, etc. Now since
this second condition is a condition both of ability and inability,
and since in the preceding paragraph we saw that conditions of
ability are implied applicationally by (iii) ‘He is going to, etc.’, it
follows a forziori that the second condition is implied application-
ally by (iii) as well.

This completes, then, our review of the mode of implication

G
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peculiar to the three conditions of the intentionality of an action
which occurs.

3

Now comes the reckoning. The assumption upon which most
of the preceding reasoning has been based is that predictive ex-
pressions of the form ‘I am going to ... "and ‘He is going to ... ’
are always confirmable in the same sort of way. More specifically,
we have been assuming that when the former expresses purpose
and the latter refers to the same person and action as the former
mentions, then, whatever the other differences between them, they
are confirmable in the same sort of way.

Let us inspect once again the conditions in terms of which this
confirmation is supposed to be possible. They are:

(@) the agent must believe that his prediction is true, i.e. it
must be authentic;

(8) the fulfilment of (a) must be a necessary condition of the
truth of the prediction;
(¢) he must believe ().

We also recognized the further proviso, or elucidation of ()
and (c), that the agent’s belief that his action will come about is 2
rational one. But the implications of this are viciously regressive

Or reasons already anticipated in the previous chapter. Condition
¢) requires that if the agent proceeds rationally then he can satisfy
(@) only if he believes (8), but (8) requires him not to believe that
the prediction is true unless () is satisfied; i.e. he isn’t entitled to
ehev§ that the prediction is true unless and until he believes that
ae b.eheves that the Prediction is true. The conditions as set out
Te in other words circular and recursive.
Solelow at }first sight it may seem that the logical scandal pertains
Strair}:ezlo the agent _whose conﬁrrnanon Rrocedure has been con-
to revolve in an eternal circle. This would be bad enough.
Protracted effort to bring the agent’s standpoint within the
Province of inductively confirmable predictions has demonstrated
that inductive standards can only be brought to bear upon his
predictive activities in an illogical manner. We haven’t merely
represented the agent as a man who doesn’t know what in the
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world he is going to do next, as Bradley taunts the Libertarian
with doing. That would merely represent the agent as non-
rational. More scandalously, by pressing what Bradley would
have regarded as rational standards upon the agent, we have made
his attitude radically irrational.

In a different way, however, the alien standpoint is in no better
case. The alien can take conditions (a), (4), and (c) as a basis for
his prediction ‘He is going to ... ” But it now turns out that these
conditions are really insufficient in number so long as he fails to
distinguish the confirmation procedures of his own predictive
belief from those of the agent. Handicapped in this way, he must
believe that the agent as well, in so far as he is rationally guided,
must take conditions (a), (8), and (c) as satisfied before making his
prediction. We must remember, too, that the proviso that the
agent is rationally guided was one which we read into the other
conditions. But this immediately adds a further condition (d) to
the conditions with which the agent must reckon in making his
prediction. Condition () can be formulated with greater or lesser
economy in view of the internal relations holding between the
other three, but we need not go into that matter now. It should
now be clear that the same considerations which lead to the supple-
mentation of (@), (4), and (c) by () must require the supplemen-
tation of (a), (4), (c), and (d) by a fifth condition (e). These same
considerations will in fact reapply an infinite number of times and
lead to an infinite regress, so that the conditions for the prediction
can never be complete.

The solution to this tangle is quite simple. Confirmation pro-
cedures for ‘He is going to ...’ need involve no regress once we
realize that ‘I am going to ...’ enjoys a logical status which is
quite unique. Only two conditions apart from more objective ones
are in fact required by the procedure, viz.:

(a*) ‘Tam going to ... " expresses the agent’s purpose authen-
tically;

(&) the fulfilment of (a') is a necessary condition of the action
purposed.

This, too, of course, is just another way of saying that the action
must be in accordance with the agent’s intention and done
through the agent’s intention.
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By classifying the expression of purpose as a belief or as pro-
positional we expose ourselves to the danger of supposing that
its difference from ‘He is going to ... ’is no greater than the differ-
ence between any other pair of expressions in the first and third
persons singular respectively which make mention of the same
person and action. The danger becomes particularly acute when
we try to put the agent’s expression of purpose into indirect
speech. We would then find it natural to say that the agent
believes that he is going to, etc., where the subordinate noun
clause is in the third person predictive form. Ordinary usage, of
course, has its defences against the possibility of this confusion,
since frequently we don’t put the agent’s expression of purpose
into indirect speech. When referring to it we quite frequently say
instead simply that the agent intends to do such-and-such.

In any case, whatever is the root of the confusion, it is only
when we try to vulgarize or depersonalize the content of the
exprgssion in this way that it becomes necessary to express the
condition that the action is in accordance with the agent’s inten-
tion as composite consisting of conditions () and (c). We stipu-
late (¢) as a condition in an unavailing effort to restore (a) to its
Proper singularity, rather as millers ‘reinforce’ nowadays the
national loaf with some of the properties extracted from the flour
by modern methods of milling. By stipulating that the agent
beh?ves that his believing is a necessary condition of his predic-
tton’s truth, or the predicted action’s performance, we try to im-
Pose upon the agent an account of the singularity of his expression
Wl?l‘:h 1s appropriate to the alien alone, viz. condition (4). Since
this br}ngs his account into alignment with the alien’s, we have,
accordingly, once again to impose the further condition (<) that
the agent must believe that (¢) as well as (a) is a necessary condi-
tion of the action’s performance, and so on ad infinitum.

Once_ we detect the cause of the infinite regress, the positive
conclusion which T announced at the beginning of the chapter can
be. seen to follow. The agent cannot regard his intending as some-
thll}g distinguishable from his being about to do the action which
ht? intends to do. The distinction becomes conceivable from the
alien standpoint alone. Now before we had detected the precise
cause of the recursiveness in the conditions of an intentional action
being performed, the only conclusion which we could deduce
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from the recursiveness was that it is logically impossible to predict
the performance of the action on inductive grounds. This con-
clusion, however, might seem to have had no ontological implica-
tions, and in particular to be still consistent with a deterministic
account of the causal conditions of the action. Once the cause of
the regress has been located, on the other hand, the indeter-
ministic implications are apparent. Where the action which comes
about intentionally takes place, its conditions are incomplete apart
from the fact that it comes about through the agent’s intention.
Consequently from the standpoint from which the distinction
between the agent’s being about to do the action and his intention
to do it disappears, his being about to do it must be incompletely
conditioned without further qualification. This has similar impli-
cations for the alien standpoint as well, which we shall consider in
the next section.

One doubt at least about this ontological conclusion may, how-
ever, remain. It may seem too firmly wedded to my assumption
that expressions of purpose are propositional. I shall examine this
assumption more carefully in the next section. My previous chap-
ter, however, has already shown that whether they are proposi-
tional or not they are committed to the future in more than verbal
form, and the arguments by which this was established are enough
to establish my conclusions in this section without further assump-
tion. We saw that an authentic expression of purpose definitely
precludes the agent from believing he is unable to perform the
action, or that he will change his mind. It in fact implies in some
sense that the action will be performed whether it says this or not.
Consequently it cannot allow any external relation between the
agent’s intention and his being about to perform the action. Other-
wise it would have to allow intention to be a condition of the
action which could be fulfilled independently of the objective
necessary conditions of the action. It would be logically impec-
cable to say ‘I intend it, but the other conditions of its occurrence
are not fulfilled’. Accordingly, given the findings of my previous
chapter the indeterministic implications of the agent’s expression
of purpose stand, whether my assumption about its propositional
status is correct or not.
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4

In coming to the preceding conclusions two points have been
left unresolved. The first consists of the question which I may
seem this moment to have dismissed as no longer crucial, viz.
‘Are expressions of purpose propositional?’ The second is the
question whether one is entitled to assume, as in the preliminary
stages of my argument I seemed content to do, that from the alien
as distinct from the agent’s point of view the fact that something
is about to happen consists in the present existence of complete
conditions of its coming about.

While the first question remains unresolved my account of the
future commitments of purpose must seem less then perspicuous,
an.d my whole distinction between standpoints in consequence
tainted with some doubrt. My version of practical knowledge as
the agent’s standpoint can hardly stand if the latter turns out to be
inexpressible as such in propositional form. My previous chapter,
of course, disposes directly of some of the reasons offered in
support of contrary findings — those, for instance, which repre-
sent resolution simply as undertaking to try to do something.! If
there is any such thing as specific resolution, then the straight-
forward prediction of the specific action considered is its most
accurate expression. And the fact that this expression does not

raise the question whether the intended action will be successful

or fafl 1s not due to the fact that the predictive form is not predic-
tive in content, as Ham

be; 1 pshire suggests, but due simply to there

: €ing no distinction from the agent’s standpoint between intend-

rr;g and being about to act. Other causes for doubt may, however,
main,

The analogy which I have used in the course of my argument
foe:vi‘/::;sxpressions of purpose and Austin’s performatives, may,

“1CC, suggest that I have succumbed to the fallacy which
seenio VlgOYOUSIy‘castigated, viz. that of supposing all.i.ndicative
. ©0Ces to be ‘statemental’, ‘constative’, or propositional. In
the SaMe Way as it seems beside the point to ask whether ‘I
promise’, ‘T bet’, etc., are true or false on typical occasions of
their utterance, so, one might argue, to describe an expression of

! See Stuart Hampshire, Thought and Action, pp. 112-13.
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purpose as true or false is equally inappropriate. This point does
have a superficial plausibility.

There are a considerable number of ways in which an expres-
sion of purpose may be confuted. This can easily leave the im-
pression that to challenge its truth is to miss its point. ‘I am going
to, etc.’, may be followed by a change of mind on the part of the
agent, which he expresses by ‘I am not going to do so after all’.
This is to express a negative intention. Again, its authenticity or
sincerity may be questioned by another agent. The latter may
deny that the agent is going to act as announced on the grounds
that the agent doesn’t really intend to act in this way. This is to
treat it more like the giving of an undertaking. Or again, the other
agent may say something like ‘“Yes, you most certainly are, for I
am going to make you, whether you like it or not’. In this in-
stance he is expressing an intention of his own in response to the
agent’s expression. Yet again, the other agent may believe that the
agent intends to do what he announces, but wish to deny that it
will come about through his intention, or alternatively that it will
come about through an intention based upon an informed
appraisal of the circumstances. He may say ‘Yes, as a matter of
fact you will. You can’t very well help doing otherwise’, or ‘Yes,
you will, though not quite in the way you think’. Finally, the
other agent may confute the agent’s expression of purpose simply
by saying “You can’t, and therefore you won’t’.

Of all the methods of confutation, and those listed here are by
no means exhaustive, the last alone is of the most typically factual
kind. It is on similar considerations that one refutes ordinary
predictions of the gambling or inductive kinds. Nobody, say, will
ever run a mile in under two minutes in standard conditions,
because this is physically impossible, and for this reason we say it
is false that some day the mile will be run in under two minutes.
Now since this sort of appraisal of truth or falsity is only one of
the different sorts of appraisal which as we have seen seem at least
just as relevant to expressions of purpose, can we justifiably use it
as a basis for classing expressions of purpose as propositional? One
might regard such expressions as more analogous to the class of
performatives in which we give estimates or pass verdicts. As
Austin pointed out, when one uses ‘I estimate that it took at least
twenty years to build this cathedral’ to give an estimate, one is
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not saying anything true or false, but is saying something which
is correct or incorrect depending on its factual basis.

Is there any justification then for regarding expressions of pur-
pose as propositional? I must admit that one does, in most circum-
stances that one can imagine, feel rather unhappy about describing
any expression of purpose as true or false without further qualifi-
:::ation. Accordingly if we define a proposition as anything which
s either true or false perhaps one should feel equally unhappy
about describing expressions of purpose as propositional. There
are, however, good negative and positive reasons for overcoming
this uneasiness and for attributing it to the profound difterence
between expressions of purpose and other types of proposition
which T hope to clarify.

To begin with the negative reasons: expressions of purpose are
not performatives. No doubt they are speech acts, for any use of
anguage is a speech act of some sort. But they are expressive acts,
whereas performatives are not. The function of expression implies
the existence of some activity or state which need not take overt
verbal form and which the expression expresses. ©his activity or
state is distinct then from the overt verbal form. In enunciating
Performatives such as ‘I promise that, etc.’, or ‘T estimate that this
COsts, etc.”. on the other hand, the activity of promising or giving
an estimate just is the saying of these things in the appropriate
context. At the same time, of course, they give expression to
ntentions and beliefs in an indirect way: but what they give
€XPpression to isn’t the promising or the estimating, for that is
Just what they are. Also the intentions and beliefs to which they
BIVe expression could be expressed by speech acts which are not
PrOmises or estimates but just expressions. A locution is perfor-
Mative only in so far as it is other than or more than an expression.
ande only trye parallel I can find between expressions of purpose
dis‘tir}ferformatives presupposes indeed .that the. two are quite
in s ?t. If I have been correct in supposing that just as one b'ets
thay f)}'lng .I bet’ so the agent is going to do someth.mg in belgevmgf
Purpoe will do it, then one must suppose th'at his expression 0

S€ expresses belief and in consequence is propositional.
Siong er are, however, a class (?f sentences whlch’ like expres-
direcy] Purpose express sgmethmg but which df)n t, except in-

Y> express beliefs, viz. orders and expressions of wishes.
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Where someone says ‘Oh to be in England!’ or ‘Shut the door’ he
is expressing a wish, and in the latter case by giving a command,
seeing to its realization. In these cases one could say that he is
telling us what he wants, and compare them with an expression
of purpose wherein the agent tells us what he has decided. But
what distinguishes the latter from the former expressions is that
he thinks he is telling us what he will do. When the time comes
round for him to act, and he does act in the way he expressly
intended, he can say to us “You see — I did do what I said I would
do’. This is precisely the way in which predictions are verified.
Nothing like this could be said of expressions of wishes. At most
one could say “What I said I wanted has come about’ or ‘You have
done what I told you to do’. These are not statements about
verification.

Perhaps we can bring out the significance of this argument
more clearly by referring back to the performative ‘I promise’.
After T have done what I promised to do by using this perfor-
mative, I can also say “You see —I did what I said I would do’.
This, however, does not show that the performative ‘I promise
that, etc.’, is propositional. The reason is that I did make the
promise whether I did do what I said I would do or not. The
speech act was something more than an announcement of what I
would do. In the case of the expression of purpose likewise I do
not merely tell you what I will or what I think I will do. I also
form an intention. But the forming or having an intention is not
a speech act over and above the telling you what I will do in the
way that the promising is. Therefore there is absolutely no
ground for saying that the expression of purpose is not proposi-
tional. The most one could say is that the intending is something
more than the believing in the proposition.

The disinclination to call an expression of purpose proposi-
tional in spite of its difference from these non-propositional or
supposedly non-propositional sentences is due simply to forget-
fulness of the far-reaching distinction between predictions repre-
sented by ‘T am going to, etc.’, and ‘He is going to, etc.,
respectively. The multiplicity of ways in which an expression of
purpose was shown to be confutable arose from indiscriminately
lumping together confutation from different points of view. From
the agent’s pointof viewall these forms of confutation fall into order
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and only one is primary. He is faced implicitly or explicitly with
the question for decision ‘What am I going to do the circum-
stances being such-and-such?’ to which he may answerimplicitly or
explicitly ‘I am going to do such-and-such’ or ‘I am not going to
do such-and-such’. These two answers are contradictory expres-
sions of purpose, and in the context of the practical question
“What am I going to do the circumstances being such-and-such?’
the one is the direct and primary confutation of the other. Other
forms of confutation are directed towards questioning the validity
of the practical question — not the validity of any one of its
answers as compared with any one of the rest. Theoretical as well
as practical questions are subject to this form of confutation (e.g.
Is the present King of France bald?"). Consequently there are no
grounds here for querying the propositional nature of the practical
answers to practical questions.

It is true of course that seldom would an agent say of two con-
tradictory answers to a practical question that the one is true and
the other false. But the reasons for his disinclination do not bear
the construction that expressions of purpose are not propositional.
One reason is that ‘true’ and ‘false’ are adjectives whereby one
appraises propositions that lie before one for consideration. Now
this is hardly the relation in which the agent finds himself with
respect to his expressions of purpose. The only sort of appraisal
Whlgh he can make of an expression of purpose must be implicit
in his expression of purpose. Perhaps, however, there are circum-
stances in which he would say ‘It is true that I am going to, etc.’,
or ‘It is false that I am going to, etc.’, e.g. Where another person

as been speculating in his presence about what the agent is
801Ing to do. In this case the total expression is the expression of
IS);;&?}ZZ of the agent, and th’e predi'cti.on which he appraises ?s
R as _the other person’s predlctlpn. Bu.t appralsql Qf his
agent,Spressmn.of purpose is not a function which falls within the

standpoint as such.

. p:r()tger reason for not using ‘true’ and ‘falsej of exp_ress.ions
COrrengrle confro_nts us in the view that these adjectives m.dxf:ate

owers ence with the facts, x.vhatever that means. No prediction,
except in, acorrespond.s or fails to correspond th}} the facts

retrospective sense, since the event predicted hasn't

yet occurred or failed to oceur. They certainly don’t correspond
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in the sense in which ‘The sun is now shining’ may or may not
correspond with facts. Perhaps, however, we mean something
analogous, viz. that the event will occur as predicted. But if so,
why shouldn’t this be said of expressions of purpose, viz. that
what they say will happen will happen?

Alternatively, perhaps we mean that there are sufficient induc-
tive grounds at the moment of prediction for supposing that the
event will turn out as predicted. Hampshire seems to have some-
thing like this in mind when he denies* that expressions of purpose
are predictions. I agree to the extent that expressions of purpose
are not inductive conclusions, and that they are not based on
inductively sufficient grounds. But if this is to be taken as a suffi-
cient reason for denying the predictiveness of such expressions,
it requires as a premiss that the actual futurity of an event consists
in a present sufficiency of inductive grounds. So long as the suffi-
ciency of inductive grounds and the futurity of the event are
allowed to be logically independent there can be no good reason
for denying predictive status to an expression of purpose just
because it is necessarily deficient in inductive grounds. To propose
a definition of futurity in terms of a sufficiency of inductive
grounds seems, however, to be circular. It defines the statement
‘X will happen’ in terms of itself as meaning ‘“There are sufficient
inductive grounds at the moment for supposing that X will
happen’. There may be ways of trying to avoid this circularity,
but I don’t propose to follow them out, since in Chapter 1x I shall
show that futurity consists contrariwise of the necessary insuffi-
ciency of causal determinants and hence of inductive grounds.

It is only when we turn from the agent to the alien who assesses
the agent’s expression of purpose that we can say that this expres-
sion is directly confutable in more than one way. The alien can
challenge the authenticity of an expression of purpose where it
would be irrelevant for the agent to do so. The agent as such is
concerned purely with the question ‘“What am I going to do?’ and
whatever answer he gives to that is the answer, since the question
is addressed primarily to himself, though of course he may
deceive others about the answer he gives or the question by which
he was faced. Again the alien can challenge the part which the
agent’s sincerity actually will play in bringing about the action

1See Thought and Action, pp. 104ff.
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on the grounds that the objective conditions won't work towards
the action in quite the way which the agent thinks. But once again
it can only be from the alien point of view that the objective con-
ditions and the subjective conditions consisting of the agent’s
intention can be regarded as possessing a certain degree of inde-
pendence from each other, for the agent’s decision is formed in
consideration of what he takes the objective conditions to be.

. All in all, then, we have seen on the negative side that expres-
sions of purpose do not resemble those supposedly non-proposi-
tional locutions to which they can most plausibly be assimilated
more than they resemble propositions. On the positive side we
have found that the apparent parity of the widely disparate form
of confutation to which they are subject is reduceable to order by
means of the distinction between the two standpoints. It is only
from the alien standpoint that the factual method of confuting
the 2fge_rlt’s expression of purpose by means of a contradictory
prediction fails to meet the expression of purpose head on as it
were. This is solely because the predictions of aliens and agents
don’t enjoy the same logical status.
fFuller development of the more positive claims of expressions
:hap:;lerrpos\;/}t]o propositional status will have to be left to later
treag 113: 'hat these in effect will show is that the tendency to

allindicative sentences as if they were propositional has not

een the most pernicious legacy from our philosophical past.
vzr‘;npermmous still has been the tendency to regard the indica-
Mmood as having some sort of ontological priority. The most

. gaftllfi:ltcatnt fe;lture gf an.In'deterministi.c Libertar.ian ontology is
philon, ians f§rs t.hlS priority to the interrogative mood. '_I‘he

Ut irs Iiey o 1log.lgal atomism is now almost universally decried,
regards renlt'ra failing h.as never yet been properly expos.ed. It
or questioi llt)}lf as essentlall_y determl'nate, z?ncl onl_y de_termmable
0 2 purd able from an 'eplstemologlcal point of view, i.e. r.elatwe
rianism mz}l’kcontm.gent ignorance. As opposed to t_hls., Liberta-
practical 1 eslreahty essentially qetermma'ble,‘and it is through
t0 doy’ th:tOW edge and the practical question “What am I going
terms of L. _We1 are immediately aware ot: t}zls_. In the .techfucal
trUth-functiglcal atomism the disjunctive ‘or’ is not primarily a
the d 10nal constant. It§ use is ontolgglcally basic for making

€terminableness of reality fully explicit, and where it is used

ti
si
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in this way the propositions which it can disjoin have an entirely
different status from propositions which can be disjoined truth-
functionally alone. All criticism of logical atomism which fails to
presuppose the essentially interrogative constitution of reality is
useless, for unless reality is essentially determinable logical
atomism must be true.

The second lacuna in the argument of the previous sections
consisted in my apparent willingness to assume that from the
alien point of view the going to do something consists in the
existence of complete conditions in the present of that thing
coming about. I may seem to have accepted, then, that the alien
point of view is essentially deterministic. If one accepts this, how-
ever, one must suppose there to be a fundamental contradiction
between the agent’s and the alien’s standpoint towards the agent.
One must suppose that a man must think that the actions which
he intends at the moment are incompletely conditioned, but that
his past intentional actions or the actions of others at any time are
by contrast completely conditioned. There is no strict self-contra-
diction here of course, since it is a contradiction between two
different standpoints, but when one remembers that the agent can
occupy both standpoints towards his action, even if not simul-
taneously, the contradiction scems undesirable. It seems intoler-
able to suppose that the agent must in principle continually recant
ontological beliefs which he has inevitably held the moment
before.

This suggests that the alien standpoint need not be quite so
deterministic as I appeared to entertain at the outset, and that once
we understand how different an expression of purpose is from
an alien prediction of the same action this understanding reacts
in turn on our understanding of the alien’s prediction. We must
remember that the alien standpoint is just as practical as the agent’s
since it is the point of view of the other agent who has to make up
his mind how to act in consideration of circumstances which in-
clude the agent as perhaps their most important constituent. One
can only form a firm intention in so far as the circumstances are
stable and predictable. One must be able to tell what will happen
if one acts in one way as distinct from what will happen if one
acts in another. The assurance with which one plans for the future
depends upon the assurance with which one judges the causal
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potentialities of one’s situation. Hence the standpoint of any
agent whether towards others or towards himself must comprise,
though in varying ways, a relative Determinism which sets the
limits within which choice is open and articulate.

However, the standpoint of the alien consists not merely of
the standpoint of an agent towards his circumstances in their
relatively impersonal aspect. In this aspect there is no difference
between the two standpoints as we have delimited them. All
agents have to consider their circumstances. What makes a stand-
point alien is the fact that the circumstances which it considers
comprises other agents whose possible actions have to be taken
into account. We have now to ask ourselves whether even the
relative degree of Determinism peculiar to any agent towards his
circumstances in their more impersonal aspect must likewise be
peculiar to the alien whose outlook is by definition towards the
specifically personal aspect. Must the alien in fact treat the agent’s
purposive belief as an event which in conjunction with the physi-
cal and possibly other psychological circumstances completes the
causal antecedents of the action?

If he must, he wouldn’t necessarily be interpreting the agent’s
action deterministically. He could always postulate some indeter-
minately conditioning factor antecedent to the supervening
intention. The intention on this interpretation would be an in-
dispensable causal condition of the action but would itself have
no complete antecedent causal condition. However, our imme-
diate problem is not simply to save the hypothesis of Indeterminism
but to save it in a manner reconcilable with the indeter-
Minacy presupposed by the agent’s standpoint. We have failed
entirely to explain why the alien should interpolate some occult
cause between the antecedent indeterminately conditioning factor
and the action which the agent is about to do, where in contrast
the agent’s ontology leaves no room for any such extra. We can
fémove this anomaly by an analysis of the concept of intention
solely in terms of the essential and most obvious difference

€tween the two standpoints.

~ What distinguishes the one standpoint from the other is its

terent and incompatible relation to the circumstances of action.

tany given moment there is a set of purely physical circum-
Stances more or less common to a number of agents — a lowest
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common denominator as it were. Each agent to the extent to
which he can plan for the future must believe that his circum-
stances are sufliciently clear cut in their causal potentialities to
give scope to and to delimit the possibilities of action in a specific
and determinate way. Circumstances can be defined as purely
physical where this assumption is most fully justified. They act
as a sort of fulerum for choice. Over and above the purely physical
or impersonal part of the agent’s circumstances there are, how-
ever, other agents, and this is the source of the incompatibility.

The agent has to reckon with these and their actions so far as
possible in the same way as he reckons with the circumstances in
their purely impersonal aspect. There is, however, an important
disparity. He must to begin with recognize that others have in
their future actions a scope similar to that which he allows to his
own. Secondly, he must recognize that each of the others may
include any other agent as a circumstance to be reckoned with in
a way in which the agent cannot include himself. This last is the
source of the incompatibility. Everybody has to adopt the stand-
point of the agent in respect of some project however unambitious.
In doing so he must ascribe to himself the initiative in delimiting
the scope of action enjoyed by other agents. Their freedom to
choose between a number of specific actions is contingent upon
his permission or submission or co-operation or restraint or con-
straint, and he looks upon himself as free to exercise or withhold
these forms of influence. In believing this he adopts towards the
others the alien point of view.

The reason, then, why the notion of intention enters into the
alien but not the agent’s standpoint is simply that it signifies the
qualified nature of the scope of activity within which the agent
from the alien standpoint is free to act. From thealien point of view
the agent retains his indeterminate future but precisely what falls
within this range of indeterminacy depends upon the alien or yet
other agents. To say, then, that an action is intentional is not to
say it has been conditioned by some sort of first cause which in-
tervenes in time between the antecedent indeterminately condi-
tioning factor and the intentional action. It simply indicates the
qualified character of the agent’s indeterminacy. Accordingly, the
two standpoints are incompatible not because the one implies
indeterminacy where the other does not. They are incompatible
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because the indeterminacy which both imply is implied as apply-
ing in different ways.

We can now review the conclusions of this chapter and show
how they take their place in my argument as a whole in its present
phase. In Chapter v we distinguished two main categories of
Process, viz. phenomena and activities. While in the majority
of cases any process can be subsumed under either, the notion of
responsibility or efficacy in the narrative sense is involved by the
latter alone, We can speak indifferently of a sunset taking place or
of the sun setting, but only in the latter case can we speak of some-
thfng doing something. Responsibility, then, is possessed by
things that do things, by substances and not by events. At the
Same time we took note that the category of activity applies to
other things besides voluntary action, but that the agent is held
rosponsible in the full narrative sense for voluntary action alone.

atis the crucial distinction here? What does the setting of the
Sun or the flight of a stone lack to make them in the full sense
actions of thege objects? This is the question to which the negative
and the positive conclusions of this chapter provide an answer.
eficiencies in the two dominant analyses of voluntariness,
analyses in terms of mental events or Rylean dispositions,
ave become obyious. One cannot satisfactorily analyse a volun-
fary action ingo 4 sequence of one-one causally connected events
N Of which must consist of the mental event we call volition.
Cither can one analyse it into a one-one causally connected
1MI€S of non-mental events the subsequent parts of which would
aVe turned oyt differently in certain specific ways if the antece-
“Nt Parts had Jikewise been different in certain ways. Both these
2n:l}'ses have been ruled out by the negative conclusion of thlcﬁiv
OUtptlelr, Which is of even more general significance. It has rule1
COnr? analyses of voluntary action in terms (?f one-one causa
ar :ctlons between successive events as inconsistent with volun-
come Ss.f Instead it demands a limited indeterminacy in the out-
VOIun? any situation where voluntary action must take place.
ary actions, accordingly, are constituted by one-many
COnnections and for this reason come under the category C?f
termining process specified in Chapter v. But now this
'Y applies to events as specific instead of to events as

Le.

Causa]
Self—de
catego
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bearers of certain general characteristics examples of which were
cited there from the field of biology and history.

My positive conclusion, on the other hand, that expressions of
purpose have a propositional content of unique logical status
gives application to another broad category specified in Chapter
V, Viz. prospective process. In this way the categories of self-
determining and prospective process have become associated, z.md
we shall see in Chapter 1x that this association amounts to logical
identity. We have distinguished between two ways in which the
sentence frame ‘... going to ...’ should be understood. Either
the first person singular ‘I’, or some word with the same force, 1s
indispensable towards completing its sense, or it is not. Where 1t
is indispensable in this way, the sort of futurity or aboutness
which the completed sentence indicates is just what constitutes
the prospectiveness of prospective process. This sort of futurity
is the peculiar preoccupation of expressions of purpose. ‘

It is true, of course, that there are predictions of the form ...
going to ...’ in which the ‘T’ is not indispensable even when it
occurs, since somebody else could insert ‘He’ and make an
equivalent prediction of the same logical status. These predictions
seem to permit, even where they do not demand, that the about-
ness or futurity of the event predicted be cashed in terms of pre-
sent events, or more accurately events up to the present, whlc.h
constitute sufficient conditions. But this sort of futurity 1S
obviously derivative. How do we distinguish the fact that the
stone has broken the window from the fact that it is about to
break the window? Not simply through a sufficiency of antece-
dent causal conditions, but through the further fact that these
antecedent conditions occurred some time back in the past instead
of having just occurred. In other words the distinction depends
upon the distinction between what at the moment is past and
what is future being already available to us. The next two chapters
will show in greater detail just how these depersonalized predic-
tions are subsidiary to and derivative from expressions of purpose-

Just one further point. These conclusions may seem to have
been based solely upon an analysis of our more reflective volun-
tary actions, viz. those which involve purpose, decision, and
intention. Some of our voluntary actions, however, are not reflec-

tive, and yet we are responsible for them. Have I not, then, left
H
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an important type of responsibility out of consideration? The
answer is ‘No’ for two reasons. First, I showed in Chapter 11,
section 2, how unreflective voluntary action could be defined
negatively in terms of intentions. Second, in this chapter I have
been dealing not so much with intentions, purposes, etc., as with
what those attitudes make explicit. They differ from other volun-
tary states simply in degree of self-awareness. But the object of
awareness is common to the explicit and the inexplicit states.



CHAPTER VIII
THINGS AND PERSONS

UR main efforts have been directed so far towards the

divorce of certain concepts. No divorce, however, is satis-
factory without some settlement between the divorced parties, and
up to the moment our interest in this has been somewhat mar-
ginal. Let us take, then, our principal distinction. What is the
relation between the explanatory and the narrative types of respon-
sibility? A whole cluster of more or less equivalent or subordinate
questions arises from this one. What is the relation as well as the
distinction between a voluntary action and the other events
which it accompanies? What is the distinction and relation
between a means and an end or between what we do for its own
sake and what we do for the sake of something else? What is the
distinction and relation between a mere thing and a person? This
last formulation of the problem is perhaps suggested more directly
by the preceding chapters than the others. We have succeeded in
distinguishing processes in which things as such are engaged
from processes which are the voluntary actions of agents, but have
indicated only vaguely how they work together. Accordingly we
can best explore the whole nexus of related problems by working
towards the solution of this particular one.

1

In acting, the agent has to solve questions which are specific
applications of the questions I have raised above. He cannot
entertain a reasonable hope of realizing his intentions unless they
have been formed in consideration of the circumstances, i.e. the
objects surrounding him, and their previous behaviour. It is
advisable, however, before going further to recognize a variety of
types of voluntary action according to the role which conscious-
ness plays in them.

One type consists of deliberate actions where considerable
reflection may take place about the nature of the circumstances in
which the agent is called to act prior to his forming a definite

107



108 CHOICE AND CHANCE

intention. This sort of action is more likely to take place where
the circumstances are novel, e.g. when we plan an expedition. A
second type consists of one type of habitual action. I make a
decision, e.g. to walk home, and then carry it out, taking all the
necessary turnings while all the time giving my attention to some-
thing entirely different. As a third type we have a controlled
type of activity where execution follows recognition of the cir-
cumstances too closely for any process of deliberation to inter-
vene, 'fmd where the circumstances are too novel for the response
to be in any way habitual. A dog runs in front of my car and I
brake practically instantaneously. I conduct a conversation with
somebody and respond intelligently without any reflection. This
type of action has been thought to require a behaviouristic analysis
of voluntariness. There are two types of behaviouristic pro-
gramme. One consists of an analysis of consciousness as such:
the other consists of the whittling down of the role of conscious-
REss In human behaviour. Behaviourists or their critics sometimes
Z‘;Eﬁrg?ﬁ : se&li‘?e two programmes rather indiscrim.ix}a.te'ly upon
apolicati L. ile I support nelther. I. am here criticizing one
PPp-ication Of_ t}}e second alone. The vividness of one’s experience
: cl)lrnsrLgC }E:r; ::llcglVlty like braking a car seems to me to0 9utstanding
haps, for the :cou}rllt to1 be plau31b1<.3. '.I'he. experience is oddg per-
and ;Onation e ]\;v o rely on neat dlS.tlnCthI’l.S between cognitions
don’t ro s, but none the less quite unmistakable. Certainly I
o refiect that there is a dog and that at my present speed it 1
Urtya:l(zl };ithurt. Id;flpprehend the dog imme':diately as not to be
Course accor ingly. (T}'le brake~applyu}g mech'amsm is of
a conditioned reflex which rather complicates this example.)
) V};ar;soge of l;:onsciousr}ess is gerund-ive in nature. O.ng doesn’t
gories an%P:ﬁ end the circumstances in purely descriptive cate-
tive qualit eg imagine a course of action adapu?d to its descrip-
as requirines. }rlxe frequently apprehends the object immediately
conversari g SUIC .-and—s.uch an action.! Again, in the conduct of a
person as on, I immediately apprehend the remark of the other
apprehend 1 oD particular answer in the same moment as I
2ve 1ts meaning; or in making a speech I apprehend what
n just said as requiring such-fmd-such a conclusion without
Y Process of reflection intervening. As a fourth type we have
1See F. H. Bradley, Collected Essays, vol. 11, pp. 39, 504, 505.



THINGS AND PERSONS 109

another kind of voluntary action where reflection, positive
intention, or gerundive apprehension may all be absent. The pro-
cess of breathing or of blinking is up to a point voluntary for we
can stop it at least for short periods. Now normally when I breathe
I don’t deliberate about the necessity of breathing in order to
live, nor do I do it merely out of habit, nor do I apprehend the
situation immediately as requiring breathing, nor have I any
positive intention to breathe. My action, however, is voluntary
because it doesn’t conflict with any of my other positive intentions,
and the fact that it doesn’t conflict with these intentions is an
indispensable condition of its taking place. If, for instance, I
found that my breathing interfered with my hearing a very slight
noise, I could and would stop breathing in order to listen better.
This type of action also has been subjected to behaviouristic
misinterpretation. The undoubted fact that no positive intention
or conscious idea is involved in the action does not mean that no
intention is involved in the action. Finally, we have another type
of habitual action. This is similar to such actions as breathing or
blinking in the absence of positive intention, but it is dissimilar
in having been formed by habit. I may have acquired the habit of
switching off the electric light whenever I leave the room and may
continue to do so even when it promotes no particular end of
mine, such as the saving of expense. The action is voluntary
because as soon as it became inconsistent with any of my ends I
could desist. Is it possible, however, that there may be a further
dissimilarity between this type of action and the fourth type
exemplified by breathing. When I pass the electric switch possibly
there may always be the gerundive feeling that it is to be pushed up.

I think this classification does sufficient justice to the various
types of voluntary action. Diverse as they are, none of them in-
vites a behaviouristic analysis. All of them involve consciousness
more or less directly and this consciousness is at its most explicit
in fully deliberate actions. Accordingly, we can confine our atten-
tion to deliberate actions in order to determine the relation be-
tween things and persons both from the alien and from the agent’s
standpoint.

Deliberation is sometimes conceived as taking one or both of
two forms. Its alleged object is either to answer the question
“What is my end?’ or the question ‘How should I attain my end?’
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The answer to the second question is supposed to presuppose the
answer to the first, and the answer to the first to be independent
of the answer to the second.

Certain deterministic accounts of deliberation seem particularly
dependent on this conception. Deliberation, of course, always has
been a challenge to the ingenuity of the Determinist, since the
agent seems to entertain therein alternative actions as equally
within his power or causally unsettled. The Determinist can take
the short way with this and suppose that the agent is subject to an
inescapable form of illusion. In doing so he finds himself in the
quandary of one whose practical and theoretical postulates muyst
always conflict. He must believe from the theoretical point of
view that the laws of human nature determine all agents, includ-
ing himself, to believe from the practical point of view that no
laws are in operation where on the contrary some are. Alter-
natively he may try to restore consistency with his theoretical
postulate by diminishing the claim of the practical.

One way of doing this is to distinguish between the two
questions. According to this account questions of ends never
present the agent with any great difficulty. His ends announce
themselves, possibly after a certain amount of inner turmoil
which like giddiness time often settles. In some cases they don’t
even announce themselves before going into operation, but work
from under cover. Deliberation is confined to the process of
deciding how to bring these ends about. Alternative courses are
equally in his power in the sense that his belief that one of these
would terminate in his end is a sufficient condition of his initiating
that particular course.

Historically speaking, of course, there is no clear-cut line of
division between Determinists and Libertarians on just how
deliberation takes place. This has had a vitiating effect on the
historical development of Libertarian doctrine. The view that
deliberation centres round the solution to two distinct questions,
about ends and means respectively, in which the latter has prece-
dence over the former, has its origin in Aristotle’s doctrine of the
Practical syllogism: and he on other counts is unmistakably

ibertarian, This doctrine is rather more complex than the deter-
ministic account of deliberation outlined above. It contains the
more essential features of the latter account but modifies its deter-
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ministic implications in the most pernicious manner by means of
the notion of weakness of will.

The practical syllogism consists of a major premiss specifying
a state of affairs as desirable, a minor premiss specifying some-
thing as either an instance or cause of the desirable state, and
finally an action, instead of a proposition, which follows validly
or invalidly as conclusion. The major premiss is concerned with
the question of the agent’s end and this end according to Aristotle
is not at issue at the moment of action. It is determined by his
character which is the result of his previous moral education, and
this is the only sense in which it is described as deliberate or
chosen. The minor premiss is concerned with the question of the
means to the agent’s end. It alone is the conclusion to a process
of deliberation in which alternative courses of action can accur-
ately be described as at issue immediately before the moment of
action. But the issue is primarily a theoretical one and determined
by the theoretical discovery that one course alone will lead to the
agent’s precise predetermined end.

As an account of deliberate choice all this is definitely deter-
ministic. But according to Aristotle once the choice about ends
and means is made the appropriate action doesn’t necessarily
follow. Syllogistically speaking, it is possible for him to act irra-
tionally or invalidly, and this is weakness of will. Now if we
remember that for Aristotle the will is a first cause, it appears that
its function resides not in the agent’s capacity to exercise one or
other form of choice, but in his capacity to syllogize practically
or exercise strength of will. In this way the volitional phenomenon
of strength and weakness of will has been promoted to an un-
deserved prominence in the history of philosophy. It is only one
volitional phenomenon among others of equal importance. Weak-
ness of will consists simply of inconstancy of purpose where the
grounds for the original decision have undergone no relevant
change. This inconstancy is usually instigated by discomfort of
some sort or its more vivid anticipation. Accordingly, the occa-
sion for weakness arises specifically where the choice lies between
two or more courses, one of which alone is considered to lead to
immediate preponderating discomfort. Where the latter condition
does not hold, inconstancy of purpose is described as capricious
rather than weak.
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From this analysis it can be seen that there are many other
occasions for intentional action in which strength or weakness of
will is in no way involved. Now Aristotle has at lcast retained
some sort of distinction between weakness of will and other forms
of choice, though he overreaches himself by making will power
a quite separate phenomenon from choice. Later Libertarians,
however, have wanted to identify the function of will as first
cause with the function of choice. As a result, every instance of
choosing is considered to be an exercise of will power in which
the will either beats or fails to beat down certain refractory
desires which rebel against a relatively supine moral character or
habit. Where there is no psychological conflict of this sort there
can be no exercise of choice except upon means. In short, through
this identification of will power with the excrcise of choice the
Pernicious influence of the causal interpretation of willing has

€come confirmed among Libertarians and Determinists alike.
he Purpose of this digression has been to show the funda-
mental importance of a correct account of deliberation in its
relation to ends and means. Actually the formation of decisions
abqut ends and means constitute only a rather special type of
deh_ eration. In general, deliberation is concerned with the for-
mation of intentions, and only in more specific though numeri-
cally Preponderating instances with the distinction between ends
and Mmeans, which is internal to intention. In these cases the deci-
$10M to take something as an end is always correlative to and in-

Separ.able from the decision to take something else as a means.
tis Perfectly true that if we could visualize a state of affairs as
o0 end withoyg having any idea how it could be brought about,
;};Zr;,of logical necessity the answer to the question ‘\W.ha}t is my
pod: Would precede the answer to the question how it is to be
ought ahoy, But this initial assumption is totally unjustified.

N deliberatiop, we quite frequently indeed visualize a state of

214IIS which appears intrinsically desirable, and only then con-

sider the Question how it is to be brought about. Here by ‘in-
trinsically desirable’ T do not mean, however, ‘something one
WOl{ld desire even though nothing else existed’. I find the hypo-
thes1s' of myself and a peach existing in a universal vacuum un-
3PPetizing as wel] g intellectually bemusing. It is enough if we
mean that what is intrinsically desirable adds by its presence to
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the value for us of most situations. Even supposing then we visu-
alize a state of affairs as intrinsically desirable, we cannot confer
upon it the status of end or something we aim at, until we find a
solution, or a number of solutions, to the question how to bring
it about. We cannot even predict that once we have found the
solution to bringing it about we would aim at it as an end, unless
we have some previous idea what the solution is likely to be.

In the first place, as will be readily agreed, it is not until we
are assured that the question ‘How?’ has some answer that the
intrinsically desirable state of affairs can be made an end. If we
discovered that it was beyond our power to bring it about in any
form, we obviously could not continue to entertain it as an end.
In the second place, even if we are satisfied that the intrinsically
desirable state of affairs can be attained we still have to decide
whether the method of attainment would make it worth while.
What is for intrinsic reasons desirable may be for extrinsic reasons
undesirable. By using any method of attainment we have to toler-
ate certain intrinsically undesirable states of affairs and relinquish
yet other intrinsically desirable states of affairs. We can perfect
our command of a musical instrument, for instance, only by long
hours of laborious practice which could have been spent in the
enjoyment of something else. In the third place, some of the
methods of attainment may be themselves more or less intrin-
sically desirable. The expatriate, for instance, may consider
whether to go home on leave by plane or boat, and opt for the
sea journey because it is pleasanter though less quick. Here it may
well be that one wouldn’t make any journey at all unless one
wished to go home on leave, but yet the journey is found intrin-
sically desirable.

Whether one is a Libertarian or a Determinist one must, then,
recognize that deliberation is monolithic. Ends only become
determinate for the agent in the course of considering the causal
properties of the circumstances in which he is called upon to act.
The circumstances consist basically of physical objects with
various causal potentialities and we form our ends, or our ends
become formed, only in the course of discovering the various
ways in which the causal potentialities of these objects can be
realized. Even the differentiation of our sensuality into the basic
appetites must depend upon insight into the physical peculiarities
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of our bodies which are the most basic part of our circumstances.
It is unlikely, for instance, that the female praying-mantis, given
consciousness, would recognize precisely the same distinction
between hunger and the sex urge as we do, since she has a physio-
logical compulsion to satisfy the first whenever she satisfies the
second. Likewise, to turn to less sensual ends, the ambitious
politician may not at first be aware of the relative value he attaches
to popularity as distinct from personal integrity or the welfare of
his country. He becomes aware of the two as distinct, and his
own personal equation between them, solely from the experience
that one must be subordinated to the other in circumstances
which do not permit him to aim at both.

It is worth while to establish the monolithic nature of delibera-
tion and to clarify the relation between circumstances and the
formation of purpose through an analysis of more specific
examples. Let us make a preliminary distinction between single-
step and multiple-step actions. Certain objects or aims can be
attained by a direct or comparatively direct action, but others
only in consequence of a chain of successive actions each with a
more immediate object attained for the sake of the later objects. In
the single-step action the causal dispositions of the immediate
circumstances at the moment of action are sufficient to define the
range of mutually exclusive possibilities for the future, one of
which is the agent’s object. In the multiple-step action the
Immediate causal dispositions are merely sufficient to define a
range of mutually exclusive possibilities for the future, at least one
of which possesses a disposition which defines at more or less
remote removes a range of mutually exclusive possibilities in one
of which the agent’s object can be attained.

_The following is an example of what is roughly speaking a
single-step action, and is designed to show that a relatively simple
action may involve a complex process of deliberation. A team of
engineers at work in Florida find the humid heat unbearably
Oppressive. The grass around is thick and parched. They set it on

re. Convection currents funnel the vapour into the cooler atmo-
sphere above. Condensation in the form of a thunder-storm
ensues, and the downpour cools the lower atmosphere. Atmos-

If)he?c humidity is also reduced and they can once more perspire
ree y.
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Now probably they have to souse the grass liberally with
kerosene before setting it alight: and probably they have to kindle
separate fires over an extensive area at adequately spaced intervals
to ensure convection in sufficient volume. Probably, therefore,
the action involves more than one stage. But if we ignore these
preliminaries our example still illustrates a natural uncontrived
complexity confined to one step. The components of this complex
are the causal or instrumental dispositions inhering in the circum-
stances which the engineers exploit. These dispositions can be
expressed in hypothetical propositions roughly as follows: if it
will rain it will become cooler; if this vapour condenses it will
rain; if convection in sufficient volume occurs the vapour will
condense; if fire covers a certain area convection in sufficient
volume will occur; if this grass is kindled the requisite conflagra-
tion will develop. As a contributory chain we can add: if when
working we perspire freely we keep moderately cool; if atmos-
pheric humidity lowers we perspire freely when working; if con-
densation occurs atmospheric humidity will lower; if convection
occurs condensation will occur.

This analysis makes it clear that the total circumstances for the
engineers form a close-knit nexus of instrumental dispositions
which as an ordered unit can be comprehensively described as the
disposition to cool. This disposition can be expressed byachain of
statements about the necessary one-one or many-one connections
between events. The nexus is close-knit because, provided the
circumstances specified are taken as forming a closed system, the
exploitation of the combustibility of the grass leads inevitably to
the exploitation of the remaining elementary dispositions com-
prising the complex disposition. Of course, if we do not regard
the circumstances as a closed system, we can conceive of addi-
tional circumstances in which the original chain-reaction could
be interrupted. The detonation of an atomic charge, for instance,
in the locality of the fire half-way through the chain-reaction
could no doubt puff the impending thunderstorm into non-
existence.

Now the close-knit nexus we have examined is disclosed to the
agent through his deliberation, and illustrates how he can only
form his ends in the course of such deliberation. No doubt the
discomfort of humid heat was felt by the engineers before their
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insight. That, however, does not confer the status of an end or
aim upon the removal of the discomfort. They might, after all,
have gained some relief by knocking-off for the day. If so, the
fact that they didn’t shows that their object was more CO.mplex.
Physical relief could not compensate for the loss of time or
money entailed by this method. Likewise their decision to exploit
the close-knit nexus of dispositions would entail decisions about
what to tolerate and what to relinquish and what t0 regard as
compensating this tolerance or sacrifice. The possibility of such
decision, or understanding of one’s will, would depend upon a
clear understanding of the component dispositions. Many of t.he
consequences of lighting the grass might have been hste:d as in-
trinsically or extrinsically undesirable: e.g- the devastation of a
large area of vegetation possibly serving other useful purposes,
the wholesale and painful destruction of innocuous local fauna,
the sudden flooding caused by the deluge, mud, ar_ld other atten-
dant evils, which we cannot fully enumerate With_out a more
detailed knowledge of the situation. On the credit side we must
not forget to place the successful execution of a bright idea or
exercise of engineering ingenuity, which would give the process as
a whole an intrinsic value, The mere fact that the action involved
a fairly detailed insight into the dispositional properties of the
circumstances would of itself provide an incentive for exploiting
them. It is even possible that no special attention or weight was
given to the physical discomfort before the insight supervened.

. he temptation to suppose that objects of action become deter-
minate before insight into the circumstances in which they are to
be realized possibly arises from a failure to distinguish clearly
b?tv_veen purpose and wish. It is perfectly true that our wishes, as
distinct from our purposes, can be highly determinate even where
we have little regard for our actual circumstances. This is simply
because they are the substance of our day-dreams. Our wishes
have a tendency to be idle. When they are determinate what
makes them wishes and what makes them idle is that the circum-
stances, if any, which they visualize are not the real circumstances
and have little likelihood of becoming the real circumstances.
Thus the party of engineers may have conjured up severally in
the moment of their discomfort visions of long cool drinks in
their favourite bars or drug-stores back home. The object of their
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wish is indeed determinate, but it is entirely imaginary and un-
realizable. Wishes, however, need not be entirely idle. They have
a practical role in the genesis of multiple-step actions in which
circumstances which are not real can be made real as the result of
action. Nevertheless, where this is possible, it is because the wish
is wholly determinate neither in itself nor in the circumstances to
which it extends; for only thus can it be adapted to the real cir-
cumstances.

Let us now turn to the sort of complexity found in multiple-
step actions. Here the agent exploits the instrumental dispositions
of the circumstances in order to develop modified circumstances
with more highly specialized instrumental dispositions in whicl,
he can act on later occasions. The construction of the sort of
article for which it is conventional to reserve the terms ‘instry-
ment’, ‘tool’, ‘utensil’, etc., affords one type of instance, though
not the only one, of such action.

The following is admittedly a fictitious reconstruction of re-
history. Let us suppose that the same palaeolithic agent made hig
flint tools with which he made his flint weapons with which he
hunted. The action taken by this huntsman—cum-craftsman_
armourer in shooting a deer, for instance, isa multiple-step action
In contrast to our previous example, such an action owes jig corn:
plexity to a loosely knit nexus of instrumental dispositiong related
serially in degree of specialization. It is loosely knit because the
exploitation of the antecedent instrumental dispositions
involve inevitable exploitation of the subsequent dispos;
the nexus. The intervention of the agent is required at each Stage
Although each component disposition has to be exploiteq 8.
fairly determinate way in order to become a member of just thaa
nexus and no other, at each stage there is no compulsiop that N
should be exploited in precisely that fairly determinate v it

1 i i a4y, apa
from the agent’s determination that it should become 5 hly Part

of just that nexus. ' ember
It is equally clear in the instance of multiple-ste
decisions to tolerate, sacrifice, and take in compensation
upon insight into the complex of instrumental disPOSitionse-nd
herent in the circumstances. The very project of Slaying ) dln-
cannot be formed by our primitive agent until it ig eer

a
as vulnerable-to-skilled-use-of-manufactured-missile. %ng}rligc:ﬁd
e

0O€s not
tions in

P actiong ¢,
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manufacture of such missiles and the acquisition of skill in their
use the slaying of deer could only be regarded as the outcome of
a lucky fluke and not as a practical project. Then, even after it can
be entertained as an end, the agent has yet to consider whether it
is worth all the labour of first making tools to make weapons and
then of acquiring skill in the use of these weapons. Might it not
be better to bask in the sun and, when the pangs of hunger
became pressing, to collect roots, worms, and grubs?

On the other hand we must not ignore the possibility that the
instrumental processes have, or come to have, an intrinsic value
for the agent. First, they may have the positive value peculiar to
any exercise of a highly articulate and complex choice. Such
choices give the agent a feeling of mastery over his environment.
The more instruments at his disposal the greater the number of
possibilities from which he can pick his end. Then again, we
might reasonably expect our palaeolithic agent to derive from his
composite activity as a whole the peculiar satisfaction which in
modern times the butcher, the toxophilist, and the craftsman-
armourer can, if they have a sense of vocation, only experience in
part.

Living as we do in a technological age where superficially the
prevailing motives are profit and, perhaps, leisure, we tend to
1gnore the intrinsic value of instrumental choices. Instrumental
Processes consume time and labour. This is inimical both to profit
and leisure. Cost of production is one of the limits to profit. Hence
the profit motive must lead to the pruning of the instrumental
Process down to the minimum. By the profit and leisure criteria
the instrumental process is worse than intrinsically worthless,
and consequently is in need of extrinsic justification. Paradoxically,
profit and leisure as objects of action can be attained in ideal form
only when nothing has been done for their sake. Hence the incentive
to technological advance and the cutting down of instrumental
Process to the minimum. We must regard the increasing variety
of sports and hobbies as the compensating social phenomenon.

© a large extent they are the debris left in the wake of techno-
loglca.l advance. In them there persist in fossilized form the old
tﬁc}'lmques which are no longer of instrumental value. Yachting,
h¥kmg, fencing, etc., were all at one time under less genteel names
highly practical and necessary occupations, but now have been
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cut adrift from their former ends by the development of new
techniques with the same purpose. The fact that they are still
practised shows that they had an intrinsic value which perhaps
has become clearly distinguishable from that of their ends only
after they have become obsolete as techniques.

I am not, of course, trying to obliterate the distinction between
means and end altogether, but merely pointing out that it is justi-
fied in any one of four main situations. First, one part of an action
may be of intrinsic positive value for the agent, and another part
may be intrinsically indifferent in value or, apart from its causal
connection with the former, extrinsically indifferent. Second, one
part of an action may be of intrinsic positive value for the agent
and another part intrinsically bad or, apart from its causal connec-
tion with the former, extrinsically bad. Third, one part of an
action may be of intrinsic positive value for the agent in such a
way that in the circumstances the agent would accept no substitute
for it, and another part may be likewise of intrinsic positive value,
but in such a way that the agent would dispense with it, if it pre-
cluded the first part. In all three cases we distinguish the first part
from the other part as an end from a means. Fourth, a general
characteristic of an action may have intrinsic positive value for the
agent and he may have no preference for one of its specific forms
rather than another. In this case the distinction between ends and
means coincides with the distinction between the general and
the specific. Finally, we must not forget the situation in which the
means-ends distinction is entirely inapplicable. Every part of the
action may be of equal value to the agent. The complete activity
can, of course, be described as an end provided we no longer use
that word as strictly correlative to ‘means’. Sporting activities
perhaps approximate most closely to this type of action. We must
also notice that there are situations intermediate to these four
main types.

This classification of means-end relationships leans rather
heavily on a notion which, of course, we cannot take for granted,
viz. intrinsic value or desirablity. I have been using “value’ and
‘desirability’, interchangeably and both in their psychological
non-ethical sense, to indicate the disposition to arouse desire in
the agent. On the other hand, I have distinguished between this
notion and that of end in an equally psychological sense. My
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point has been that an intrinsically valuable state will be endqwed
by the agent with the status of end in the sort of situations listed
above, but that this can be done only in the course of considering
the causal possibilities of the situation in which he finds himself
with a view to finding whether they include situations of this sort.
But where does this knowledge of intrinsic desirability come
from? Must we suppose that the agent approaches every particular
situation which calls for action, if not with a preformed list of
ends, at least with some such list of general desires arranged in
order of attractive power? Is the process of deliberation about
causal possibilities simply a process of putting the attractive
forces which happen to be applicable to the given situation into
gear, as it were, so that their objects thereby become ends and
motivate the agent?

We must admit that it is natural and customary to talk in this
way of desires spurring us to action, of conflicts of motives
within us, and so on. And once we find ourselves talking in this wa
extensions to the mechanistic model become equally natural. We
have to explain, for instance, why the law of composition of forces
seems not to apply to action. Why is the immobility of Buridan’s
ass comical rather than commonplace? Simply, we must infer,
because built into the psychological mechanism there is a force
known as ‘will’. This force is designed for the purpose among
others of preventing mutual frustration among conflicting desireg
by, where necessary, intervening on behalf of one, or alternatively
for rescuing the maxim ‘Ought implies can’ by backing the sense
of duty when it is threatened by stronger desires.

here is not the slightest need, however, for this mechanistic
apparatus. Desires like ends are just as articulate as the circum-
stances allow them to be. There is no preordained list. They
ecome distinct only as soon as the possibility that they are
capable of independent satisfaction becomes understood. Their
relative independence from each other does not consist in some
sort of isolation from other recurrent features in a man'’s environ-
ment, but simply in the variability of the circumstances which
accompany their objects on different occasions and are at the
same time enhanced thereby.
. The agent isn’t confined in his deliberation just to a considera-
tion of the particular circumstances at hand. He may form inten-
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tions of the sort that can be realized not merely in the situation
on one given occasion, but in a variety of situations on a variety
of occasions. There will be, then, a variable and a constant ele-
ment in his intention which makes it capable of fulfilment in its
variable aspect in a limited variety of ways, and in its constant
aspect in one way only but on an indefinite number of occasions.
This relative constancy and variability may be formed only in the
course of reviewing past performances in the same limited variety
of circumstances, but the actual dispensation between the two
aspects can only occur as a matter of more or less deliberate
policy. The possible number and organization of the constant
elements is determined entirely by the limits to the variety of the
different sorts of situation that are causally possible, and by the
agent’s insight into these. The supposed conflict of desires con-
sists simply of the agent’s doubt over which of two conflicting
dispensations between constant and variable elements to put afoot
where both are applicable to his present situation.

Perhaps this analysis can best be explained schematically.
Supposing the agent decides to do an action AB, then this action
can only be said to be motivated by the desire for A where the
agent would on the same occasion have been prepared, had the
circumstances permitted only AC, to perform AC. This willing-
ness indicates that there is a constant element in the agent’s in-
tention consisting of A, and a variable element permitting both
B and C as its values. In most cases, of course, the dispensation
between the two elements within the intention is voluntary rather
than itself fully intentional. In other words, the interchangeability
of B and C as values for the variable is (a) not contrary to the
agent’s intention, and (4) the fact that it is not contrary to the
agent’s intention is an indispensable condition of their being inter-
changeable.

A man may be equally willing to take tea or coffee depending on
which is available on specific occasions. Before we can say that
his motive is a desire to quench his thirst we have to be satisfied
that he is willing in a fairly deliberate way to take anything so
long as it is wet, not unpalatable, and perhaps fairly harmless.
Otherwise all we are entitled to say is that on the occasion when
he was offered tea he desired to drink tea, and on the occasion
when offered coffee he desired to drink coffee. Where thirst is his

I
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motive, however, his indifference to the precise nature of the
beverage need not be consciously explicit. It need only be true
that, had he been offered tea instead of the coffee he actually was
offered, his taking the tea would not have been contrary to any of
his intentions, and that this fact would have been an indispensable
condition of his taking the tea.

The main point of this section has been the comparatively
simple one that decisions are made in consideration of the instru-
mental potentialities of the circumstances. From the agent’s stand-
point the circumstances are actually constitutive of what he is
going to do. From the alien point of view the relation is slightly
less direct, since what the agent’s circumstances are and what he
thinks they are need not entirely coincide. Accordingly, from the
alien standpoint it is what the agent zakes to be the circumstances
that are constitutive of his decision. This relatively simple point
has been complicated by the necessity to distinguish between
means and ends. Questions of means and questions of ends are
distinguishable. It is, however, a mistake to identify the practical
question what to do as dealing primarily with decision about ends
arld_ to suppose that decision about means follows on thereafter,
This is perhaps the result of confusing decisions made by commit-
tees with decisions made by agents. Committees quite frequently
reagh certain agreements about what directives are to be sent to
thelr .technical experts who deal with the question how these
d1rect1v§s are to be implemented. The directives, however, are
usually issued in the faith, frequently unjustified, that the technical
€Xperts are competent to devise means of implementation. Rela-
tive then to the committee which issues the directives the technical
experts are the factors whose limitations have to be taken into
conmder_ation in deciding what directives to give, and, in any
case, quite frequently technical experts are asked to report back
before a final directive is issued.

hIn the course of elucidating the complications introduced b
the means-end distinction we became involved with the mech-
a}IIUStIC conception of decision as a sort of football-cum-referee of
the desnjes, This muddle stems directly from supposing that
deliberation aboyt means is only consequent upon deliberation
31.)0}“ f{ndS- Deliberation, on the contrary, is monolithic. The
distinction of means from ends arises simply from the fact that in
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specific situations which call for action most human beings are
capable of visualizing alternative situations and of reaching deci-
sions which are meant to apply to all these situations when or if
they arise. Understood in this way the distinction clarifies other
aspects of action besides deliberation. I shall indicate briefly its
relevance to two of these before passing on to other topics.

In the first place the distinction is one of the more important
sources of the subjective impression that time passes more or less
quickly. Due to the variability of the circumstances in which the
same intention can be realized, it can be realized more or less
quickly. In this respect human action has properties analogous to
the ‘plasticity’ displayed by the behaviour of certain organisms
which we have considered in Chapter v. Both kinds of behaviour,
then, can be brought under the category of temporally indefinite
process. If we simply formed, and executed successfully, intentions
with no means-end organization our lives would have the uniform
pace of one damned thing after another.

In the second place it is through the means-end organization
of the agent’s intentions that the alien can predict his future actions
in a way that doesn’t presuppose them completely determined by
antecedent causal conditions. Through this organization the
agent’s intention becomes applicable to other situations besides
his present one. It thus becomes possible for the alien, having
observed in the past on various occasions the circumstances in
which the agent has acted in various ways, to gauge which varia-
tions in circumstances yet to come will prove consistent with the
variable element in which of the intentions manifested by the
agent on these past occasions. It is in fact through this relation-
ship that we can form a truer conception of moral character than
the dreary conformist conception of character as habit supplied

by Aristotle.

2

We have next to consider whether this internal or constitutive
relation of circumstances to action or things to personsisas unique
as I may seem to be representing. One may argue that the poten-
tialities for the future of inanimate objects as well are constituted
by other objects animate or inanimate that surround them. Hence
their aboutness to do something is likewise constituted by these
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objects. The potentialitics of a hammer, for instance, are consti-
tuted by the potentialities of the nail, or, to revert to a former
example, the potentialities of a stone are constituted by the poten-
32:;:3 of ad.Wi.ndO\'}'-pane. To describe these relations it is con-
Each re:O istinguish between active and passive potentialities.
POtentialiptecanehkl}?d requires the ex1.stence.of the ot'her. The
such thin 3;‘; the . ammer to hammgr in requires the existence 'of
The POte;gltialsitinal wa}llth the potentiality of being har'nmexfed in.
as well. Those g? toh the }gxrrfxan _body are determmed. in this way
the creation of such e hand, for instance, are great}y mgmased by
of these COnStitut(‘: ms'iru_ments as hammers and n'all's.' It is because
that several Substlave re at1or1;s betwe_en the po_tennahnqs gf objects
substance, or the nizs can chme mvoﬁ;recl in the activity of one
agent. For instancg if ess relative to w ich tha't subst.an.ce is the
in the acrio; , it is in this way ghat the window is involved
activity of the stone breaking it.
¢ analogy between the potentialities of objects or things as
such and the potentialities of agents is of course illuminating, but
must remain misleading so long as we fail to detect an essential
distinction. This distinction has been sufficiently familiar since
noted by Aristotle in Metaphysics, 1019° 20735, and can be
ic.lentiﬁed in contemporary idiom as the contrast lilcm:leen CCIIISCPOSI-l
tions or tendencies (Rylean variety), on the one hand, an ausa
possibilities, on the other. Thus the potentialities common to
agents and things consist of dispositions 1O behaYe mn celrtau}
?aags Sz;l Wherffa.s'those peculiar to agents aloneercr?rtllsllsrteﬁ;;rse l))Ie:n
amon Permotlitics. Simple though it rn.a%f e nsistent failure to
makegﬂfiont.cn}por.ary philosophers a f:axr y cbO e
Pation W’? distinction. The cause‘of this has’ e;at} : P
to the d_“h the words ‘can’ and could have’ which are common
CritiCizir:Scu}sl‘.S“)n_ both of dispos§t19ns anfl posmblht}es. Even in
ave gnt is failure, however., it is possible to fall 11nto error as
tions as ar. elsewhere.! The mistake I made was to class disposi-
I shal] sh%ne-ncauy distinet from causal possibilities, whereas as
W in a moment they are merely a subspecies.
aUSal‘ possibility is closely analogous to logical possibility.
O say ““p” is possible’ is equivalent to saying ‘“p” is not
necessarily false’, and this equivalence holds whether the two
! *‘Causal Modalities and Alternative Action’, Philosophical Quarter ly, October 1957.
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modalities of possibility are logical or causal. Thus ‘That there is
life on Mars is causally possible’ is equivalent to ‘That there js
life on Mars is not by causal necessity false’. Where we use words
which express causal possibility we withhold our assent from an
inference that something is false.

Statements referring to dispositions ipso facto refer to possi-
bilities. Thus ‘Grass can burn’ or ‘He can swim’ mean ‘It is not
causally necessary that grass never burns’ and ‘It is not causally
necessary that he never swims’ respectivel}f. In general, state-
ments about dispositions state that some rule is not a rule of causa]
necessity. The generality of such statements, of course, is usually
contingent upon certain relatively permanent or sta}ldmg condi-
tions. For instance, one may accept ‘Grass can burn’ as true only
in the dry season. This explains why dispositions can be acquired
and lost. Again, from the chemist’s point of view diamonds are
soluble, whereas from the layman’s they are insoluble. This ig
because the standing conditions which are standard for the for-
mer, j.e. his skill and laboratory materials, are not likewise
standard for the latter.

Itis clear from this analysis, then, that ‘can’, etc., refer to possi-
bilities even in disposition-statements. The difference between
possibilitiesand dispositions liesin the difference between two sorts
of reason which may be given against some sort of rule as a ryle
of necessity. One may think (e) that there are no applicable rules of
causal necessity except the second-order rule to this effect, or
(6) that some contrary rule of causal necessity is applicable, I,
either case one must subscribe to the truth of some hypotheticy]
statement of the form if ... then ...’ In case (@) one believes tha,
if the situation is such-and-such then no rules of causal necegs;
are applicable to the occurrence of a given event. In case () one
denies, for instance, that glass by rule of causal necessity neye,
breaks on the strength of the contrary rule that if under cerry;,
standard conditions it is given a sharp knock then it will break.
In either case, however, the reasons belong to the contextyy]
implications of the use of ‘can’ and do not form part of th‘e analys;is,

It is here that contemporary analyses of the: use of ‘can’ have
gone wrong. The mistake is a double one consisting, first in syp.
posing that (8) specifies the only sort of circumstances to which,
the use of ‘can’ and its appropriate variants are applicable, ang
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second in supposing that what (8) specifies is an analysis. Thus
according to Ryle! “To say that this lump of sugar is soluble is
to say it would dissolve, if submerged anywhere, at any time and
in any parcel of water’. In fact it doesn’t say anything so specific,
but simply that it is not causally necessary for sugar never to
dissolve, on a basis such as that which Ryle specifies in his
supposed analysis. Oddly enough Ryle himself seems to recognize

this, for later? he gives the same sort of analysis as the one I have
just given. He writes:

To say that something can be the case does not entail that it
is the case, or, of course, that it is in suspense between being
and not being the case, but only that there is no license to infer

from something else, specified or unspecified, to its not being
the case.

This unexceptionable statement, however, doesn’t deter him
from supposing that ‘can’ and its appropriate variants are used
solely for the purpose of referring to dispositions.

The mistake has serious consequences when Ryle and those
who follow him turn to the analysis of voluntary action. One
criterion of voluntary action to which he pays particular attention3
s expressed in the form ‘He could have helped doing it’. Ryle
interprets this as a disposition possessed by the agent, and since
we say this sort of thing only about intelligent beings, he identifies
the disposition with the particular sort which he calls ‘a know-
how’. Thus he interprets the sentence as saying ‘He knew how to
help doing it’. From this he draws the rather revisionary conclu-
sion that only mistakes or errors are properly described as volun-
tary, since he thinks that it is only of erroneous conduct that one
could sensibly ask whether the agent knew how to help doing it.

I have dealt with the details of Ryle’sargument more thoroughly
elsewhere.t Tt is enough here to have drawn the distinction
bet.ween causal possibility and causal dispositions: for the full
weight of Ryle’s case depends upon supposing that such guaran-
tors of voluntary action as ‘He could have helped doing it’ refer
univocally to dispositions. He is confirmed in this assumption
simply by his failure to distinguish any other kind of ‘could have’.

: The Concept of Mind, p. 123. 2 Op. cit., p. 127.
Op. cit., pp. Goff. ¢ Op. cit.
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Other writers have made the same mistake in a rather different
way. Ryle’s argument depends upon supposing, first, that where
the auxiliaries ‘can’, etc., are used in discussing voluntary action
they refer to know-hows or skills, and then that references to
know-hows are analysable into hypotheticals. The others rush
rather more precipitately into analysis into hypotheticals. ‘T (he)
can’ is analysed! into ‘T (he) will, if I (he) choose(s)’ or into various
variants of this which can be derived by substituting ‘will’,
‘intend’, ‘decide’, ‘desire’, ‘want’, ‘try’, etc., in place of ‘choose’.
The mistake here is basically the same as Ryle’s but deserves
further attention because in some ways it is more misleading.

The peril consists in the analysis being roughly correct but
invariably misinterpreted. If in deliberating about what to do I
find that I can do either of two things though not both, it seems
reasonable to infer that I will do the one if I choose, and also the
other if I choose. The inference seems to hold in the converse
direction as well. But what right have we, in taking the modal
and hypothetical statements as equivalent, to suppose that either
refers to a disposition? What right have we, in other words, to
suppose that the ‘if’ clause lays down a causal condition?

In a slightly dissimilar context Austin writes:?

The dictionary tells us that the word from which our if is
descended expressed, or even meant, ‘doubt’ or ‘hesitation’ or
‘condition’ or ‘stipulation’. Of these ‘condition’ has been given
a prodigious innings by grammarians, lexicographers, and
philosophers alike: it is time for ‘doubt’ and ‘hesitation’ to be
remembered.

This is at least suggestive even though its accent of authority
seems to carry no precise sense. Just how different or just how
similar the four mentioned functions may be or in what circum-
stances one is exhibited rather than the rest remains a matter for
interpretation. Austin believes that in the locution ‘T can, if I
choose’ or ‘I could have, if I had chosen’ doubt or hesitation are
prominent. When he turns to ‘T shall, if I choose’ he thinks stipu-

1 Cf. G. E. Moore, _Ez/xic.r! chap.‘vr; R. E. Hobart, ‘Free Will as Involving Determinism
and Inconceivable without it’, Mind, January 1934; P. F. Nowell-Smith, Ethics, p. 278.
2 Ifs and Cans (British Academy lecture, 1956), p. 114.
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lation is more in the forefront. He says! ‘the point to notice is that
“I shall” is not an assertion of facz but an expression of intention,
verging towards the giving of an undertaking: and the “zf"’, con-
sequently, is the if not of condition but of stipulation’. Pursuing
this line he argues that ‘I shall marry him, if I choose to’ is rather
like ‘T intend to marry him if I choose’ which in turn is rather like
‘I promise to marry him if he will have me’. He concludes, there-
fore, that the if-clause belongs to the content of the undertaking
and does not qualify the fact of the undertaking being given.
As against this I have already argued in the previous chapter
tl’_laF expressions of intention are not, nor even verge towards, the
giving of undertakings. They are not performative — at least not
in any direct way. Quite apart from this, however, there is some-
Fhlng very odd about interpreting the clause ‘if I choose’ as similar
in force mutatis mutandis to ‘if he will have me’ in his last example.
Just what sort of stipulation could this be? If you give an under-
taking by saying ‘I shall marry him’, just what modification do
you proceed to make in what you undertake by adding ‘if I
choose’? So far from modifying it, or making a stipulation in what
you have undertaken, you seem in fact to be withdrawing all
appearance of having given an undertaking. A still more serious
criticism of Austin’s analysis is that it is too limited in scope,
since Emdertakings of this sort are made mainly in the first person.
Now ‘He will if he chooses’ seems to me to be no more vacuous as
a statement than ‘T shall if I choose’, and the if-clause seems to
ha\{e a similar function: yet it seems to give no further under-
taking than is ordinarily given by any hypothetical prediction.
ansequently, whatever the significant difference between a con-
dition and a stipulation may be, it seems inapplicable to our
present problem.
De mistake to my mind does not lie so much in interpreting
the if-clause as expressing a condition rather than a stipulation or
doubt as in interpreting it as laying down a causal condition.
Where one says ‘I shall if I choose’ or ‘He will if he chooses’ nor-
mally one simply is saying that there is a choice before the agent.

One may also be saying something slightly stronger, supposing
the ‘if” has also the force of ‘only if’, as it has in stipulations of a

less special kind than Austin’s: one may be saying that if the agent
1 Op. cit., p. 116.



THINGS AND PERSONS 129

does the action in question it is done as a matter of choice. The
point here, which the phrase ‘there is a choice’ emphasizes more
successfully, is that the if-clause indicates the sort of happening
which the action, if it occurs will be, viz. a voluntary happening.
Instead of laying down a causal condition of a psychological sort
it classifies the action ontologically as lacking complete causal
determination. Perhaps after all, then, we could say that the i
clause expresses something like doubt, viz. that the occurrence of
the action is in question in the ontological sense supplied by the
notion of causal indeterminacy.

The if-clause may, of course, have certain rather more special-
ized though connected functions depending upon the context and
in some cases upon the grammatical person. For instance, where
somebody says ‘I shall if I choose’ he may be saying something
like ‘Leave it to me —it’s my responsibility, not yours’, and 3
similar analysis applies for the third person variant. Again, if he
says in the third person ‘He will if he chooses’ he may wish o
indicate that the agent has the opportunity to do theaction, though
possibly he may not realize this. Here it seems to me the ifclayse
does assume specifically a psychological significance. It indicates
that there is a psychological condition to the agent’s doing the
action, viz. that he realizes that he has the opportunity to do it. If e
are to follow out our preceding chapter in its findings on the aljen
point of view, even this condition must notbe interpreted as caysa}_

It seems that in the use of ‘can’ we have to recognize distipe.
tions in logical status which are the exact parallel of the distin,_
tions in the use of the predictive sentence-frame ° ... going tq
.-- ' The use of ‘can’ indicates the presence of alternative ways of
filling the latter half of this frame in. But the precise logical statyg
of the frame even when semi-completed in this way depends upon
whether the former half is filled in by ‘I’ to make an expression f
purpose or by ‘He’ as in the alien’s prediction of the agent’s
action. Hence the ‘can’ in ‘I can’ must to this extent hay
different logical status from the ‘can’ in ‘He can’. The differe
lies in the emergence of intention in the alien point of view 4 a
factor with which the alien must reckon in predicting the agent's
action. From the agent’s point of view nothing of this sort stan g
between the circumstances of the action and his being about to
perform it.

¢ q
nNce



130 CHOICE AND CHANCE

L. £ y
Now, because of this intervening factor C??Sls:;nége ::;agigtosf
intention, choice, or decision, the agent’s ability lex constitution
a number of courses must have a rather more €0™P For the agent
from the alien point of view than from the agen! ?éntl calledgthe
it is constituted entirely by what we have Co'nvelel b ythese same
circumstances. For the alien it is only constitut® 'tgin the limits
circumstances plus the agent’s ability to cho0s WI‘H 'fl:l {rfnhe
which the circumstances permit. For this reason € WU !

, . e an’ even where the
chooses’ can be accepted as an analysis of ‘Hec el dition
if-clause is interpreted as laying down a PSYCh,Ologlca (Eqndltl )
instead of being interpreted to indicate the CX'Stean ° ml e[iir
minacy or choice in a purely ontological sense- We. 1ave a rea} Y
argued, however, that it would be a mistake tO Interpret this
psychological condition as specifying some sort Of. causal e\./er'lt-
It indicates simply that from the alien point Qf view th_e limits
within which the agent’s indeterminacy falls is subordm_ate or
subject to the alien’s indeterminacy. The agent’s freedom is as It
were on feu from the alien or from others, in the sen.se'that the
scope of the manifold of possibilities before him is limited and
controlled by the scope of the manifold of possibilities open t0
others. For this reason even though ‘He will if he chooses’ can be
accepted as an analysis of ‘He can’, we mustn’t interpret 1t @
offering a dispositional analysis, even where the if-clause spect-
fically lay_s down a psychological condition. .

MY main backing for refusing to interpret the proposed an'al-ySIS
of ‘can’ into the hypothetical form as concerned with dispositions
in the commonly accepted sense has come so far from the results
of the preceding chapters. I need not rely solely upon consistency;
however, since there are good independent reasons for rejecting
that interpretation. If we regard the if-clause as laying down an
antecedent causal condition of the truth of the main clause, we
induce a vicious circularity. Nobody chooses to perform an action
unless he thinks he can do it. ‘He chooses to do X’ hence implies
‘He thinks he can do X’ and ‘I choose to do X’ seems to have the
stronger implication ‘I can do X'. If then we analyse ‘He can’ into
‘He will if he chooses’, this analysans implies ‘He will if he thinks
he can’ which implies ‘He will if he thinks he will if he thinks he
willif ... "and so on ad infinitum.

This seems to indicate that there is another way of qualifying
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a prediction than by laying down a causal condition of its being
fulfilled, viz. by indicating that there are no conditions of it
rather than something else being fulfilled. The function of the ‘if’
in the proposed analysis is to indicate that the prediction is
qualified, while that of the verb ‘to choose’ is to indicate in which
way it is qualified. Either we accept this conclusion or it is forced
upon us the hard way: for if we regard the if-clause as laying
down a causal condition the infinite regress which results impresses
on us that the condition can never be complete.

We have, indeed, mentioned earlier different variants to the
analysis of ‘can’ into hypotheticals, derived by substituting
‘decide’, or ‘intend’ or ‘desire’ or ‘want’ or ‘try’ in place of ‘choose’
in the Zf~clause. Perhaps it might be thought that these escape the
regress which affects ‘choose’. Closer examination shows, how-
ever, that they don’t, with the exception of the variant which
employs ‘try’. The particular variant ‘He will if he intends’ also
implies ‘He will if he thinks he can’, because it is logically impos-
sible for anyone to intend to do what they think they are unable
to do. Now this particular variant is implicit in all the rest, in so
far as they supply an adequate analysis of ‘can’. ‘He will if he
wants’, for instance, only means the same as ‘He can’ provided the
want is conceived as constituting an intention. If it is weaker than
an intention it certainly does not follow from ‘He can do X’ that
he will do X if he wants. In the case of ‘He will if he tries’ one has
to admit that trying certainly does not imply thinking that one
can. Hence there is no infinite regress involved by this variant. Byt
this is the sole variant I cannot accept as providing a basis for the
use of ‘can’. ‘He will if he tries’ certainly does not follow from ‘He
can’, for the agent may not try in the correct way.

For these reasons, then, one must not interpret the use of ‘cap’
for the purpose of detailing alternatives which lie before the agen
at the moment of action as indicative of dispositions in the sense
commonly accepted among philosophers today. I may be accused,
however, of oversimplifying the uses of ‘can’ which are relevant
to voluntary action. Even if it is true that ‘can’ is used to indicate
possibility there may be more than the two reasons which I haye
given for saying that something is causally possible.

For instance, I can take part in a certain conference for the
reason that it takes place at the very time that I happen to be visiting
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the town in which it is held. On the other hand, I cannot take
part for the reason that I lack the necessary qualifications, e.g. an
up-to-date membership card of some association. Or again, I
cannot take part for the reason that I lack the necessary know-how
or professional competence to take part. Or again, I cannot
because I don’t think that the conference is taking place. Con-
versely it may be the case that I can take part because one or more
of the last three reasons is incorrect, but cannot take part because
I am never in the correct place at the time of the conference, or
because the conference hasn’t been organized. In short, before one
can say without qualification of somebody that he can take part
in the conference, or avoid taking part, in the sense that he has a
choice of doing either, one has to satisfy oneself that he has a
number of different sorts of ability. These consist first of the
opportunity, secondly the qualifications, thirdly the competence,
and fourthly the knowledge of the opportunity.

Among this plethora of ‘cans’, however, the degree of indepen-
dence is not as great as may at first sight appear. They can be
accounted for in terms of the distinctions we have already made
with slight though important rectifications. There is in fact only
one sense in which ‘can’ has been used throughout and only two
reasons for applying it in that sense, viz. (a) the non-existence of
a causal law determining the occurrence rather than the non-
occurrence of an action, and (8) the existence of contrary laws to
a proposed law that a certain action never happens. The relatively
numerous ways in which, as we have discovered, ‘can’ is used in
d1§cq551ng an action is due first to these reasons being applicable
Wlth}n a narrower or wider context, and second to their being
applicable to a particular or to a general situation.
~ Certain objective conditions such as a conference being held
In th_e town visited by the agent can be classed as opportunity only
fl?gtlt‘;leetz certain abilities which pertain to the agent. Or,le says ‘I
Conf pportunity to take part in the Bell Ringers’ Annual
~Oonierence, if only I had been a member of the association at the
time and had been able to ring bells’. Where it is indicated by the
context either that one knows the agent to possess these abilities
or th.at .for the moment one is indifferent to this question, it is
permissible on learning that the agent is in the town during the
period of the conference to say ‘He can take part in the conference
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now’. Where the context does not indicate this, one is only en-
titled to say ‘He can take part in the conference now, provided
that, etc. etc.” If the conditions which one here specifies are unful-
filled, it follows in the latter context and there alone that the agent
cannot take part. The fact, then, that in the same objective situation
one may sometimes say that he can and sometimes that he cannot
take part in the conference, doesn’t in itself indicate different uses
or senses of the word ‘can’. Here it is simply due to the reasons
for presuming possibility being applied within a wider or
narrower context.

It is true again that when we use ‘can’ to indicate that the agent
has a certain enablement such as a membership card, or that he
has an ability consisting in a know-how or professional compe-
tence, we are using ‘can’ for a different reason from the one which
led us to indicate opportunity. The agent possesses these abilities
irrespective of whether he has the opportunity or not, even
though he possesses the opportunity in the strictest application of
the word only if he possesses these abilities. The abilities are in
fact dispositions in a rather wider sense of that word than I have
so far allowed. The agent possesses these abilities generally in
virtue of the fact that it isn’t necessarily the case that whatever the
occasion may be he won’t take part in the conference. This, of
course, may be true of the agent even when it is said on occasions
which don’t yield the opportunity to manifest the ability. Not all
abilities of this sort can be analysed on the Rylean model which
has been commonly accepted. The agent’s ability consisting in
his having a membership card can indeed be analysed into hypo-
theticals of a causal kind. It can be said to consist of the fact that
if he presents his membership card to the secretary of the con-
ference he will be granted permission to take part. The profes-
sional competence, however, does not permit this sort of analysis,
Generally speaking, it will follow under no sort of causal condj-
tion that the agent will actually take part even if he has the
opportunity. He may play a purely passive role and be indistin-
guishable from somebody with no competence at all. The mog;
that one can say is that he will take part if he chooses. But as we
have just seen, an if-clause of this sort does not indicate a causa]
condition.

Consequently I must revise my analysis of the sense of ‘can’
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in its causal application. It indicates possibility, but we have to
distinguish two main ways in which it does this. In the first way it
indicates the possibility of something occurring on a particular
occasion which may not be possible on another occasion. In this
first application it indicates opportunity within a wider or
narrower context. In the second way it indicates the possibility of
something happening on occasions of a certain sort without
reference to any particular instance of this sort as in the first way.
In this application it indicates a disposition, whereas in the first
way it indicates, when used more strictly, that a disposition has
application to a particular occasion or situation.

Now it is primarily in this second way that we must recognize
the distinction between the two reasons I gave originally for
applying the word ‘can’. One may say that an object or agent has
a disposition to behave in a certain way for the reason that one is
satisfled that if certain causal conditions are fulfilled under certain
standard conditions then the behaviour will result. On the other
hand, one may be unable to give any reason of this sort. One may
simply believe that it is not necessarily the case that the thing in
question won't behave in that way, on the ground that there is no
causal law determining whether under certain standard conditions
the thing will or will not behave in that way. This is the sort of
reason which we have when indicating skills or competences or
knO,W-hows ranging from something so elementary as picking
one's nose to something as complex as contributing usefully to a
conference.

One loose end to this discussion of ‘cans’ remains. I have
reserved it to the present because it brings into play the distinction
beFWeen standpoints once again. One condition of the agent’s
ability to actin a particular way on a particular occasion consists,
we saw, in his believing that the objective conditions which
constitute an opportunity for the action are as they in fact are.
Thls.condition like the agent’s competence or know-how is a
condition without which the objective conditions cannot be
regarded as an opportunity in the fullest application. One says ‘I
h:;ld the opportunity to attend the conference if only I had known
it Iris, however, only from the alien point of view that one has to
take account of what the agent believes in this way. It cannot
without circularity enter as a distinguishable factor into the agent’s



THINGS AND PERSONS I35

point of view. To treat it as logically distinguishable for the agent
is to suppose that I believe that in the fullest application of ‘can’
I can now do a specific action only if I find that I believe in the
fullest application of ‘can’ that I can do the action now. If my
belief includes itself as grounds in this way it must be circular, an
obvious symptom of logical disease. The solution is to recognize
the difference of status between ‘can’ with ‘I’ as subject and ‘can’
with ‘He’ as subject. We have already given an analysis of this
difference.

The overall result of this section has been to show that the
auxiliary ‘can’ and its associates are used to indicate possibilities
with particular or general application. Where these possibilities
are of the causal kind they may have two different sorts of basis,
(e) the fact that no causal law is applicable relative to certain
occurrences, and (4) the fact that the contrary to certain specific
causal laws are applicable. Accordingly we must distinguish
between two kinds of causal possibility. The kind which has a
basis of type (a) seems to be peculiar to agents in the voluntary
actions open to them on specific occasions, and in the sort of
general ability, disposition, or know-how which only voluntary
actions can manifest. This has been shown in part by our earlier
analysis of intention as well as the present analysis of the use of
‘can’ in this context. The other type of causal possibility has a
basis of type (4) and is common to all sorts of things including
persons in so far as all these things possess dispositions which are
not capable of being manifested solely by voluntary action.

My argument that causal possibility of the first type is peculiar
to agents alone can become complete only in the next chapter.
There is, however, one exception to this conclusion which we can
note here. Even the Determinist can give application to the first
kind of possibility, viz. where the evidence is not sufficiently
specific to allow the application of any causal law. Thus he may
permit the statement ‘There may be life on Mars’ simply on the
grounds that there is no causal law relating to such unspecific
conditions as there being life and being on Mars. However, it
would perhaps be better to class the possibility here as epistemo-
logical rather than causal.

We are now in a position to complete the answer given by
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section 1 to the problem set at the beginning of this chapter. In
showing how persons are related to things we detected an analo-
gous relation between things and things. But where does the
analogy break down? Where does the relation between Prome-
theus and the fire differ from, say, the relation between the fire
and the cauldron? Failure to distinguish between the two relations
would be just another form of confusion between narrative and
explanatory responsibility.

It is now evident that potentialities which are dispositions in
the Rylean sense alone must be clearly distinguished from
Potentialities which are bare causal possibilities with a basis of
type (a). The latter are peculiar to agents alone whereas the

ormer are common both to agents and to other things. Thus the
clrcumstances are constitutive of the dispositions of instruments,
or objects which might conceivably become instruments, because
they are the standing conditions under which given a certain
antecedent a certain consequence will result. On the other hand,
the circumstances are constitutive of the agent’s potentialities, and
What. he is about to do, because they limit the scope of causal
PPS_Slbility or the courses between which he can choose by pro-
V{dmg or failing to provide opportunities for the manifestation of
1S competence to do various sorts of things. They distinguish the
choice open today from the choice open yesterday.
orrelative to the notion of potentiality there is the notion of
Substance, and consequently correlative to the two types of
Potentiality we must recognize two types of substance. An
!mportant reason why we regard a stone as an object rather than
a Continuum of events is that we wish to ascribe to ita possibility
ot disposition in virtue of which it may behave in ways different
rom the ways in which it actually does behave. We may describe
;yisglangerogs even though it isn"t actually knocking somebody’s
o re 1;:_- Obviously, then, the notion of substanqe has the fur_lction
alterns tl_ng two or more events together as bearing the relation of
way? \Xl[\;les to each c,)ther. But why should we rellate events in th'IS
Vievs'/in y shouldn’t we instead follow Heraclitus or Russell in
rath & events as what in Chapter v I have called phenomena
er than activities?
the world was a deterministic world and we were omniscient
€re€ would be no point at all in grouping as alternatives to each

i
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other events which would have happened had certain antecedent
events been diflerent, together with events which actually do
happen. Even were such a world logically possible there would be
no causal possibility in it of antecedent events having been
different from what they were except once again in the sense that
had events antecedent to them been different then different events
would have followed, and so on. We can simplify the argument
by dividing any one causal chain or line within this deterministic
world into two parts consisting of one event and all the others.
Whether the others are antecedent or subsequent in time does not
matter, since all events are ex hypothesi in one-one relation within
the line. Within this causal partnership, then, the counterfactual
hypothesis of the event being different from what it is supposes
something causally possible only in the sense that the event would
be different on the counterfactual hypothesis that the others are
different. But this latter counterfactual only supposes what is
causally possible in the sense that these other events would be
different on the former counterfactual hypothesis that the event
is different.

The only form of causal possibility applicable in these circum-
stances is, then, definable in terms of the if-zhen relationship and
the notion of not being the case or counterfactuality. In this world
the conception consisting of a group of events considered as
alternatives must in consequence have application only through
fantasy. The sole function which the notion of substance can
serve is to indicate in what respects this world is like certain
fantasy worlds, viz. in being governed by the same causal laws,
and in what respects it is unlike others, viz. in not being governed
by the same causal laws.

In a deterministic world in which we are not omniscient, in
which, say, we know all the laws of the system but don’t in all
cases know how to fill in the variables, the notion of substance
would have an epistemological justification. There is here a
possibility of an event being different from what it is in a sense
which is not dependent upon counterfactuality. In this sense a
number of events are equally possible where our knowledge of
their causal correlates is not sufliciently precise for it to be possible
to deduce which event from a certain limited group are

determined thereby. In this situation, however, the notion of
K
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substance is no more than a convenience stemming from a human
frailty.

It is only in an indeterministic world constituted by causal
possibilities of type (@) that the notion of substance has meta-
physical or ontological application. In this indeterministic world,
provided it is not too indeterministic, the notion of substance has
metaphysical application in two different ways. First, there is
substance in the absolute or primary sense which consists in there
being a number of occurrences which are alternatives in an
equally absolute or primary sense. There is, in other words, no
causal law which determines that in a specific situation one rather
than another of the occurrences should occur. Second, there is
substance in the relative or secondary sense. It consists in there
being alternatives to an actual event once again in the sense that
had the antecedent events been different the event would not have
been actual. But now there is a genuine independent possibility
that the antecedent events might have been different due to the
presence of substance in the primary sense. Hence the meta-
physical application of substance in the secondary sense depends
upon its application in the primary sense.

In virtue of this relation substance in the secondary sense is
constitutive of substance in the primary sense. Things and persons
in what they have in common are constitutive of agents, not of
course in a spatial sense of constitutive, but in the sense which I
hope this chapter has elucidated.



CHAPTER IX
INDETERMINACY AND TIME ORDER

N preceding chapters narrative has been distinguished from
Iexplanatory responsibility, and to a certain extent the connec-
tion between the two has been worked out. Each type of responsi-
bility is associated with an entirely different form of prediction:
for narrative responsibility pertains to voluntary action alone,
voluntary action is necessarily associated more or less directly
with intention, and the vehicle of intention consists of the
uniquely personalized form of prediction to which the first person
singular grammatical form is most appropriate. In Chapter vir
we saw that this predictive form definitely implies indeterminacy
in responsibility of the explanatory kind. It takes time, however,
to assimilate conceptual demarcations of this sort. In particular it
might still be thought that without a detailed explanation of Aow
the agent proceeds from one action to the next, of Aow through
his agency, choice, intention, etc., the future becomes determinate
in one way rather than another, the main purpose of any account
of action such as mine must remain unfulfilled.

To expect such an account here is, of course, to kick against
the confines of the demarcations which I have elicited. No
explanation of this sort ought to be asked for. But how do we
fortify ourselves against the insistent incoherence of such mixed-
metaphor feelings as that unless something pushes or pulls the
future out of the womb of the past or present, time would remain
in a state of permanent suspense like an incomplete stammer, or
losing its forward thrust topple into some undifferentiated
eternity? What we now need is a fuller analysis of temporal
concepts. In what follows I shall show that temporal order and in
particular the concepts of past, present, and future can be given
meaning in terms of, or derived from the bare concept of in-
determinacy. Not only does my being about to do something
imply indeterminacy, but conversely indeterminacy implies the
sort of personalized ‘being about to’ which is mine. This runs
counter to Broad’s argument* that Libertarian indeterminacy is

1See Determinism, Indeterminism, and Libertarianism (C.U.P.), reprinted in Ethics and
the History of Philosophy.
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most likely an indispensable condition, but very improbably a
sufficient condition, of action or narrative responsibility. Thus we
can dismiss our mixed-metaphor feelings as conceptual abortion
rather than intuitive insight. This analysis at the same time con-
firms the conclusion of Chapter vir that the diflerence between
expressions of purpose and other sorts of prediction doesn’t
consist in the latter alone being propositional, but that each refers
to a state of affairs of radically different though related ontolo-
gical structure.

1

In Chapter 1 we considered ways in which it seemed that a
temporally successive series of events could be necessarily con-
nected. But one assumption underlying our discussion was left
unexamined. We assumed throughout that logically temporal
order was quite independent of the necessary connections between
events — that one event can succeed another irrespective of
whether the connection is one-one, many-one, or one-many. To
decide, for instance, whether the necessary connection between
referent and relatum was one-many or many-one, we determined
whether the singular term preceded or succeeded the plural term
in time. But if the asymmetry of temporal order depends instead
upon the asymmetry of the relation of singularity to plurality
among the necessarily connected terms, then the distinction
between One-many and many-one necessary connections is ng
!onger legitimate. It can only be sustained where the events are
incompletely characterized, as earlier we suggested that they are
in, for instance, teleological explanations of organic behaviour,

In the present chapter the assumption of logical independence
will be_ explicitly rejected. We shall derive the temporal order with
'ts unique differentiation into past, present, and future directly
from Li.bertarian indeterminacy in a suitably revised sense of
that notion. Accordingly, the voluntary action which I am about
to do not only depends for its voluntary nature on a certain
causal independence from antecedents but at the same time
acquires its character of aboutness or futurity from this same
causal mc_lePeHdence or indeterminacy. It follows further that this
characteristic of aboutness can require no type of explanation that
is incompatible with Libertarian indeterminacy.
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If we regard some sort of temporal order as more ultimate than
the necessary connection between events, it is indeed possible to
give accounts of the dating function® of the present which are
perfectly consistent with Determinism. Fault may be found with
them on other grounds, but as accounts of the dating function
peculiar to the present in what I have called prospective process
they seem adequate. Their basic assumption is that events are in
relations of before and after in a timeless sense of the verb ‘are’.
Temporal order is thus basically undated, but one can, it is
supposed, account for the distinction between past and future in
terms of the relationship of one particular series among concurrent
series of events to the other series of events with which the former
is concurrent. This privileged series according to one account? is
the series of my utterances written or spoken: according to
another? it is the series of my cognitive states. According to the
first ‘A was before B’ means that A is (timeless copula) before B
and that also A is (timeless copula) before this particular utterance
of the sentence. According to the second, the sentence means that
A is (timeless copula) before B and that also A is (timeless copula)
before the cognitive state expressed by the utterance. Likewise,
according to the first account, ‘A will be before B’ means that A
is (timeless copula) before B and that A is (timeless copula) after
the utterance. According to the second ‘A will be before B’ means
that A is (timeless copula) before B and that A is (timeless copula)
after the cognitive state expressed by the utterance.

Both theories give what is apparently an adequate account of
one temporal characteristic, viz. that the temporal order of events
is directly or indirectly related by our more colloquial modes of
speech to one moment of time which we call ‘the present’.
Furthermore, they appear to explain why this date though vari-
able is not determined by arbitrary selection. The fact that I
describe the battle of Hastings in the past rather than the future
tense for instance is not a matter of subjective choice. One event
in the temporal series does not perform the dating function as
well as any other. According to the one theory, what dates the
serial relation between two events can only be the utterance of

1 Cf. Chapter 11

* E.g. Reichenbach, Elements of Logic, chap. 7, section 51, Cf. L. Jonathan Cohen,
‘Tense Usage and Propositions’ (4nalysis, vol. II, no. 4, 1951) for a more refined version.

3E.g. A. ]. Ayer, ‘Statements about the Past’, 4r. Soc.” Proc., 1951-52
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some proposition about them. Once we make an utterance the
dating event is determined by a logical necessity. According to
the other theory, the dating event is the cognition of the tem-
porally ordered events and is likewise determined by logical
necessity.

It is not my intention here to enter into the deficiencies of these
theories — theyare indeed considerable —but simply to develop the
alternative Libertarian account. This denies that all events that ever
have occurred or ever will occur are (timeless copula) in any sort
of temporal relation to each other. Or more accurately, it denies
that the timeless copula has a legitimate use in this connection.
Instead it provides through the indeterministic hypothesis a
relation whereby one can derive a serial order which has essen-
tially the nature of serial order in general and then consider
in greater detail what characterizes temporal order in particular.

It is customary to regard any particular serial order of a set
of terms as relative to some specific relation which holds between
the terms, and acts as their ordering principle. I do not wish to

depart. from this analysis so much as to qualify a certain inter-
pretation of it.

Russell has written:!

We must not look for the definition of order in the nature
Ot the set of terms to be ordered, since the set of terms has many
orders. The order lies not in the class of terms, but in the
relation among the members of the class, in respect of which
SOme appear as earlier and some as later. The fact that a class
may have orders is due to the fact that there can be many
relations holding among the members of one single class.
In this way he introd
viz. “What
an order?’
largely in
quotation,

uces the question raised in his next sentence,
Properties must a relation have in order to give rise to
and I propose to give his answer — with which I am
agreement — before returning to criticize the above

© Properties of an ordering relation are three. It must be
asymmetrical, transitive, and connected. The relation father of,
for Instance, possesses -:asymmetry because if X is father of Y,
Y cannot be fathe, of X. On the other hand, it is not a transitive

1 Introduction 1o Mathematical Philosophy, pp. 30-1.
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relation, because, although Y may be in turn father of Z, X is not
father but grandfather of Z. We have to go to the more generic
relation of ancestor of to find an instance of transitivity. To define
the property of being connected I reproduce Russell’s definitions
of three more elementary concepts, viz. that of the domain,
converse domain, and field of a relation, respectively. The applic-
ability of these definitions appears, it is true, to be restricted to
dyadic relations; but once this is appreciated, the modifications
which would give these definitions greater universality are
sufficiently obvious and for my present purpose can safely be
ignored.

The domain of a relation consists of those terms that have
the relation to something or other, and the converse domain
consists of all those terms to which something or other has
the relation ... The field of the relation consists of its domain
and its converse domain together.!

And this leads to the following definition of ‘connected’:

A relation is connected when, given any two different terms
of its field, the relation holds between the first and the second,
or between the second and the first (not excluding the possi-
bility that both may happen, though both cannot happen if the
relation is asymmetrical).?

It will be observed that ancestor of, though both asymmetrical and
transitive, is not connected, because it contains parents and
siblings.

From this analysis of serial order it is apparent that the same
set of terms may belong to the field of a number of relations which
may possess all three of the properties just specified. Consequently
the same set of terms may possess a number of entirely different
orders. Let us take, for instance, a number of flashes of coloured
light, no two of which are the same in intensity, saturation, or
duration. It is possible to serialize this set in accordance with any
one of the three relations intenser than, more saturated than, longer
than; and no one of the series thus derived need coincide with
another.

1 Op. cit., p. 32. 2 Ibid.
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Now does Russell’s analysis of serial order apply to temporal
order as well? Is, for instance, the temporal order of the set of
flashes likewise dependent upon a relation? If so, upon what
relation? And is this relation just one among a number of relations
such as those already specified: or is it in some sense more funda-
mental to the set than these? .

In the face of such questions as these we must reconsider our
initial quotation from Russell — in particular the statement that
‘order lies not in the c/ass of terms but in the relation. among the
members of the class’. If we accept the latter part of this statement
(i.e. that order lies in a relation among the members of a class)
as applicable to temporal order, must we accept the former half
as well (that order lies not in the class of terms)? There seem
strong reasons for not doing so.

The temporal order of a set of events seems inseparable from
that set taken as a set of particular actual individual events. I do
not deny that the same set of events may have very different
orders according to the relation that one selects. I merely aver
that if the temporal order depends upon a relation, that relation,
and that relation alone, must be basic to the existence of the set
or sets of things which actually happen. Here, I suppose, I am
struggling towards one facet of the truism that temporal order is
the order in which events come t0 be or occur,! although to link
this order with a relation is more than a truism. This relation, one
must emphasize, should be basic to the existence of the members of
the set as individuals, and not to the properties which these
individuals possess.

The set of light flashes may serve to establish this point, Tt
might conceivably have an exact replica in another set such that
both Sets correspond exactly in the intensity, saturation, and

uration of their members. Now no matter how complete the
correspondence hetween members of the two sets may be in these
and any other characteristics, it remains perfectly possible for the
temporal order of the members in one set to be quite different in
that set from the temporal order of their exact replicas in the
other set, Again, we might take a set of events which were exactly
similar in all their characteristics. If the temporal order depended

1Cf. C. D. Broad’s penetrating study of time in Scientific Thought, pp. 65f, and
Examination of McTaggart's Philosophy, p. 280 passim.
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upon relations in respect of any of the characteristics which they
can have in common with each other all the members of this set
would accordingly be simultaneous with each other. But there
seems to be no logical necessity for instances of any common
characteristic or set of characteristics to be simultaneous. Another
indication of the same fact is that when we are given that a number
of events have occurred, we have to rely upon observation to
determine the order in which they have occurred. We can never
derive the order solely from a complete knowledge of their
characteristics, independently of inductively established causal
laws. Accordingly, temporal order is basic to the existence of
events as individually distinct from each other rather than as
instances of certain characteristics.

Russell’s account of serial order requires modification in one
part. But what about the second part of his statement? Is it true
that like other orders temporal order lies in a relation between
the terms that are temporally ordered? To some the difference
between it and other orders may seem sufficiently great not to
justify in the instance of the one what is justified in that of the
others. They might consider that temporal order is unique or
sut generis (to use a stock formula for philosophical deflation).
Temporal order would be the ultimate relation between events
and not derived from something more ultimate. The attraction of
such a theory, however, is one of despair at finding a more
fundamental relation. Two facts have to be explained:

(@) the present has a dating function, and is not arbitrarily
selected from other moments in time to fulfil this function;
(8) temporal order is basic to the existence of events as indjy;-
dual things.

If we find an explanation of these two facts, the attraction of the
sui generis account will become less urgent. Without further del,
I shall show how Libertarianism supplies the solution requireq

2

The indeterminacy postulated by Libertarianism can no longer
be regarded as in the first place a relation between events, In
Chapter 1v I fell short of showing that the one-many or stage-
by-stage structure peculiar to process was essentially constitutiye
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of events, because I gave the relation terms which were them-
selves events. Now I shall show that terms exist as events, and as
things occupying a temporal position, only through this relation.
For this purpose a diagram of the following kind will prove useful.
Each of the points here represents a thing which is not in the first
place an event, but only an event when taken in the relationships
represented by the lines. These lines do not represent anything
in time which could be regarded as analogous to length in space
(e.g. duration). Consequently, I cannot be accused of spatializing
time except in the rather trivial sense in which any diagram spatia-
lizes what it represents. The diagram has been employed solely
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for its synoptic virtues; it can and will be interpreted in entire]
non-spatial concepts. It is a rather more serious matter that the
dl{igtam_ represents a very special case of the type of interrelation-
ship which I wish to examine. The tendency of the lines to diverge
towards the right predominates, but nevertheless some of them
do converge. The convergence could be avoided altogether in a
less compact diagram but only through sacrificing some of the
present diagram’y synoptic virtues. I prefer, for the present
chapter, simply to ignore the convergent relation towards the
right and to examine the divergent relation alone. In the next
chaptt_er I'shall correct the serious inaccuracies thus entailed.
This one-many relationship, then, is such that, in terms of the
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diagram, A entails and is entailed by the complete and exhaustive
disjunction B* or B, B! entails and is entailed by the complete and
exhaustive disjunction C? or C3, and so on. To say B or B%is a
complete and exhaustive disjunction is here taken to mean that B!
and B? are possible, that only B* and B2 are possible and that in
addition they are incompatible. Furthermore, the relation is taken
as primarily between B! and B? rather than between propositions
about their existence. The notions of necessity and possibility
involved are not of the logical kind. I here take them as primitive
notions which can acquire fuller definition from their conse-
quences alone.

Now it will be observed that where we take A as having deter-
minate existence the complete and exhaustive disjunction B must
have indeterminate existence — for indeterminate existence I take
by definition to consist of equal possibilities and the incompatible
elements of B are both equally possible. For similar reasons the
triplet C and the quadruplet D must have an indeterminate
existence as well. There must in fact be three different orders of
indeterminate existence depending upon whether the group is the
B, C, or D group. One can represent these relations differently by
saying that where A has existence, any basic element of B has
merely possibility of existence of the first order, any basic element
of C has merely possibility of existence of the second order and
any basic element of D has merely possibility of existence of the
third order. Now let us turn to the significance of this pattern of
relationships.

It will be noticed that between the groups A, B, C, and D we
have an asymmetrical, transitive, connected relation. The relations
can be described as ‘having members of a higher order of indeter-
minacy or mere possibility than’. Accordingly, we can arrange
these groups in such an order that A comes first, B second, C third
and D fourth. A further significant feature is that this order is
basic to the existence of the individual members of these four
groups. It is an order of possibility of existence with actual
existence serving as a limit of this order. Accordingly, we have
constructed a relation from which an order can be derived
possessing at least one of the distinctive characteristics of temporal
series, viz. that listed at the end of section 1 above as (8).

Let us now turn to the characteristic (a), viz. to the dating
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function of the present and the distinction between past and
future. A similar distinction is also called for in the interrelated
set which we have constructed. We began by taking A as having
actual determinate existence, and the mode of existence of all the
other terms was determined by this postulate. But what happens
if we take another postulate and confer actual determinate exis-
tence upon, say, B! instead of A? When we do this the set of
interrelated terms immediately becomes divisible into two sets.
One set consists of the terms which are entailed by but do not
entail B!, and the other set consists of the terms which both entail
and are entailed by B!. Thus A is entailed by but does not entail
B'. Accordingly, if we postulate that B® has determinate actual
existence, we must likewise suppose that A has determinate
existence. Again, the disjunction C! or C? and the disjunction of
D' or D? and D2 or D3 both entail and are entailed by Bt
Accordingly, relative to B! each of the individual elements of these
disjunctions has in varying orders only possibility of existence.
This distinction between two distinct sets, with B! as their
common origin, one of actual determinate existents and the other
of possibilities, seems to correspond closely with the familiar
dlSthUOn. between past and future. In other respects the corres-
Pf’r{den_ce 15 equally close. For instance, we noted earlier that the
distinction between past and future is not an arbitrary one depend-
Ing upon whim. Now it may be objected that we constructed two
sets from our set of interrelated terms simply by postulating in an
%ntxrely arbl’trary manner that B! had actual determinate existence.
ar‘:}t’ g}‘%ﬁgrétthWe have postulated with as much justification that
existences Ther terms within the same sets h_ad actual determinate
‘ Lheanswer is ‘no’. It is by a logical necessity that we

?'éu;t refef:r the relations between the serially ordered sets of terms
ArI11e o thelr. number and no other. )
Y Set which comprehends determinate and disjunctive terms
related in the

ordering. I Wway outlined is both self—deterrr.linin.% 33;103‘31%
including on POssesses both these functions prl_marl}}'] ug
COnStitutionE €y term. This l'cey term determines the gremse}
disjunctione O}tlh of the determinate subset and.of the subset o
prehensive SW ich the set compreh?nds_. Belatlve to t'he com-
liberal or j] Ct €very other term which it includes is elther too
rilliberal in what it permits to joint—membershlp. The
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key term accounts for the joint-membership of all, but only
through their being related to each other in certain specific ways.
For this reason, then, the set which it originates is both self-
determining and self-ordering.

Thus B! rules out the following terms as possibilities of any
order of existence, viz. C* and D4 If in contrast we were to
postulate C? as having actual determinate existence we would in
addition rule out D? as having possibility of existence of any
order. In other words the point at which the set of determinate
existents divides from the set of indeterminate existents or the
set of possibilities depends upon the precise membership of these
sets. No other term in either of these sets could serve as the point
of division without broadening or narrowing the membership of
these sets. Therefore, within any set of terms it is not an arbitrary
matter which term functions as the point of division between the
two subsets.

Here lies the parallel between the series we have constructed
and fact (a) about time. At any moment after 1815 it is (i.e. was
or will be) true to say ‘The battle of Hastings was before the
battle of Waterloo’, but before 1066 it could only have been true
to say ‘The battle of Hastings will be before the battle of Water-
loo’. In short there is no absolute serial relation of any date or
dated event to other dates or dated events in the temporal series.
It is always relative to some other. In the same way there is no
absolute order for any pair of terms in our set of disjunctive
relationships, since whether they both belong to one set is relative
to some other term. For this reason the terms exist as possibilities
or actualities in the timeless sense of ‘exist’, only relative to the
absolute origin A. Relative to other origins their existence ag
actualities or possibilities is not timeless. The distinctions made
by the various past and future tenses in both the indicative and
subjunctive moods become necessary.

If, then, the Libertarian hypothesis is correct, we may conclude
that a temporally inflected language is something more than 3
convenient but dispensable linguistic device, as some have
represented it. Likewise it is something more than a mode of
description dictated by a purely contingent ignorance about the
part of time we call ‘the future’, as others have believed. On the
Libertarian theory the primary necessity for a temporally inflected
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language is neither linguistic nor epistemological, but ontological.
I have still to show, however, that temporal inflections have on
the Libertarian hypothesis to be used in the manner peculiar to the
standpoint of the agent as demonstrated in Chapter vii. From
the agent’s standpoint his immediate future is as determinate as
his past, for it is in a prediction of the form ‘T am going to ...
that he expresses his purpose. In Chapter vir we showed how the
agent’s standpoint entailed Libertarian Indeterminism. If we now
can show that Libertarian Indeterminism entails the agent’s
outlook on the immediate future, we will have demonstrated not
merely the consistency of Libertarian Indeterminism with the
responsibility created by choice, but its identity as well. It is
usual for Libertarians to claim that indeterminacy is an indispens-
able condition of choice, but more unusual to contend explicitly
as I do that it is a sufficient condition as well.
If the relationship between A, B! and the disjunction C! or
C? provides a parallel for the relationship between past, present,
and future from the agent’s point of view, which of these terms
1s the event which the agent must predict in order to express his
ntention? Obviously it is BY, the origin of this subsystem —
Decause Bl is the last member of the set of determinate existents
In the subsystern before it joins the set of disjunctions. Accord-
ln_gly, all the set of determinate terms originated by B! (i.e. in
this instance A alone) must, with the exception of B! itself, be
Interpreted a5 belonging to the past, and B* must be included in
the 'uture along with the disjunctions or determinables which it
Ofiginates.

Ut we have assumed here that the relationship between A, B!,
an(.i the disjunction C! or C?is compatible with the agent’s stand-
POInt towards the future, whereas this is what has now to be
gi;"ged- It is obvious to begin _with .that no term in its capacity as
savg rtlhOf a Subsystem can be identified with the present. As we
in t},le € present is not an event but a date when some feverltS are
event ?ftasltl and others in the futu_re.. If. the present pertains to any
in the ; all it can only do so, albeit indirectly, to the sum of events
COnsiStzvo fc‘hﬂ"erent sets originating frgm the origin: i.e. the prgse }?t

by Of the pastness of one Rartlcular set of events an dt e
; dentify of yet a}notl'_xer. One mlght,‘ of course, be t?mpte to
Y the origin with the so-called specious present’: but that
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is a psychological or epistemological category, and not an
ontological one. We are here concerned with what the origin is,
and not with how it is known. One can without any logical
absurdity identify, as I would, the specious present with the latest
part of the past.

The only feasible question is whether the origin is the im-
mediate past and not the immediate future. At first sight it might
seem more natural to group the origin with the rest of the
determinate existents which it originates, and exclude it from the
group of less determinate existents (disjunctions) or determinate
possibilities (disjuncts). In that case the origin would belong to
the past, for the past is determinate. But on closer scrutiny there
are better reasons for the reverse procedure. Each origin implies
but is not implied by the set of determinate existents which it
originates, e.g. B! implies but is not implied by A and C! implies
but is not implied by B* and A. On the other hand, each origin
both implies and is implied by the set of disjunctions which it
originates, e.g. B! with respect to the disjunction C* or C?, or C!
with respect to the disjunction D* or D% Now, this is just the
relation which from the agent’s point of view holds between his
most immediate and his less immediate future. What I am about
to do entails the possibilities of action that lie before me in the
future and likewise the possibility of these actions entails that I
am about to do now what I am about to do. At the same time
from the agent’s point of view what I am about to do entails my
past in so far as the circumstances of action (cf. Chapter vir) are
indispensable to my action. Furthermore, from the same stand-
point, what I am about to do is not entailed by my past. Accord-
ingly, we must interpret the set of equivalent terms including the
origin as the future, and the set of determinate terms apart from
the origin as the past. The origin, though determinate, is the
immediate future and not the immediate past.

Libertarian Indeterminism, then, is a sufficient condition of
responsibility for voluntary action, and not merely an indispens-
able one. It entails the kind of futurity which from the agent’s
point of view is peculiar to himself. From the agent’s point of
view his future is not merely incompletely conditioned by the
past, but the fact of its being only incompletely conditioned by
other events is what gives it its futurity. At first sight then an
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important question may still seem to be left unexplained. How is
it that I am about to do one thing rather than the other things
which I could equally well do? Or, alternatively, if B* implies and
is implied by the disjunction C! or C%, why should I say that C!
rather than C2 (or vice versa) is the future? If the futurity of events
consists of their indeterminacy this question could have no
answer, or so it might seem. It can, however, be answered up to a
point. The fact that I am about to adopt one of the particular
courses open to me rather than the others is certainly not deter-
mined by my past. It is determined by my remoter future — by
the fact that the course I shall adopt determines and is determined
by a further range of possibilities. B! for instance is not deter-
mined by A because A determines the disjunction B! or B2 It is
on the contrary determined by the disjunction Ct or C2 My going
to catch the 9.30 a.m. rather than my doing something else is
determined by the possibilities of action open to me when I reach
my destination. The determinate character of the immediate
future is determined by the particular range of possibilities of the
more remote future and that in turn is determined by the still
remoter future. If there were no remoter future consisting of a
certain set of possibilities and excluding others, then I could have
no determinate future. In fact the entire distinction between past
and future would lapse.
ertain further implications of my argument remain to be
€Xamined. It may seem that to each agent there must correspond
an indeterministic system of relations similar to the one I have
Constructed. Therefore I may seem faced with the unpleasant
tlemma of maintaining, either that there is only one agent in the
Universe since there is only one process of time, or that there are
>¢veral processes of time since there are more agents than one.
th‘/;;ri}if one interprets Einstein’s theory.of relativity as entailing
tha d.lere are many different systems of time, we have not escaped
the sl emma, since many of our acquaintances seem to belong to
ame time system as ourselves.
actior;lother difficulty is that other things besides my voluntary
invol S occur in the future. I can predict that .I am going to sneeze
- -untarxl):', or that there will be an eclipse of the sun at a
Ttain date in the remote future.

oth these difficulties, however, are the result of forgetting
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that from his standpoint the agent’s position in the universe is
unique. It is not strictly parallel to the position of other agents.
His future actions are not just one series out of a number of
concurrent series of future events. If voluntary, they are done in
consideration of the situation or the possibilities for the future
which the situation permits. In deciding to catch the 9.30 a.m.
the agent decides and acts in consideration of what he takes to
be the facts about the future behaviour of trains, taxis, booking
clerks, etc. etc. The future of everything else, objects and other
agents, is, in other words, constitutive of the future of the agent
from his private standpoint: nothing else is externally related to
him. It is through this internal relation to him, accordingly, that
events other than his actions have, from the standpoint of the
agent, a temporal position in the past or future. Even where
predictions are made on sufficient inductive grounds with no
apparent reference to the agent, the grounds are insufficient for
determining whether the inferred event takes place in the past or
future, or even in some cases whether it takes place before or
after the data. To determine the temporal reference of the grounds
reference must be made to the agent. All this has been shown in
greater detail in Chapters vir and vIII _ _

One important qualification to the pre_cedmg account remains
to be made. As applied to the interpretation of human agency in
the form it actually takes, this analysis presents a W1§leadmgly
simplified picture. It may suggest that the possibilities whlc_h
constitute both the near and the remote future of any agent lie
open before him in an obvious way. It may seem to suggest that
even if at any moment he does not know what he will do in the
remoter future, he at least can know what will be P0551b1§ for
him to do. Apart, however, from situations W.h{Ch are entirely
familiar to us, we are in actual fact always acquiring new know-
ledge about ourselves and the world in which we live. C(?nse—
quently, we have a continually changing idea of W}.lat respectively
our past or future possibilities actually were or ‘.Vl_ll. 1_38- _Flgrther—
more, this change in our conception of our P9§s1b111t1es is itself a
contributing condition of their being p0551b111t1.es.'The_se facts do
not, however, affect the basic validity of the principle in terms of
which we have interpreted human agency. )

There is, then, nothing left to explain if one can establish that

L
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the future is incompletely determined by the past. It is precisely
when one of two things is partially determined by the other in
the way described above that it becomes possible to say of both
that they are events and that the former will occur later than the
other if the latter will occur. Such explanation as the occurrence
of _this rather than that partially determined event requires is
entirely supplied by the possibilities and impossibilities for the
remoter future to which it leads. The unresolved but specific
possibilities of the remoter future both explain and are explained
by the.determinate form which the immediate future will take.
'_rhE_re is nothing paradoxical about this conclusion, since it does
Justice to the essential lack of complete inductive warrant already
md_lcated in Chapters v1 and vir as peculiar to predictions in
‘\fwhmh the agent expresses purpose. We must never forget that
tﬁi_ }ir;géeg¥ t}lhe future includes what he is about to do as vye!l.as

is environment and that, further, the potentialities

of his environment are constitutive of what he is about to do
(Chapter virr).



CHAPTER X

CONCLUSION

HE purpose throughout the preceding chapters has been to
Tpresent a coherent form of Libertarian doctrine. So far I have
dwelt mainly on questions of internal consistency. In concluding,
however, I wish to consider, first the general adequacy of my
account as an account of all the relevant facts, second the general
significance for philosophy of the topic, and third the general
nature and appropriateness of the methods I have employed. For
convenience I start from the assumption that I have done what I
set out to do. I have resolved the alleged paradox in Libertarian
Indeterminism by an analysis of various concepts associated with
the words ‘responsibility’, ‘chance’, ‘accident’, etc. The paradox
depends upon the failure to see that in its formulation similar
words have been used to express two different concepts which I
have labelled ‘explanatory responsibility’ and ‘narrative respon-
sibility’. Further, I have shown that responsibility of the narrative
kind for doing one thing rather than another must and can only
exist where a full (as distinct from a limited) responsibility of the

explanatory kind for doing one thing rather than another is
absent,

I

Apart from questions of internal consistency, facts may seem
to present Libertarians with difficulties in at least two important
ways. These two I shall now consider.

() First: Libertarianism may seem to rule out the possibility
of making definite and reliable predictions. Now we do predict
with considerable accuracy and success. Indeed, the intelligent
and voluntary behaviour of human beings is predictable as well as
the behaviour of inanimate things. It won’t do, of course, just to
distinguish between the behaviour of purely physical objects, on
the one hand, and the voluntary behaviour of persons, on the
other, in order to confer indeterminacy upon the latter but with-
hold it from the former. Human agents, whatever else they are,

55
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are physical objects, and their behaviour is causally connected
with the behaviour of physical objects. Any indeterminacy in
their behaviour must accordingly be communicated to the
behaviour of the physical objects.

However, we must not forget that the indeterminacy required
by Libertarianism is definitely a restricted indeterminacy. It can-
not entail the complete unpredictability of physical events. The
accuracy with which we can predict an eclipse of the sun, for
instance, is not incompatible with indeterminacy in human
behaviour. Even if we grant that every component of our solar
system, or even the universe, is causally related to the behaviour
of each human agent, none of our actions are, at the present stage
of technology, likely to affect the behaviour of the sun to an
extent that would make our prediction inaccurate. Of course, the
possibility of turning the earth into an incandescent mass by
means of nuclear fission or fusion is by this time imaginable. In
this way the earth’s relation to the sun might be altered and our
former predictions about solar eclipses invalidated by human
agency. However, the extent of human impotence in altering the
course of nature remains considerable and widely recognized.

It might be objected that one can predict the behaviour of the
ultimate constituents of matter with an extremely high degree of
accuracy. Accordingly, since human beings are physical objects,
1t must in principle be possible to predict their behaviour with a
Sll’l‘l.llal' degree of accuracy, even though as a matter of fact it may

¢ impossible to compile the necessary data about ultimate par-
ticles. The high degree of accuracy possessed by such predictions
:O:ISC?Ot possibly permit any indeterminacy in the occurrence of
ace lons betweer} which the agent chooses. The range of in-
uracy ‘would be imperceptible to human sense-organs unaided
ir?'stsfli:llélﬁc instruments, and normally we don’t require scientific
which w:ts to inform ourselves of the range of actions between
‘must choose.
" Cle:ih!;ltlg:}llt reply that it is just in the realm of sub-atomic par-
application eI principle of: indeterminacy has its most striking
mOmemums. :i is 1mpqs§1ble, for instance, to determine the
accuracy Aan the position of electrons with equal degrees of
variabley Ccuracy in the measurement of any one of these
S Involves a comparative inaccuracy in the measurement
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of the other. It is, accordingly, perfectly consistent with the find-
ings of science to hold that there is a restricted indeterminacy in
the universe.! But in different ways this restriction may seem both
too great and too small. Too great, because if there is restricted
indeterminacy in the behaviour of the ultimate constituents of all
physical matter, then everything in the physical universe is an
agent, according to the thesis of the previous chapters. Too small,
because the indeterminacy which the Libertarian wishes to attri-
bute to the human agent is much less restricted. Depending upon
whether one decides to catch a plane one may on a given day find
oneself in places as physically separate as, say, Edinburgh or
Singapore. How can the equal possibility of two such widely
different courses be explained in terms of the minute indeter-
minacies exhibited by electrons and their aggregates? Neither
difficulty to my mind is insuperable.

To make a hard and fast distinction between things which are
merely physical and things which are people who act voluntarily
may seem difficult if we try and reconcile indeterminacy in the
sub-atomic world with the thesis of the previous chapters. If
restricted indeterminacy is a sufficient condition of agency, and
also is exhibited by the ultimate constituents of physical matter,
then everything must be capable of voluntary action. But even so,
I see no reason why we should insist on such a hard and fast
distinction. May there not be degrees of agency depending upon
degrees of indeterminacy? After all we do recognize such grada-
tions when we compare the actions of human agents with the
actions of lower forms of life. Furthermore, we experience diffi-
culty in distinguishing animal from vegetable, and even animate
from inanimate. Human beings may owe their principal difference
from other things just to the comparative wideness of the range
of actions open to them. We might suppose that the function of
the human nervous system is to superimpose, one upon the other,
the indeterminacies in behaviour of some of the constituents of
our bodies — to trigger off larger indeterminacies by means of the
smaller ones. This is, presumably, a hypothesis capable, when
more fully elaborated, of empirical confirmation.

1 For the logical inevitability of some indeterminacy of'px_'edic.tion in any system o.f
mechanics, classical or quantum, cf. K. Popper, ‘Indeterminism in Quantum Physics’,
The British Journal for the Philosophy of Science, vol. I, nos. 2 and 3, 1950.
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I'am not at all sure, however, that the indeterminacies exhibited
by electrons really require that I should speculate about whether
electrons, or the objects they constitute, must be agents of essen-
tially the same kind as human beings. The indeterminacy in the
observed behaviour of sub-atomic particles seems, in many cases
at least, to be due to the fact that the observer must act upon them
in order to observe them. His measuring instruments alter the
behaviour of the thing measured. Consequently, this kind of
indeterminacy is consistent with quite a different sort of hypo-
thesis about the human nervous system. The behaviour of the
constituents of matter, on this hypothesis, is not normally in-
deterministic. But in the human nervous system, and perhaps in
Othefs., special conditions exist which produce indeterminacy of
behaviour. This indeterminacy may affect the observed behaviour
of the material particles which exhibit the ‘complementarity’
Phenorpena described by Bohr,? although their actual behaviour
1s not indeterministic, Tt g not, however, my intention here to
arbitrate between the available hypotheses, nor even to formulate
them exhaustively, ’
taria(;icgs :ﬁi‘iv‘?lg the question of consistency between Lll?jr-
very brief thlz: ysical science I would like, however, to cons1sei
ages Showzan ; possible relevance of entropy. "._['he_ urllVFrse a
or entropy Accréczlc?asmg randomness, disorganization 0 C.neggo};;
for determ.inin ihmgly’ the stage 'o.f entropy serves as a Crl}ier "
two differeny }glas e t?mporal position relative to each ot esort
of temporal sip N (C;S 0 I\tIhe same physical set-up. Entro([l)y 1s gf N
concept of engerp st. Now, I have no (_:lear understanding b
clear unde gY as used by physxc1sts. and consequently
howe Istanding of the concept of disorganized energy- If,
the n:;fl;iyof?gilmr?a_se of randomness’ they mean ‘an increase in
one momeng andsgtésmons of the universe that are possible fat }?:SY
possibilities” che o ecrease in the probability of any one 0 tt be
fully apparent N }?vance.of entropy to my argument rr}llus h'e
increase in th;a - € previous c_hz.q?t'er I.have maintained t 1at this

mber of possibilities is not merely a criterion
& serial order in time but the relation from which

1 Al instein. : .o
Schilp),en Einstein. P/u[a:ap/zer-Scxenzx:t, p- 223 (Library of Living Philosophers, ed.

% Cf. Eddington, The Nature of the Physical World, chap. 1v.

for determinin
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the temporal series is derivative. Consequently, subject to the
qualifications I have made, the presence of entropy provides
empirical confirmation for my argument.! It does not establish it,
of course, because a logical analysis cannot be established by
empirical means.

This only completes one phase, however, in our reply to the
question whether Libertarianism is consistent with prediction.
Objections are often based not upon the predictability of physical
occurrences in general but of human behaviour in particular. We
make quite a habit of predicting the behaviour of social groups
and the voluntary actions of individuals.

Predictions about social groups, indeed, are often based upon
our knowledge of the social organization of a society, and those
about individuals upon our knowledge of their character. These
predictions, however, are seldom specific to the last degree. I
don’t predict exactly how many students will come to my lecture
tomorrow, nor who they will be, but only that the majority will
turn up, because there are no holidays, nor epidemics, etc., and
because I know several things about them, such as their anxiety
to pass examinations or their willingness to be bored. Provided
the indeterminacy of behaviour in a number of individuals is
restricted, it will always be possible to make reliable predictions
about the groups they comprise. In much the same way we make

1In his Philosophie der Raum-Zeit-Lehre (recently translated as The Philosophy of
Space and Time) and in his posthumously published The Direction of Time Hans Reichen-
bach has interpreted entropy in terms of the frequency instead of the disjunctive account
of probability. By means of this interpretation he has given an alternative analysis of the
serial order of time. It is, however, much less economical than the analysis I give above.
In order to derive serial temporal order from probability relations his frequency inter-
pretation of probability compels him to distinguish the order of between-ness among
events as more basic than their serial temporal order, and to derive the order of between-
ness from the one-one connections between events postulated by the laws of classical
mechanics. Secondly, he has to account quite separately for the distinction between past,
present, and future, as expressed by the temporal inflections of verbs (cf. above Chapter
1x). The disjunctive analysis, on the other hand, accounts for temporal between-ness,
serial order, and the temporal inflections of verbs all in one.

Apart from being uneconomical his analysis is prima facte circular.

(a) If the non-statistical laws of classical mechanics are less basic than statistical laws
how can the order of temporal between-ness which depends upon the former be funda-
mental to the frequency interpretation of statistical laws?

(8) The only sense in which an event B can be regarded as temporally between A and
C requires the fulfilment of three conditions. (i) B is simultaneous neither with A nor C;
(ii) if it is before C then it is after A; and (iii) if it is after C then it is before A.

Accordingly even though it may be left indeterminate whether B is before or after C,
the serial temporal relations of defore and after are basic to the relation of temporal berween-
ness and not derivable from it.
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. . rd them as collec-
reliable predictions about gases when Wekfegi‘v how each indivi
tions of individual molecules. We do not kno 1 ob |

i know they will observe the
dual molecule will behave but we kno cs. Such Know-
limi i f lated in the laws of mechanics. now
imits which are formulated in the la _ ith 2 hioh degree
ledge i ient for th f predicting witl1 a igh degre
edge is sufficient for the purpose of p 0o molecules 2 a
of probability the behaviour of the collection A
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whole. The analogy between gases Otber factors which
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P y ns about 1nd.1v1.dual persons. dividual’s behaviour are
_ Many of our predictions about an individua ~6. This mav be
simply based upon our knowledge of his intentl0 ol frorglhis
erived either from observation of his actions or ¥ vgis}il o den
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that an agent’s intentions condition his actions in S way,
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USt suppose that indeterminacy in agency iS antec ©oF condi.
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abit, there our actions whi
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e n the ot.her hand character often is suPPOsed to consist 0 fa
T re reflectwe, less mechanical, pattern in @ man's behaviour
an hablt. There may be a Peculiar klnd Of set in hlS dehberate
PUIposes in accordance with which he invariably behaves in a
Certain manner. But is this set itself deliberative or purposive? I



CONCLUSION 161

think in many discussions it has been wrongly assimilated to the
habitual or more mechanical form of behaviour. One must admit,
however, that the set in an individual’s choices, which we call his
character, is seldom as deliberate as the actions he performs in
accordance with the set. Pre-eminently it is the specific properties
of the action which are fully deliberate, and not the general charac-
teristics which predispose the agent in that particular action’s
favour. It is, however, a familiar fact that we often apprehend only
dimly the more general characteristics of a phenomenon. Someone
with a good but relatively untutored ear can recognize a certain
composition as Mozart’s at first hearing without being able to
define his criterion for recognition. Similarly, an agent may choose
in doing a particular action to realize some general characteristic
without being able properly to distinguish the general from the
particular aspect.

In so choosing he may even feel the sort of compulsion which
moved Luther to say ‘Ich kann nicht anders’. An overwhelming
revulsion towards any other course may seem to well up from th.e
very ground of his being. This way of putting it, however, is
metaphorical and a trifle narcissistic. As a simple fact it is part
of the discovery of one’s own personality to bring to reflective
consciousness the general course one has espoused and of whic,h
one has hitherto had only a particularized awareness in one's
particular responses to particular situations. One’s character, thfen,
or the set in one’s purposes, is not a predetermined cast in which
one’s actions are moulded. The character of his actions has been
chosen by the agent in choosing to do various characteristic
actions, even though he is unaware that he has performed these
actions for the sake of their common characteristic. Consequently,
a Libertarian can recognize that we base predictions about action
upon knowledge of character as cheerfully as he can recognize
that we can predict an action upon knowing that the agent has
chosen or intended to do it.

However, one must not ignore the influence of genetic factors
in the formation of character. There is evidence that where one
member of a pair of identical twins has had a criminal record, the
other twin has had, in a very high proportion of the cases investi-
gated, a remarkably similar criminal record. Where the twins, on
the other hand, are not identical, there is no noteworthy correla-
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tion.! The significance of such cases, however, may well be super-
ficial. Probably criminals are more subject to various kinds
of compulsions or psycho-somatic defects which limit their free-
dom than any other class of person. Consequently the fact that
criminal identical twins have almost identical records does not
sufficiently indicate that the behaviour of non-criminal identical
twins is almost identical. An independent investigation of the
non-criminal class is really required. In any case the Libertarian
can admit that the limitations to indeterminacy are inherent in the
agent as well as in the circumstances in which the agent acts.
Accordingly, he can willingly admit that temperament, for in-
stance, is largely dependent upon genetic factors and that con-
sequently the actions to which an agent’s temperament gives rise

are genetically determined in part. But there is no reason why he
should concede more than this.

in o e second apparent difficulty for Libertarianism consists
lsr;.etmhet Phenomena of second-sight or precognition. These may
© suggest that the future is every bit as determinate as the
S:;(}igto?zhmmhb};as been mad? of this difficulty in recent d_is-
respectabiljt : If?ro em Qf'free. wxll,. perhap.s becausg the scientific
The difﬁculty (})1 Pr}fl?COgmthn is believed still to be in the balance.
0 predesting’t' o5, nowever, the°1°_g‘cal precedents in the doctrine
everything j lclm dz_lccordmg to which God has foreknowledge of
20 dlinessgw encu Ing our ultlm‘ate_: destiny and given suﬁiqel]—llt
any ma (}anl share his convictions on the last matter s wcfe .
Precognitiog bee content to wait until the weight ‘of eyld.encei. or
tons with an :Cc?mes 1rresxst1b1e.bef().re copsxdgrmg its imp 1?a-
three reasons.yFierrslto L,flflrlfiss..But this attltud.e is a little bit crassﬁ c());
Stems at Jeagy par K Freslstince to the evidence for precogmmo_
d.atmg it in our p y Eom the apparent difficulty of accom -
tions of concept O{ma conceptual framework. The.refore,.ques
delay ang Withp l‘fah consistency should be entered into without
We remain aloo? the diligence we can muster. Secondly, whther
all, th ough SOmeor not, fthe fact Eem}?ms that many people, possxb}y
precognitive more frequent y than others, dq have' appa.rent y
€xperiences. If one is gifted or afflicted in this way

1See C. E.M. Joad

M. Cranston, Fi » Guide to the Philosophy of Morals and Politics, p. 235,also cited by

eedom, p. 161.
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one remains worried, and sometimes disorientated if they are
sufficiently disturbing, even while aware of the various hypo-
theses which explain them away. One may find oneself, for in-
stance, taking ineflective measures to avoid the apparently
precognized event. Thirdly, none of the explanations alternative to
that of precognition succeed in allaying the most significant
impression made by many of these experiences. What impresses

is not so much the identity in cognitive detail between the event

as supposedly precognized and its actual occurrence. When the

the ‘precognition’ takes place during sleep, as so often it does,

this identity can be remarkably inexact. Many experiences, taken

as experiences which involve one personally, have a peculiar quite

unique feel about them which is almost inexpressible in words.

Itis principally this identity in feel which arouses recognition when

the ‘precognized’ event actually occurs. It can, of course, be ex-

plained away by supposing that one has really had the feel of the

event for the first time and only imagines that one recognizes it.

But when this has been said one continues to imagine, and one

may feel uneasy about the claims of Libertarianism. The fact that

it is difficult if not impossible to devise public checks on this

supposed recognition does not justify our discounting it.

Let us then take precognitive experience at its face value and
examine more fully the relevant implications to find in particular
whether these are really inconsistent with Libertarianism. One
fact of importance is that so far as the evidence goes we do not
precognize the whole of our future. Why is this? It may have the
same sort of explanation as the fact that we do not remember the
whole of our past. The reason for this seems to be psychological
or physiological rather than any incompleteness in our past. We
may remember, forget, and remember again the same event several
times over. This suggests that there are events actually in the past
even at the point where there is a gap in one’s memory. On the
other hand, we precognize very much less of the future than we
remember of the past. Of course, we might conceivably precog-
nize, ‘forget’, and precognize again the same event in the future.
But the important point is that if we do this at all, we do it very
much less than we do the comparable things to the past. It must
be admitted that probably we have many more precognitions than
we recognize. Many may take place in dreams which we later
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forget. But it remains plausible that the apparent mf%equency of
our precognitions is real and at least partly due to an incomplete-
ness in the future rather than to a gap in our awareness. Much of
the future may not be determinate enough to be p'recog.lzllzed. May
Libertarians not congratulate themselves on this residue of in-
determinacy? R
This issue may seem to depend upon whether the future can
indeed be partially determinate and partially indeterminate. We
might argue that it must be either one or the other, but not par-
tially both. The fact that we can precognize anything at all shows,
it might be argued, that the distinction between past, present, and
future is not fundamental to the order of events. It must show that
all things which ever have occurred, are occurring, or will occur
do exist (in a timeless sense of ‘exist’). They are (timeless copula)
in temporal relations of antecedence, simultaneity, of SUbseq_U@ﬂce
to each other. The apparent emptiness which we describe as
future’ is a mere epistemological emptiness. In any act of know-
Ing we happen, for the most part to be ignorant of a certain batch
of events that exist (timelessly) after the act, and we label this
batch ‘the future’ to distinguish it from other batches of which we
ar€ not ignorant. But our ignorance, or partial ignorance, of t_hls
batch is 5 purely contingent limitation of human nature carrying
10 logica| necessity whatever.
ctually, however, we need not decide whether the future can
¢ Partially determinate and partially indeterminate because we can
account for the fact that precognitive phenomena are intermittent
cven on the supposition that the future is entirely 1ndetfar-
Mnate. Nor in order to do this need we attribute them to coin-
Cld?nce or to later imagination. A precognized event can simply
© Interpreted as an event which may or may not occur but as
Aving, irrespective of whether it occurs, an indeterminate tem-
Poral position or lack of order in the series of possible or actual
OcCCurrences,
be n the Preceding chapter I haye arguc?d that the dfstlréctlon
that ﬁen Past, present, and future is as basic to tzmporg for ert }?s
sa etwef:n before and after, for they bot'h are derived from the
e relation, The compactness of the diagram I used for 'fhls
PUrpose novy, achieves its proper significance in the explanation
of precognition,
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If the temporal order of a set of events depends upon 2 certain
relationship it follows that where this relationship is defecnl\ﬁe 1l)n
asymmetry or transitivity, or connexity, temporal order w1 :
replaced by temporal disorder. All three of these pr0pert1esliI W
saw, must characterize any relation which orders pf:rfectly. 0‘3
one of the ways in which time may be disorderly is rePreserg'e
by the compactness of our diagram. This has prqduc? ha
failure in the asymmetry of the relation between certain 02 t g
terms. B2 is the referent of a one-many relation W_lth C_ }3?31
C3, but likewise C? is the referent of a one-many relation Wl‘tf
and B2. Perhaps the symmetry is brought out more clearly dl we
say that not only is B2 the indispensable and sufficient con 5120.11
of a disjunction between C? and something else, but ,that o8
likewise an indispensable and sufficient condition of a dls]ur-mttl}?.n
between B? and something else. If we express the symmetry il }:S
way we should notice, however, that this sort of symmetry int ef
relation between B% and C? is reinforced, by 2 Slmd:“r sort ?
symmetry between B! and C2. Not only is B* the indispensable
and sufficient condition of a disjunction between 92 and some-
thing else, but also C?is an indispensable and sufficient condition
of a disjunction between B! and something else. We can se€, ©
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course, that the bare distinction between symmetry alnd asym-
metry isn’t really sufficiently sensitive to all the p(?S?lbfe ways in
which relations apart from the one-one type may d1ﬂe_r rom their
converses, but there is no need to enter into these niceties here.
Now if temporal order is derivable from the relaFlon of one-
many necessary connection, there might be certain tempgral
anomalies brought about by a defective asymmetry of the km.d
which the diagram represents. If we interpret C® as an event, it
would in certain respects be successor to A aﬂq to e_lther B! or
B®. In so far as it is a relatum of a one-many relationship of which
either B! or B2 is the referent, it succeeds A and tl_le latter two. But
in 50 far as it is the referent of a one-many relation to Bt and B?
it is temporally prior to either of these, and‘, furthermore, it must
compete with A for the position of immediate antececllence to B1
or B2 Of course, the respects in which C? Succeec_ls B* or B2 pre-
Ponderate over the respects in which it comes prior to them, C2
relative 1o B ang B2 is disjunctively related to C* and C3 respec-
“;’ely. Accordingly the respects in which it §uc§eeds either B! or
B2 are twice as strong as the respects in which it precedes them.
. - 1€ application of the diagram to the explanation of precog-
tion should now be apparent. It explains why the same event,
©-8: One represented by C2, may seem later in time than another
cvent, e.g Bl of B2, and yet to compete for the same position of
a}?.tecf?dence before B! or B as is occupied by A- Iq so far then as
:liiisvsgrt }C:f Situatign is the sort of situation }We diessgill?elj‘s (Prleccig‘
accon the analysis of-precogm.tlon given here itionq'ate. Iralso
iagrantf]gozr the relative patchiness of precogna Simislmce in our
to C2, (3 0 an.d D3 are the onlly other terms in ol arhposmon
rence.oft er dlagram_s are possible, of course, 1n which the occur-
T . such anomalies are .less or. more frequefgt-

Cognitire are, however, an indefinite number ? asPbECtS of pre-
seem tove experience which in this explanation blavle een or may
of Some afve been left out of account. No dou ht the f;‘l{ﬁlana}tlloln
Mattey in0 these would require auxiliary hypcit eses. The w ole
ere perf:ltes a more ga'reful welxghmg.tharl IC};m convenlegt y
the kernelrm' My provisional estimate, is that I have attended to

o of precognitive cxperience. -
perience 'agram has one further 1mp11'ca.t10n for precognitive ex-
which I can now make explicit. On this interpretation
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the event precognized will not necessarily occur. In the diagram
the possibility of C! and C? relative to A is not removed. A does
not necessitate C* as against C! and C3, although on the other
hand C2 does necessitate A. If, then, a necessary condition of
genuine precognitive experience is that the event cognized must
necessarily occur then the diagram fails to account for precog-
nitive experience. Now it may seem that the actual occurrence of
an event is our principal reason for saying that an event is ‘pre-
cognized’. But the strict conclusion is merely that the use of a
veridical term like ‘precognized’ may be question-begging. It may
be that all one needs to explain is why an experience which we
have actually had seems in a manner to have occupied a previous
Position in time. There may be no need to infer from the fact that
it has occupied in this manner a previous position in time that its
subsequent occurrence is necessary. All we may need to suppose
is that, whether it occurs or not, it has in certain limited respects
an indeterminate temporal position; for, of course, events which
may possibly occur have a relative temporal order as well as
events that do occur. On this interpretation, then, precognition is
not the direct experience at an earlier moment of an event that is
definitely located at a later moment. It is, on the contrary, an
indefinitely located experience of an event: and this experience
need not be one which actually has taken place or will actually
take place — it may be one that could have taken place or could
be about to take place. _

Onmy interpretation there is, nevertheless, something approxi-
Mating towards necessity about a ‘precognized’ event. From the
diagram one can see at a glance that C% for instance, is more
Probable relative to A than either C* or C3. In fact it is twice as
Probable as either C! or C?® taken individually. Accordingly, I
¢an maintain that ‘precognitive’ experience gives some indication
of what w;// happen as against what may happen later. In a modi-
fied way, then, the use of the adjective ‘precognitive’ has a justi-
fication, though a ‘precognitive’ experience is no certain guarantee
for the later occurrence of an event.

I shall refrain, here, from investigating alternative diagrams
which by representing a slightly different nexus of relation would
appear to endow precognitive experience with greater predictive
Power. Itis sufficient for my present purpose to have shown that the
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possibility of precognition follows from a s'pec1lahzlzctltef;0r1r? “c:f
Libertarianism. It is not merely consistent with t leesoteri.c teme_:
investigated further, I think several freak, or modrelikewise o L
poral experiences of other kinds would be found ce the engral
cable by means of other specialized forms. But SlEvious Igshan’t
principle of explanation should by this time .l?efo the sake of a
Postpone the conclusion of my central thesis tor

digression.

2

Has the topic of this analysis any very great Slgnlﬁcancel f_or
ethics or other branches of philosophy? Recent wrxlte{s on ethics
such as Stevenson? and Hare? have tended to treat t leir views on
free will, if they have any, as somewhat of a luxgry- T};e 1;51}% they
Seem to feel, has little urgency and in no way impertls tdEI‘r more
important views on the logic of ‘right’, ‘ought 2 and ‘good’.

here other branches of philosophy apart from ethics are con-
cerned the jssue may well seem to have outlived its 51gmﬁcar.xce.
It was a live issue when doctrines of predestination or theological
determinism engaged the general interest. They no l_onger do so.

' Was a live issue in the heyday of classu:_al physics. But now
Physicists make fewer assumptions. It was a live issue when Freud
¥as a scandal. But now he seems no more than a pioneer in a
Science, the basic concepts of which we must continue to sCrutinize
and revige, Why should the subject of free will excite us? Hasn’t
1t gone a bit musty? )
. € must not, however, let the longevity of the subject ob§c11_re
.S importance, It has indeed been extremely unfortu}nate in its

tory. Too often it has featured as the sticking point beyond
Which the more scrupulous have felt reluctant to screw the various
Xttapolatory fads of their day. In consequence they have tended

© affirm free will in terms of the very concepts by which it
Seemed mog; imperilled. The deus ex machina is invoked to rescue
us from his machine. Too seldom has any effort beer} made to
ar}alyse the concepts specific and peculiar to agency. Philosophers
With insistent intellects such as Kant, and Bradley in his Collected
-2y, have indeed allowed some light to percolate into the sub-
ject by Straining the mechanistic categories by which they were

! Ethics and Language, pp. 312ff. 2 The Language of Morals, p, vi.
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bedevilled almost to the point of transparency. In consequence
they are slighted as muddled or obscure. Within recent years,
however, a fresh approach has become evident in, for instance,
the realization that expressions of intention are in some way
peculiar.

The importance of the subject is undeniable if only because it
concerns the understanding of ourselves and the sort of world in
which we are accommodated. This perhaps could be shown better
if we were to enter into the ethical implications of the issue. I have
so far, however, shown a marked lack of concern with ethics.
This may seem the more remarkable since many Libertarians
have looked upon themselves as the guardians and preservers of
that department. Morality, they suppose, depends for its applic-
ability upon the freedom of the will in the indeterministic inter-
pretation of freedom. I am not disposed to deny this. I merely
think there is very little point in affirming it at the present juncture
of philosophical thought. At the moment the precise status of
predicates like ‘right’, ‘ought’, and ‘good’ is controversial and
their metaphysical implications in consequence correspondingly
unsettled.

My silence on this subject, then, has been due to the conviction
that we shall not discover very much more about the logic of
‘right’, ‘ought’, and ‘good’ until we discover more about the
logic of statements about actions or agents in general. The maxim
‘Ought implies can’ supplies a conceptual bridge between ethics
and metaphysics which moralists should cross from the meta-
physical side.

We need only reflect how prevalent in past ethical writings
are distinctions between actions and intentions and motives, or
between actions and their consequences. Almost invariably they
are misconceived as some of my conclusions in preceding chapters
are enough to show. Or consider again the parallel between the
mechanistic model of action as proceeding from a composition of
independent desires which compel and the intuitionist’s realm of
independent intrinsic values which attract. Then there are the
contemporary moralists who are still so tickled with their hunch
that the use of language for describing is different from its use in
evaluating, advising, commending, recommending, appraising,

prescribing, and so on and so forth, that they have forgotten to
M
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give adequate attention to what the significant d.ifffzrence:s, if any,
between all these activities happen to be. What is it, ff)r Instance,
that distinguishes a world in which the former activity alone is
applicable, if that makes sense, from a world in Wthh_the latFer
are applicable as well? Until questions like this are saFlsfactorin
solved, the hunch is no more than a hunch depending for its
ascendancy merely upon the fact that it hadn’t occurred unequi-
yocally to our predecessors. The gate across the conceptual bridge
Ought implies can’ has indeed been unlocked. We need no longer
feel quite so puzzled by Kant's question ‘How can reason be
Practical?’ But the traffic hasn’t properly begun-

Nor must we forget that our ethical differences.aré more than a
matter of interpreting a homogeneous and universally acceptable
morality. They reflect to a considerable extent differences between
moralities. Praise and blame, for instance, function more as tools
of instruction or compulsion for the authoritarian whereas for the
liberal they become less gross. Their vehicles are viewed by the
latter as primarily modes of personal intercourse and no longer
carry quite the same weight of interference. There is a pervasive
difference of emphasis here even where content remains substan-
tiall}'r the same. Differences of this kind stem from conflicting con-
ceptions of man and signify the metaphysical shallowness or
Profundity of the moralities they typify. Metaphysics and the issue
of free will in particular must come first.

S_O_ much, then, for the ethical relevance of the subject. But in
addition I hope I have succeeded in suggesting and in some cases
In §h0wing how it is more central to some of the major non-
ethical Ppreoccupations of philosophy than is commonly suspected.
An understanding of freedom and responsibility provides an
analysis of the concepts of substance, personal identity as a self-

€termining unity, and time. It may further offer a clue to the
analysis of other equally important concepts which in the course
Oh my argument I have had rather lamely to postulate but now
shall not specify so as 1ot to give hostages to the future.

3
I.have, it may be observed, been treating my subject as pri-
marily ontological in scope and only secondarily as psychological.
ave treated choice as the sort of thing we have or by which we
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are faced, rather than as one of our mental processes distinguish-
able from the other volitional or conative processes in which we
engage. As I have tried to indicate, this is a matter of emphasis
rather than a limitation in subject. It can be explained by the
importance I have placed upon the distinction between the agent’s
and the alien standpoint. When we take the agent’s standpoint
towards his future voluntary action in abstraction from the alien
standpoint the nature of our inquiry becomes ontological. Choice
is, then, the thing by which he is faced. When we include the alien
standpoint which the agent in acting takes towards other agents,
and himself regarded impersonally, the inquiry must become
psychological as well. I must admit, however, that the psycho-
logical sections of my discussion are often sketchy and incidental
to the main ontological drift. This is because the ontological aspect
throws more light upon the psychological than vice versa, and
because at the same time it is less familiar. In not making an
adequate allowance for the distinction between the agent’s and the
alien standpoint most writers on the subject have given too great
prominence to psychological categories at a stage in the inquiry
where they are inappropriate.

Throughout these chapters I have in effect given the dualism
between the agent’s and the alien standpoint the ultimate status
traditionally reserved for a dualism between mind and matter.
Standpoint, of course, seems to be a mental category; but I have
in fact reduced the difference between the agent from his own
and from the alien standpoint respectively to the difference be-
tween an indeterminacy which may be constituted by indeter-
minacies or determinacies among the standing conditions and
an indeterminacy which so constitutes an indeterminacy. This
reduction, of course, demands systematic application beyond the
immediate vicinity of intention, choice, and deliberation to the
more theoretical mental concepts which these practical concepts
seem indeed to involve. To undertake such a task simultaneously
with my analysis of responsibility might, however, distract the
attention on which each of these rather difficult topics makes
rather exclusive demands.

My analysis has raised and left unsettled questions less funda-
mental to psychology than this. In a fuller treatment I would have
to be more explicit about the role of consciousness in action. More,
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for instance, needs to be said about the extent to which conscious
processes are themselves actions and the extent to which they are
merely activities involved in action. More has also to be said about
the peculiarly emotive, even visceral, character of our de51re§ and
aversions, or again about the distinction between acting deliber-
ately, spontaneously, impulsively, and by habit. I could pass on
fo these questions by way of tying up loose ends left by preceding
chapters, but in the absence of some decision on the more funda-
mental question the effect would be unsatisfying- )
So much for scope and its perspective. conclude on the stulti-
fying topic of method. It is inevitable that I ShO‘_lld have paid
>Ome attention to the way in which certain expressions are used,
but I would hesitate on the strength of this to describe my method
of analysis a5 ‘linguistic’: ‘logical’ or ‘conceptual’ might be more
APPropriate, even if a trifle redundant in this context. In any case
~¥ INquiry has not been confined to the area of ordinary linguis-
HC usage. At no time did I wish to suggest that the philosophical
Problem has arjsen from the misuse of ordinary language. Some
Philosophica] problems arise simply in the attempt to 'enrl_ch
I:I:‘Ia‘f:age with a precision which for certain purposes it ordinarily
i;& langu?ge may be called upon to express subtleties which 1;
vo 1ot orignally envisage; or it may have t0 assimilate specia
ve cgibularl?s disseminated by new learning. One c;ould perhapi.
Voigigllakmg any explicit innovations in language clllilnthle foi:::i(s)e
i’"plz'cita];y or rules of use if one had corresponh' hgy peciﬁc
Vocabu] owlege of the ordinary context o w 111C a sp o
More lfl ary and grammar was adequate. Provided, then, onfc; T e
one w'?lr the primitive purity of our language than its uie uln s
More ™ choose to remain dumb whenever the context eaf)r?he
WOrdsc(omPk’?X- Tl‘lus there are perfectly ordinary uses Ot he
parad ause’ and ‘responsible’ which need not even sugges
O% of Libertarianism. ‘ .
reSporS;?glnly it may be the‘ case that when a man ;aySH ]Ohf;ﬁZ
ascriptiy € for that he uses ‘responsible’ more for what arht.ch :
ave co eﬁPUrPoses t}'nan-for the narrative purposes to whic .
is as lik Niined it. .Ordlnarll}f when a man uses the Wf)rd cause
S likely to use it of an object as of an event and still more likely
to use it of thyy part of the total conditions which is most directly
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controllable from his point of view. It is only when we begin to
use the word ‘responsible’ for the precondition of ascriptive
responsibility and the word ‘cause’ for the sort of relationship
between events that occur in accordance with scientific laws, that
the problem arises whether or not to identify responsibility with
causation and whether or not responsibility is consistent with
indeterminate causal relationships. But the problem has to arise,
for this is the only way in which we can become aware of the
limitations to the context within which certain uses are legitimate.

Philosophical method is, indeed, rather undercharacterized if
one describes it simply as analysis of some sort. Philosophical
perplexity is not simply the misconstruction of some clearly
delimitable conceptual nexus. If it was we could hope for the
‘once and for all’ sort of analysis which philosophers so often
promise but seldom seem able to bring off. The hope is vain
because concepts are open, not, or not only, in the sense that they
lack precise unity, but in the sense that they are incomplete. A
concept is always amenable to enrichment in the form of closer or
more comprehensive integration with other concepts. In conse-
quence there is always the possibility of relative progress and
legitimate controversy, though there can be no final settlement:
and each advance is subject to drastic revision.
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spective, 50, §6-8, G3-4; self-determin-
ing, 59, §52-3, §5-6, 104-5; temporally
indefinite, 167; subjectively conditioned,
56; temporally definite and indefinite,
54-5, 123

Profit, 118

Prometheus, 136

Propositional, 70, 83, 86, 92-8, 100, 10,
111, 140

Psychoanalysis, 27, 29

Psychological, psychology, 6, 28, 102, 151,
160, 163, 170-1

Quasi-narrative, 24, 12, 41
Quasi-teleological, 54-5

Randomness, 10, 12, 158
Rational, irrational, 85-6, go-1
Reason, ground; see Motive
Recognition, 163
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Recursive, 86, 93

Reflexive, 12

Reichenbach, H., 141, 159

Relation: agent-action, 33ff, 35-7, 39, 46;
asymmetrical, 42, 142-3, 147, 165-G;
constitutive, 123; constitutive of events,
42, 46, 48, 63, 145-6; convergent-diver-
gent, 146; doer-doing, §6; converse
domain, field of, 143ff; dyadic, 143;
event-event, 34, 37, 39-40, 42, 48, §6,
145; external, 46, 93, 153; formal and
timeless, 42, 44-6, G63; internal, 46, 86,
91, 123, 153; one-many, 7, 56, 145-6,
165-G; ordering, 142; serial, 142-3, 149;
substance-event, 37, 39-42; temporal,
141, 164; see also Connection, and
Causal relationship

Responsibility: 8-13; ascriptive, 21-4, 32,
1725 asymmetrical, 35-6; complete, full,
whole, 13-15, 20-4, 30-1, 86; explana-
tory, 13, 21, 24, 30-3, 35, 37, 39, 42,
107, 136, 139, 155; moral, 31; narrative,
13, 21-4, 30-3, 35, 37, 39, 41-2, 59,
104, 107, 136, 139-40, 155, 172; partial,
23-4; quasi-narrative, 24, 32, 41; volun-
tary, 24

Retrodiction, 16

Right, 12, 168-9

Rights, property, 21

Rule: of logical inference, 42; of causal
necessity, 125

Russell, B., 7, 18, 19, 36, 136, 142-4

Ryle, G., Rylean, 30, 64-5, 79, 104, 124,
126-7, 133, 136

Sartre, J. P., 81

Schopenhauer, 33

Science, unified, 17

Scientists, 34

Self-awareness, 106

Security, 29

Self-determining: characteristic, ss5; set,
148; unity, 170; see Process

Self-ordering series, 148

Sense-data, 41, 52

Sensa, 51

Sensation, §z-2

Sense-organs, 156

Sensuality, 113

Sentence-frame, 129

Serial order, 142-5, 148, 159

Singularity, 92

181

Skills, 127, 134

Social groups, 159

Spatialising time, 146

Spatio-temporal: area, §6; co-ordinates,
51; continuous region, §2

Sports and hobbies, 118-19

Stevenson, C. L., 168

Sub-atomic, see Particles

Stipulation, 127-8

Strawson, P. F., 87

Substratum, 1

Substance, 1, 37-42, §o0-1, 136-8, 170;
metaphysical or ontological applica-
tion, 138; primary and secondary, 138

Substantive, 44, §1

Subjective, 52, §5-6, 82, 100; choice, 141;
see Process

Succeed, success, 88, 94

Suicide of character, 28

Suggestion, see Post-hypnotic

Supernatural, 12

Symbol, 27-9

Talents, 28

Taube, M., 34

Taylor, A. E,, 18, 36

Teleological, 54, 140

Temporal: adverbs, 58, 61; asymmetry, 36;
berweenness, 159; concepts, 139; dis-
order, 165; duration, 19, §1, 146; inflec-
ted language, 149-50; inflections, 150,
159; order, §, 47, 1405, 159, 165-G;
position, 40, 146, 153, 158, 164, 166-7;
series, 140ff, 147, 159

Tendentiousness, 66, 70, 75

Tendency, felt, 69-70; psychological, 160;
Rylean, 124

Tenses, 43-5, §8, 60, 63

Tertium quid, 12

Theoretical, doubt, 75; issue, 111; outlook
81n; postulates, 110; questions, 98

Things, see Persons

Transcendent, 12

Transitive, 142

Traumatic, 29

Truth and falsity, 94ff

Truth-functional, 2, 101

Trying, 74, 76, 94, 131

Unit, 46

Umty, 46, 48, 52-3

Undertaking, 95, 128

Utterances, 141-2
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Want, 131

\Warrant, 66-7, 73>

Validity and truth, 43 i
Will, 2, 111-12, 116; weakness of, 111ff

Value: intrinsic, 116-20, 169

Variable element in intention, 121 of, 96-7; idl
Volition, 37, 104 Wish, 116-17; cxpression 96-7; idle,
Voluntary, see Action 116-17
Voluntariness, conditions or criteria of, ~ Whitchead, A N., object-events of, 41
25ff, 29 Wrong, 12
/" - T - -.

ARSRE Aby .
~— N1y, s

(y 3]
w2228 \“'f. \
2 € % Py

-
- .
B 4

Shoas <.
e

Ui



A P



Some Blackwell Books on Philosophy

INTENTION
By G. F. M. ANSCOMBEY,

ros. 6d.

THREE PHILOSOPHERS
By G. E. M. ANSCOMBE and P. T. GEACH

18s.

PHILOSOPHY OF THE PERSON
By P. A, MINKUS
12s. 6d.

WITTGENSTEIN'S ‘TRACTATUS
A Critical Exposition
By ERIK STENIUS

358.

WITTGENSTEIN
NOTEBOOKS 1914-16

Edited by G. E. M. ANSCOMBE and
G. H. VON WRIGHT
Translated by G. E. M. Anscombe

32s. 6d.

All prices are net

BASIL BLACKWELL : OXFORD



	2026_06_10_05_03_45_001
	2026_06_10_05_03_45_002
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_001
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_002
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_003
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_004
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_005
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_006
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_007
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_008
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_009
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_010
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_011
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_012
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_013
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_014
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_015
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_016
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_017
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_018
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_019
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_020
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_021
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_022
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_023
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_024
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_025
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_026
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_027
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_028
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_029
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_030
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_031
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_032
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_033
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_034
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_035
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_036
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_037
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_038
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_039
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_042
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_043
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_044
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_045
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_046
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_047
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_048
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_049
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_050
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_051
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_052
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_053
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_054
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_055
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_056
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_057
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_058
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_059
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_060
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_061
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_062
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_063
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_064
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_065
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_066
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_067
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_068
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_069
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_070
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_071
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_072
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_073
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_074
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_075
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_076
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_077
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_078
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_079
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_080
	2026_06_10_05_03_46_081
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_001
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_002
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_003
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_004
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_005
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_006
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_007
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_008
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_009
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_010
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_011
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_012
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_013
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_014
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_015
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_016
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_017
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_018
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_019
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_020
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_021
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_022
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_023
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_024
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_025
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_026
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_027
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_028
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_029
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_030
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_031
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_032
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_033
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_034
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_035
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_036
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_037
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_038
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_039
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_040
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_041
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_042
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_043
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_044
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_045
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_046
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_049(1)
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_049(2)
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_053
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_054
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_055
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_056
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_057
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_058
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_059
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_060
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_063
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_064
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_065
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_066
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_069
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_070
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_071
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_072
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_073
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_074
	2026_06_10_05_03_47_075
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_001
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_002
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_003
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_004
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_005
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_006
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_007
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_008
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_009
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_010
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_011
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_012
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_013
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_014
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_015
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_016
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_017
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_018
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_019
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_020
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_021
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_022
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_023
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_024
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_025
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_026
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_027
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_028
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_029
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_030
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_031
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_032
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_033
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_034
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_035
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_036
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_037
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_038
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_039
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_040
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_041
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_042
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_043
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_044
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_045
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_046
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_047
	2026_06_10_05_03_48_048

