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ABSTRACT

Even beyond the intellectual level, the idea and feeling of

freedoTT; is inherent in the life of normal human beings. Man feels
j that he is in command of his choices and their realizations. But
I although the same person feels and is able to talk about free choices,

more often than not, the content and limits of these choices are too

vague almost to a point of being incomprehensible, hence the need of

a clarification. But a clarification of the term free will or freedom

of choice cannot be done sufficiently without at the same time

considering the doctrine of determinism.

Accepting the premise that human beings are the result of their

could still intelligently

claim that they have (human beings) freedom of choice or as it were

psychological freedom. Freedom of choice should not be construed

’free choices’ are those actions that haveto mean that

Thus, while free actions and

unfree actions have to be seen within the general law of causation,

still free actions are felt to be emanating within man’s bio-psychical

And that man is aware of these free actions as his actions.structure.

It is then within this freedom of choice that tend to capturewe

the concept of moral responsibility. The concept of moral responsibility

in man forms our basis for judging human actions either as morally

right or morally wrong. Consequently, morally right actions are

praised while morally wrong actions are blamed. Praises are supposed

to encourage morally right actions while blames are supposed to deter

But in the process of judging human actionsmorally wrong actions.

First, the distinctionthe society is faced with two basic problems.

iv

i

It

causes behind them (uncaused events).

biological and environmental influences, we

no reasons as



ations) and unfree actions is not always clear-cut.
when it is known that the actions were free in the way defined, it

would still be difficult to identify what type of blame is the most
effective as a means of behaviour modification for the man whose
actions we have disapproved. Thus, faced with the above uncertainities,

form of blame could only be justified if and only if

it is the best means of behaviour modification in a particular
On the same vein the aim of moral education in schools hasoccasion.

to do with the enhancement of freedom of choice that is subsumed

under the students’ biological and environmental determinants.
Equally important, moral education has to provide some form and
socio-ethical directions to the students. These objectives could be

accomplished, I hope, through understanding and discipline of the
teachers and the students respectively.

>1

V

punishment as a

Second, even
between free actions (where man was aware of actions as his deliber-
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IKTRODVCT ION

The problem of the thesis whose title is FHucational linplications

of the ^Metaphysical Controversy between Free Rill and Determinism:

Kith a Special Reference to Punishment and Moral Education in Schools’

tvjo opposing features.

of freedom: our ability to decide for ourselves and to deliberate

about what to do.

free decision had been influenced by various

types of determinism.

Thus, it is claimed that the two seemingly opposing positions

the first position (our awareness of free will), then the concept of

moral responsibility

hence the restoration of the concepts of discipline in general and

punishment in particular. This is said to be true for discipline and

punishment would only be meaningful if human beings were morally

responsible for their actions. Alternatively, it is argued that if

took the second position (that human actions are determined), thenwe

the concent of moral responsibility would be radically affected,

necessarily x-equiring that

punishment anew.

In the light of the above claims and arguments, the thesis

examines the premises that:

1

(i) Man’s behaviour is metaphysically 
determined;

what we believed to be a

we are persuaded to taking

is realized when in our experiences in decision-making we discover

we consider the theory and practice of

The first of the two features is the awareness

On the other hand, vze discover that in many cases

It is further claimed that if, on one hand.

as is ordinarily understood, retains its meaning.

form the basis of our morality and, to a large extent, our metaphysics.



(ii)

(iii)

(iv)

Although the main content of the thesis is about free will and
The doctrinedeterminism, there are many types of the two concepts.

of free will includes among others, social freedom, metaphysical
freedom, psychological freedom and theological freedom. Metaphysical

determinism would include physical determinism, psychological
determinism, ethical determinism, theological determinism and logical

All these various types of free will and determinismdeterminism.

emphasis is to be placed on social freedom, metaphysical freedom,

psychological freedom, metaphysical determinism and ethical
determinism with rr^spect to the concept of moral responsibility.

That done, the implications of the conclusion arrived at from the
discussion of the above premises will be shown to be operative in
social contexts when the practice of punishment and moral education

is treated.
Therefore, the thesis is divided into five main chapters.

’The Definition of the Free Will versus Determinism Debate’Chapter I,

Man is a product of diverse influences: 
biological and social determinants;
Vhatever man chooses to do or not to do 
is still in the realm of social ideals 
he has internalized, even when the 
process seems to be personal;
It is at the psychological level that 
man seems to be exercising free will, 
that is, free will in the sense that he 
has an awareness of his behaviour. In 
other words, the thesis examines the 
contention that metaphysical determinism 
(physical and psychological determinism) 
and the concept of moral responsibility 
are not incompatible. That metaphysical 
determinism rather than opposing free 
will, is in fact its basis.

are to be discussed for clarification purposes though the main



is composed of tvzo major sections. In the first section (1.10),

different shades of meaning associated with free will are analyzed

with the intention of clea?*ing the aar as regards what we are precisely

’The problem in Perspective’The second section,going to treat.

(1.20), reviews some of the major arguments for and against free will

and determinism respectively. Here, representative scholars such as

C.A. Campbell, C.D. Edwards, J. Hospers, R.E. Hobart,

R.L. Franklin and J.P. Sartre arc individually discussed and their

contribution to the effort of resolving the problem at hand is noted.

In the light of the definition of terms and the brief review, the

scope of the thesis is properly defined.

Some Theories on the Mature of Man’,

The first section (2.10), is ais composed of four major sections.

brief scientific historical background which deals with the advancement

of science as a discipline during the 17th Century. It stresses the

major contributions of Galileo, Newton and Darwin in the improvement

clearer understanding of the

In this same section, the theory of quantum mechanicsnature of man.

and its contribution to our debate of free will and determinism is

noted through the eyes of E. Nagel and I.G, Barbour. Section two

(2.20) discusses the empirical dimensions of man, that is, what is

known about man through the method of science. Thus, the biological

and environmental determinants of man are discussed. Section three

Here,

the discussion revolves on what is said to be the stf jective dimension

Secuion four (2.40)of man; what is commonly known as the seK.

the objective and

the subjective modes of man.

attempts to reconcile the two dimensions of man:

(2.30) discusses the presupposed basis of free will in man.

of scientific method with regard to a

Broad, P.

Chapter II, ’IThat is Man?:



’Moral Responsibility, Discipline and Punishment’Chapter III,

is made up of four major sections. The first section (3.10) analyses

the concept of responsibility with a special interest in moral responsi

bility. The second section (3.20) analyses the concept of discipline

general method of conforming to rules. The third section (3.30)
discusses the concept and the justifications of the practice of

particular method under discipline, of making one
conform to rules. The fourth section (3.40) is the conclusion of the

whole chapter.

’Moral Education and Discipline in School’ is composedChapter TV,

of three major sections. The first section (4.10) is a brief

discussion of the concept of ’morality’.

discussion of the content and procedure of moral education in schools

The third section is
a conclusion of the major findings in the chapter.

Chapter TV: the last chapter, is both a recapitulation of the

major findings of the thesis and the recommendations which deem useful

in our educational system with regard to moral education and discipline.

Methodology

The thesis is basically

free will and determinism. This is prompted by the author’s conviction

to morality, legal rules and moral education, the inherent philosophical

policy-making
level in our educational system.

assumptions have to be understood, particularly at t’.e

a conceptual analysis of the problem of

The second section is a

as a

punishment as a

that before we can successfully tackle the major problems pertaining

as presented by various contemporary educators.



CHAPTER I

1.00 The Definition of the Free Will Versus Determinism Debate

The problem of the thesis hinges on the classical doctrines ’free
will’ and ’determinism’. The problem has engaged many great minds but
up to now, no conclusive answer seems to have been arrived at. Never
theless, it is my contention that what has been said about human
nature has a message for the educators. before we define precisely
the problem we wish to investigate, it is important to elucidate the

’Free will’ is a compoundtwo doctrines;
and ’will’.term of ’free’ To have a better understanding of the

compound term.

’will’.
Freedom, a noun from the word ’free’ is in a class of' complex

multi-functional terms. l-Jhen the context of use is not indicated, the
term becomes most ambiguous.
the status of a citizen.
a citizen had among other things, political freedom whereas a slave had
none.

usually entails a negative connotation, in other words, the main notion
When someone says

that ’he is free’ it will ordinarily occur to our mind that he is missing
However, we shall have

very limited inforr.'.'=‘tion if the person concerned does not tell us what

(London: Sussex University

5

Originally, freedom and liberty designated
1 _

a certain thing either formally or in actuality.

, Gibbs, Freedom and Liberation.
Press, 1976), pp. 10-11,

inherent in the term is an ‘absence’ of something.

we have to define what is meant by the terms ’free’ and

’free will’ and ’determinism’.

that is, one who was not a slave. In a state.

It is observed that even with its different uses, the term ’freedom’



he is ‘free from*. It is only when he has specified what he is free
from that we can understand what he is missing, which he could attain
when the ^absence’ is absent.

as
On the other hand, in most of its uses, freedom is

loaded with value so much that when someone claims that he is free from
a certain disease, it will be taken to mean that he is free from a
certain thing which he does not like, e.g., a disease.
says that he is free from 'want', we would understand that,
him is a const:;aint and what he might attain when the want is absent is
something valuable. From the above examples, we gather that whenever
we are using the phrase 'free from' we always have particular constraints
in mind and also particular things we desire to achieve now that the
constraint in question is absent. M. Cranston underscores the point well

as various as the things
Hence, there are many types of freedom

I, Berlin, when discussing liberty identified
two senses of freedom: positive and negative freedom. Negative freedom
is directed towards the absence of the constraint in question while

Berlin's dichotomization was probably prompted
by the common uses of the phrases 'free from' and 'free to'. It can be

(London: Heinemann

Longman's GreenA New Analysis. (London:

Oxford University(London:

when he asserts that constraints in life are

Again, if one

2L. A. Reid, Philosophy and Education. 
Educational Book Ltd., 1962),

3M. Cranston, Freedom;
& Co. Ltd., 1967).

4I. Berlin, Four Essays on Liberty.
Press, 1969), pp. 122-134.

positive freedom is directed towards what one wants to achieve when the
4 constraint is not thc-se.

A few scholars have noted that the term freedom is neutral
. 2regards value.

that we would like to acquire.
3 rather than just one.

'want' to
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easily realized that his dichtomy does not defy what we have already said

about freedom as an absence. ’free from’This is because the phrase

stresses the constraint present while ’free to’ the thing westresses
want to achieve. In other words, the two phrases reveal the two elements

in ’freedom’ and could be viewed as two sides of the same coin.

In the above paragraphs, we have concentrated our efforts on the

attributes inherent in the concept of freedom. It is imperative now

to distinguish a few types of freedom which I concede have been referred

to by both the proponents and the opponents of free will and determinism,

respectively, in their attempts to resolve the traditional problem.

The freedons to be discussed here are; Social freedom, psychological

freedom, theological freedom and metaphysical freedom.

Social Freedom(i)
This involves being free from certain constraints in order to

achieve some of our desires.

social and vary from one society to another.

to hear people or governments talking of political freedom, economic

freedom, freedom of worship and many others. By political freedom we

usually refer to the freedom of citizens or associations with respect to

An association could claim to have political freedom ifgovernments.

certain of its activities are not interfered with by the government. A
citizen in a state could say he has political freedom meaning that he

can exercise his influence on the government by the act of voting.

Again, a country could claim to have acquired political freedom if

another country which used to govern it ceases to have any political

control. It is a historical fact that most of the so-called third world

countries have been politically and economically controlled by foreign

Most of these constraints and desires are

It is , for example, common
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Today, most of the third world countriesgovernments.

foreign domination.

different things to different people even when the same terms are used.
To exemplify the point.

Quite often we hear pronounce-context.
ments to the effect that the new independent states (politically
Independent) take What

have their economies dominated by foreign companies mostly from the so-
called developed countries.

Furthermore, trading companies might claim to have economic freedom
when they want to indicate that they are free to operate without the
interference from the government.

run by govern
ments based on capitalistic ideologies. But in the so-labelled

one of
them being poverty.

among the human rights stipulated by
the United Nations Organization. The two rights are supposed to enable

the government.

in all these different types of social freedom (both discussed
and those not discussed above)

the constraints and the desires in any particular case are quite explicit.
are many and the constraints of varied types,

socialistic countries, the phrase "economic freedom" is likely to be 
interpreted as the absence of economic needs of an individual.

This is perhaps the meaning conveyed 
by the economic freedom in countries that are said to be

economic freedom may have different meanings 
when used in an actual social

are politically
free though it would take them time to be economically free from the

Thus,

, we realise that, like any other freedom.

Therefore, since man’s needs

a long time before they achieve economic freedom.

Freedom of worship and freedom of expression,
(included in social freedom) are

However, some of these social freedoms may mean

an individual to express himself and worship without the interference of

it really means is that even after gaining political freedom, new states
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it is intelligible to say that one is politically free but not
economically free.

The idea Peters wants to bring

ability to utilize the particular freedom. One, for example, might be
considered free to join any of the religious groups in a state but still
joins none of them. In this example, the man is free but decides not to
join any of the religious groups. A case to illustrate an instance
where one has freedom which he may not have the ability to realise is in
constitutions. In the United States of America, for example, any nature
citizen is free to become the country’s President, but only a few
actually manage it. Actual freedom is achieved when one utilizes formal

In our earlier examplefreedom.
he joins one of the religious groups of his choice.

(ii) Psychological Freedom;
This is centered in our consciousness.

feeling an individual has of acting freely when his achievements seem
to correspond to his intentions or purposes. D.. Sidney asserts that
psychological freedom could be viewed both subjectively and objectively.
Subjectively, it involves a feeling of harmony with one’s environment and
an awareness of self-expression and self-determination in the achievement
of one’s goals. Objectively, it involves overt actions in the carrying
out of a purpose and in the enjoyment of the product or consequences of
one’s activities. Psychological freedom could be exemplified by the

Sunday morning, he decides to go to

George Allen and(London:^R.S. Peters, Ethics and Education.
Unwin Ltd., 1966), pp,‘ 188-192.

feeling of a m=»n waking up on a

It may be understood as a

Related to the above freedom is what R.S. Peters 
likes to call formal and actual freedom.^

, one actualizes freedom of worship when

to light is that sometimes one is considered free although he has no
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church and he goes. We notice that all along, the man seems to
experience no constraints in his decisions and the execution of his
intentions.

(iii) Theological Freedom:

This type of freedom is what is mostly presupposed by the Christian
theology when it tries to reconcile two beliefs that seem to be opposed
to each other. The f?.rst belief is that men freely choose how to act;
while the second is that God is Omniscient, and therefore knows in
advance what every man will choose. To some theologians, theological

ftfreedom ...seems to involve the denial of God’s omniscience and
omnipotence or his justice.
be justified in punishing or rewarding them for their deeds”.

(iv) Meta physical Fre e dom:

It is due to lack of a better term that ’metaphysical freedom’ is
used here. This is the sort of freedom that is opposed to the principle
of causality, that is, that every event has a cause. The proponents of
this freedom claim that there are at least some events or actions which
are uncaused. The claim is not that some events have causes which we
are ignorant ot, but that they have no causes at all. In most arguments
for the metaphysical freedom

important cases of uncaused or undetermined events in human beings.
Outside human actions, metaphysical freedom is referred to

In hie analysis of the term
For the first four

William Benton Publisher,

UNTVCKSlLV.— or' "NAIROBS 
LIBRAKV

For, if men are truly free, then God cannot
6

as ’chance’.
However, the term ’chance’ has many uses.
’chance’ in physics, Nagel identified five senses.

Encyclopedia Britannica Vol. 9 (Chicago: 
1971).

, moral decisions are cited as the most
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with the principle of Causality.

to denote that we are ignorant of the deter
minant conditions of events. The last sense of change discussed by

’absolute chance’ or an uncaused event.
7’chance’ is incompatible with the principle of causality.This sense of

So, metaphysical freedom is used here to portray total freedom or absol
ute chance events, both in the physical world or in man. But the

question of whether there are uncaused events in the physical world or
in man, is another issue.

Having analysed various types of freedom, it is important that the

term ’will’, which is the other component of the expression ’free will’

be analysed. We are told that.

mous with conation and conation is a voluntary activity. In a restricted
’will’ designates the sequences of mental acts eventuating insense,

decision or choice between conflicting conative tendencies. In the
scholastic sense ’will’ is supposed to be one of the two rational

faculties of a human soul. Only man as a rational animal, is said to
possess ’will’. This human will is said to be free insofar as it

determines itself towards the line of action it chooses. Though it is
claimed that the objects of the will are -presented ly the intellecc, the

against the intellect’s judgment.

7

Dictionary of Philosophy. (Otawa, New Jersey,

Problems ?n the Logic of 
Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd., 196*1) ,

faculty (the intellect) does not determine ’will’ which may still act
8

Scientific Explanation, 
pp. 324-33A.

This is because most of the time x^e

E. Nagel, The Structure of Science;
(London;

Nagel is xdiat he refers to as

occurrence"use ’chance

senres of the terra ’chance’, Nagel asserts that they are not incompatible

in its widest sense, ’will’ is synony-

g
D.R. Dagobert (ed.). 

Little Field, Adams & Co., 1962)7
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From the above description of the

different people use the term differently in order to suit their

It is my contention that the proponents of the free willpurpose.

doctrine would be inclined to support the scholastic notion of 'will’
which portrays an inner-most entity in a rational being, which is
undetermined or uncaused. Finally, the description has indicated that

This

man's actions

are central.

The doctrine of free will is always seen as opposed to the

of determinism.doctrine As in freedom, there are many types of deter

min ism. Fo‘»* our purpose, ethical
determinism, logical determinism, theological determinism, physical

determinism and psychological determinism.

(i) Ethical Determinism:

Here, it is claimed that man always will choose what he believes
to be the best for himself. The supporters of this determinism,

wishes, Unlike many

ethical deter

minism appears to enhance it. In this sense. freedom, is seen as the

determination of the will of man's actions or choices by what is assumed
To have one's choices determined by what is bad isto be good.

considered as being enslaved.

Thus, if correctly interpreted, Plato seems to be applying ethical

the end is always expected to be for the good.

types of determinism, which seem to debase man’s freedom,

is consonant with the problem of free will versus determinism in which, 

though 'chance' events in the physical world are involved,

argue
that even when man seems to be doing vT'nat appears to be contrary to his

'will' is always used where human actions are being referred to.

we shall identify the following:

determinism in his epistemological theory which is based on a metaphysical

term 'will', it is evident that

Ethical determinism has many supporters.



For Plato, our knowing is determined by the good and at the samegood,

time, knowing is considered as a

ignorance which prevents us from reaching the good. Again, discussing

some types of freedom, L.A. Reid identifies a particular freedom which

I think is compatible with ethical determinism as defined here. He

asserts thus:

Speaking in the same vein as Reid, B. Gibbs says the following:-

From the above quotations, it is evident that the two authors consider

ethical determinism as the highest freedom. Today, when educators are

considering education as a liberating process, charged with the function

of getting rid of our ignorance of x^hat is good and x^hat is bad, I

think they have ethical determinism in the background as one of their

Man is educated, they would claim, so that he acquires a powerbases.

9 Translations and Introduction
(London:

cit,, p. 125.

Gibbs, op cit., p. 7,

process x^hich liberates us from our
9

The principle linking the various extensions 
of the original concept of freedom is the idea 
of power (not necessarily legal power) of 
circumventing obstacles (not necessarily legal 
obstacles) to the achievement of good. The 
highest, completest freedom is the power of 
avoiding the greatest evils and achieving the 
greatest goods.

10R̂eid, op^
11

Freedom in this .,. sense is not simply some 
measure of freedom from internal or external 
restraints, nor just the freedom of thinking 
and choosing and acting. It is a ’freedom’ 
which is attained, when, being in some measure 
released from restraint, and having exercised 
one’s freedom of thinking ai.d choosing, one 
attains, or ’x-zins’ or enters ’into’ a state 
of ’freedom' which is achieved through voluntary 
acceptance of some kind of ’order’ or ’law’.^^

F.M. Cornford, The Republic of Plato:
Oxford University Press, 1941), p. 222,Notes.
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to choose what is right from what is wrong. Unfortunately, these same

educators have not been able to overcome the problem about what is

right and what is wrong.

Cii) Logical Determinism

This type of determinism is involved with logical arguments that

In the early development of Logic as a discipline,are used in Logie.

it occurred to certain thinkers that logical laws could reveal that

the world is already ordered and cannot be changed, and subsequently,

even man’s will is determined. This kind of thinking was based on the

supposition that every proposition whatsoever is either about the past.

the present or the future concerning human actions. Even propositions

that have never been asserted are necessarily true, according to this

claim.

Aristotle is said to have dealt with logical determinism or what

is sometimes known as fatalism when he considered the question whether

every proposition asserting that a certain event occurred at a certain

time was true, even before the event took place, and whether every false

proposition asserting that a certain event occurred at a certain time.

Again, Diodorus Cronus

is considered to have been the most polemical advocate of logical

His fundamental principl-* x?as that, it always follows fromdeterminism.

the fact that something has happened, that it was going to happen before

it happened.

power to do anything except what he actually does.

L. Wittgenstein’s logical atomism in his is a goodTractatus

(Hew York:Edwards (ed.), The Encyclopedia of Philosophy.
Collier MacMillan Publishers, Vol. 1-8, 1968).

From this premise he argued that it is never within man’s
12

was false even before' it failed to take place.
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representative of logical determinism in the contemporary western

In his ’picture - theory’ idea, Wittgenstein claimed thatphilosophy.

themselves represent existing objects or are analysable into other words

Thus, for him, propositions are picturesrepresenting what exists.

constructed by man according to and therefore reflecting the necessities

This is to say that, even beforewhich govern the structure of reality.

the propositions of a language.

F, Hegel and G.W.

Leibniz are among other contemporary Western philosophers whose meta

physical outlook places a lot of emphasis on logic. For instance, Hegel

considers truth to be something that cannot be contradicted and he

identifies this with unity. For all those who advocate logical determin

ism, there is-a common belief that reality is necessarily unchangeable

and all the rules of logic do is to reveal that reality.

actions cannot change reality for they .are themselves accommodated in

that reality.

Theological Determinism:(iii)

have already discussed. The theological determinism claims that if G-'d

determines what a man is going to do or choose, then God should not hold

(London: Collins Sons & Co., Ltd., 1971).

This is the doctrine opposed to the theological freedom that we

a factual proposition gets its sense only because its words either

Hence, man’s

13D. Pears. Wittgenstein.

a language exists, the reality is already there and cannot be changed by

man responsible for the actions or choices he makes.

However, Wittgenstein changed this
13 position in his Philosophical Investigations.
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Physical and Psychological Petermlnlsin:(i\)
These determinisms are both based on the principle of causality.

Although the principle is an old one, it has been enhanced by the
advancement of science, especially around the 17th Century. The prin
ciple of causality or the universal law of determinism as said earlier
stipulates that every event has a cause. Unlike what we called meta
physical freedom or chance occurrence in the physical world, physical
and psychological determinism (which are normally subsumed under the
general term 'Metaphysical determinism') opposes any uncaused or undeter
mined events, be they physical or human. It should be clear that
psychological determinism is the principle that no human action is unde-

Metaphysical determinism in general claims that we may betermined.
ignorant of the causes of some of the happenings we observe but that

should not lead us to conclude that these happenings are uncaused.

We have clarified the doctrines of free will and determinism by

way of an analysis of what they may both entail. To have a grasp of

what the controversy betxizeen them is all about, we have to look into

the concrete arguments for and against free will and determinism. We

have devoted some of their time in order to contribute to the debate.

as representative of many others who have attempted to resolve the

problem.

1.10 The Problem in Perspec ti

C.A. Campbell and R.L. Franklin are among the staunch contemporary
While Campbell is an earliersupporters of the doctrine of free will.

It shall be realisedfairly recent one.

I

philosopher, Franklin is a

However, we can only cite a few scholars whose works are to be viewed

can only succeed in doing that, I hope, by citing works by scholars who
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through their works that they attempt to resolve the problem of free will

and determinism from the point of view of psychological freedom. Campbell

with the problem of free will and determinism. In his first essay (1538)

which we are going to treat more thoroughly, Campbell’s aim is to estab

lish that the doctrine of free will is a reality while that of determinism

is false as far as human choices are concerned. The second and the third

essays are attacks that Campbell levels against both the psychologists

and the philosophers whose arguments tend towards the doctrine of deter

minism in human actions.

Using the conceptual

analysis of terms involved in obligability, C.D. Broad discounts the

contention that we can ever have uncaused events either in the physical

world or in human actions. It is my view that while Campbell and Broad

as meta

physical freedom, P. Edwards , unlike Broad, argues that all human actions

He adds that his position does not invalidate theare caused. contention
that human beings feel responsible for certain actions. More than being
determinists like Broad, J. Hospers and R,E. Hobart represent

scholars who argue that the doctrine of free will is based on the doctrine

These groups of scholars.of determinism. sometimes referred to as soft

14

15 Cheney (ed.), Broad's Critical Essays in Moral Philosophy.
George Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1971). '

are engaged in the same problem, each is taking a different aspect of it.

Thus, while

D R.
(London:

16.

is arguing against what we earl-’er defined
16

a group of

P, Edwards, Hard and soft determinism, in S. Hool (Ed.), 
Determinism and Freedom: In the age of Modern Science. (New York: 
Hew York University Press, 1958).

has written three essays (1938, 1940 and 1951) which are directly connected
14

Unlike Campbell, Broad attacks the problem from 

the point of view of the notion of obligability.

C.A. Campbell, In Defence of Free Will: With_Other Philosophical 
Essays. (London: George Allen & Unqin Ltd., 1967). ' ’
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Lastly, we shall look at Sartre and his notion

is radically different from the other scholars we have mentioned. Freedom,

for Sartre, is the potential human possibilities that are present in every

individual, that is,

Consequently, the world we know or have created iswhich to chcose from.

For him, the world we have created is thenot the only possible world.

world we desired to create.
In their discussion of the problem of free will and determinism as

it affects human behavior, scholars often refer to the notion of 'self’.

There is almost a common agreement that ’self’ is the central element

in human beings, which is supposed to control the decisions and choices;

environment in a situation of decision-making. is a representa
tive of those who talk of self as undetermined by either heredity or

Reid identifies three personal selves.environment. The first and the
second selves are composed of the heredity and environment of an

These selves, he claims, could be subjected to empiricalindividual.

The third personal self is regarded as the base of the otherstudies.

two selves mentioned- Concerning this third self, Reid goes on to say:

determinists, support metaphysical determinism although they do not oppose 
17

a human being has more than one alternative from

There are

As shall be realised, the way he uses the term ’freedom’

nevertheless, the scholars differ as to the origin of ’self’.

^^Their support of metaphysical determinism does not envisage that 
they have conclusively proved its truth.

18J.P. Sartre, Being and Nothingness: An Essay on Phenomenological 
Ontology. (London: Methuen & Co. Ltd., 1958).

19Reid, op cit.

individual and that this self is determined by neither heredity nor

Reid

those who argue that ’self’ is an entity which is the essence of an

psychological freedom.

of freedom.



Those v'lo argue like Reid in the above passage, are essentially

Traditionally these supporters

of free will are commonly kno\-zn as libertarians. There are, on the

other hand, those who consider self as the formed character of an

They insist that self is part and parcel of the pastindividual.

influences of an individual and is composed of hereditary and environ-

This group, as will be evident, supports determinism.mental influences.

Throughout the thesis, we shall adopt the term ’libertarianism’ when

referring to the doctrine of free will while its proponents are to be

’Determinists’ is the term to be used for thoseknoxTn as libertarians.

who support the doctrine of determinism as defined earlier.

scholars have to say on the problem.

1.11 C.A. Campbell

Professor Campbell’s first essay entitled ’In Defence of Free Will’

According to him, the

problem of free will appears urgent due to its connection with the

He thus remarks:concept of moral responsibility.

This ... aspect [personal self] is in fact 
the pre-supposition of there being a structure 
and a history of personality at all even of 
there being anything properly called experience 
or knowledge. Knowledge, experience and their 
development have a temporal or ’process’ aspect, 
but the process aspect pre-supposes an activity 
of something which is not itself activity and 
which may be called the ’self’. There must be 
a self which is distinguishable from its passing 
states and which can possess, own, apprehend, know 
these states, both as passing and in relationship.20

was an inaugural lecture delivered in 1938.

Thus, we

supporters of the doctrine of free will.

90 Reid, , p. 98. 

are now ready to review individually, what each of the introduced
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Campbell discusses free will from the point of view of the
experience of moral responsibility that is apparent in a situation of

He identifies two conditions which he considers crucialdecision-making.
if we have to talk of moral responsibility for a certain act. The first
condition is that the agent is the sole cause of the act vzhile the second
condition is that, there exists an option for the agent to exert his
causality in any alternative way. In this case then, Campbell asserts
that some human actions do fulfil the above two conditions. But how does
Campbell confronts the counter-argument propounded by the determinists
to the effect that human actions and decisions are determined b> the

heredity and environment?past:
Campbell readily admits that the agent is determined by heredity

and environment but only up to a certain extent. He contents that.
besides what is determined by the externalities, our practical judgments
on persons presuppose throughout that there is something in conduct which
is genuinely self-determined, that is, something which the agent causes
unaffected. This feeling of freedom in decision-making situations is
not something that could be proved empirically, but is only felt by the
agent concerned. He further notes that the experience of this freedom
is most evident in what he calls a situation of ’Moral temptation’. A

op.cit., p. 36.

Evidently, free will in some sense therefore 
is a pre-condition of moral responsibility. 
Without doubt, it is the realisation that any 
threat to freedom is thus a threat to moral 
responsibility - with all that that implies - 
combined with the knowledge that there are a 
variety of considerations, philosophic, 
sc-'entific and theological, tending to place 
freedom in jeopardy, that gives to the problem 
of free will its perennial and universal 
appeal.21

21'Campbell,
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situation of moral temptation, if we understand Campbell correctly is

where the agent has two or more alternatives from which he has to take

The determinists would not disagree that we doonly one of them.

experience a kind of freedom at the time of making a moral decision,

but they would like to question whether this feeling of freedom is real

To answer the determinists, Campbell asserts that:or an illusion.

From the above passage, the programme of decision-making in a sit

uation of moral temptation is experienced by the agent as a genuine

creative act by the self ’ad hoc’ and this alone. If that kind of

freedom we experience at the time of decision-making is not real, then

the concept of moral responsibility is an illusion, Campbell argues.

But we know that the concept of moral responsibility is not an illusion,

therefore, our experience is about real freedom. Campbell’s argument
the concept of moral responsibility is real. Moral

responsibility entails metaphysical freedom. Therefore, metaphysical

freedom (what we experience) is real. As it is, the argument is faulty

for its truth would depent on the truth of the minor premise; that

seems to be chat:

79Ibid., p. 43.

...formed character prescribes the nature of 
the situation ’within’ which th'’ act of moral 
decision takes place. It does not in the least 
follow that it has any influence whatsoever in 
determining the act of the decision itself. 
The decision as to whether we shall exert effort 
or take the easy course of following the bent 
of our determining nature: take, that is to 
say the course which in virtue of the determining 
influence of our formed character as so far as 
formed, we feel to be in line of least resistance 
...» In other words the agent distinguishes sharply 
between the self which makes the decision, and 
the self which as formed character, determines not 
the decision but the situation within which the 
decision takes place.22
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moral responsibility entails a metaphysical freedom. Campbell summarizes
his essay by answering the objection put forward by determinists against
the doctrine of free vjill. The objections are in form of the argument

On the argument on predictability, the determinists argue that if

would be difficult to even roughly predict how an agent is likely to
Campbell counter-argues that the agentbehave in a certain occasion.

does not have to will anything out of the blue. The self as formed
character presents the range of possible limited choices from which the
self in a situation of moral decision w3’ll act upon. Using the range
of choices presented by the self as formed character, we are able to
predict roughtly how the agent is likely to behave, but we cannot
succeed in determining the exact choice that he is going to take.
Personally, I think it la safe to hold the doctrine of determinism

actions.
On the argument of unintelligibility, determinists argue that

libertarians are wrong when they say that a moral decision is a self’s
act and yet insist at the same time, that it is not influenced by any
of the determinate features of the self’s nature which constitutes its

Campbell discounts the accusations by arguing that thecharacter.
determinists are confused in their analysis of the situation. Looking
at the situation from the point of view of an outsider, Campbell

determining influences but when the
agent is engaged in a real situation of raoral decision, he experiences

freedom-

on predictability and the argument on unintelligibility.

without necessarily advocating complete predictability of events or

our behaviour is not influenced by our self as formed character, then it

contends, one would realise some
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Campbell attacks those psychologists who oppose the doctrine of
free will with their use of the motivational theory of behaviour. The
psychologists criticised argued that we are always inclined towards what
we desire most, and that the consciousness of effort of will is part and

parcel- of the character of the agent. This consciousness of will, they
about when the agent is confronted by competing desires.argue, comes

But Campbell wants to argue that we only experience, or are conscious
of making an effort of will only vzhen we choose a course that is
contrary to the course towards which we feel that our desiring nature

In other words, we are conscious of effort
of will when the self as formed character opposed the self, present at a

Although he does not disagree verymoral decision-making situation.
much on what the psychologists are contending, he says that what they

is just one of the methods of overcoming a moral temptation andpropose
his method (Campbell) is another.

’Is Free Will a Pseudo Problem?’third essay reads,

As already indicated in the title, this is an attack directed
towards Professor Schlick and others who argue that the problem of free

Campbell insists that the problemwill and determinism is a pseudo one.
is indeed real while he goes on to hold that determinism is a false
doctrine as far as some human actions are concerned. He points out that
the usual reason why it is held that moral freedom implies some breach
of causal continuity is not a belief that causal laws ’impel’ us as

according to Schlick, but simply th . belief that thenormative laws do

56-76.
17-34.

In his second essay (19^0) entited ’The Psychology of Effort of

Will'

23'^■^IM4., pp.
24Ibid., pp.

Campbell’s
(1951)

most strongly inclines us.



admission of unbroken causal continuity entails a further belief which

is incompatible with the concept of moral responsibility. This is the
admission that no man could have done otherwise than he did. Essen
tially, Shlick is arguing that the concept of moral responsibility does

not entail natural but the prescriptive or normative laws. Unless an

then he is
answerable to his acts.

and above Schlick’s condition for one to be held morally responsible,

one should have been able to do otherx-zise than he did. He would like the
phrase ’Could have done otherwise than he did’ to be taken in its

categorical sense, that is, an agent being what he was and being placed

in the same circumstances could have done something other than he did.

In general, Campbell’s three essays reviewed give the following

message:

decision-making in a situation of moral temptation. Secondly, the
effort of will, which is presented as a mysterious power can only be

Thirdly, to be held morally responsible for an action, theobserver.

agent should have been able to do otherwise than he did and this should
be taken unconditionally. Lastly, the exerting of the effort of will is

not found in all human actions but only in a situation of ’moral
temptation’ (when one is making a moral decision).

making puts us in a very absurd position, for it is normally expected

to be held responsible for an action,that,

within the agent. If we detected that the agent was not the cause of

the act in question, then we would have held him responsible. Campbell,

the act should have emanated

agent is affected by the natural Causal Laws when acting,

All in all, Campbell’s 
remarks that the self as formed character is not Involved in decision-

First, the formed character of an agent is not involved in

experienced by the agent but is not analysable objectively by an

Campbell, on the other hand, concedes that over
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as we noted, has tried to
I think evenby using what

the self as formed character andby ti*ying to split the self into two:

the ’self as a mysterious power’, Campbell does not so far succeed in

resolving the problem of free will and determinism.

C.D. Bread1.12

Broad starts with the analysis of the concept of obligability.

has done action X instead of Y and it is said that he ought toKhen one
have done Y instead of X, then we infer that

action X could be substituted for action Y.

said that he could not help doing action X Instead of actionthe person
could not be applied. In a

and ’ought not’ are only applicable tC' obligable actions.

This then would lead us to suggest that obligable actions are those

which either were done but could have been left undone or were left

But if obligable actions are substitu-undone but could have been done.

then what is involved in the term ’substitutability?’actions,table

Broad asks.
Broad notes that an action could either be voluntarily substitutable

A volunta?;y substitutable action is that

which the agent either could have done what he did not do or could have

If the agent could not have helped what heleft undone what was done.

then the action is not voluntarilydid or what he left undone,

82-105.

we earlier defined as psychological freedom.

Y, then it would mean that the term ’ought'

But if, on the other hand,

’ought’ means that the

25 , Cheney, op. cit., p.

In his early essay ’Determinism, Indeterminism and Libertarianism’
25 (1934>

’prove' the existence of a metaphysical freedom

or involuntarily substitutable.

word, ’ought’



Broad concludes that for an action to be obligable itsubstitutable.
has to be voluntarily substitutable. He adds that human volitions are
included in obligable actions. But are volitions substitutable? To
show vzhat it would mean for a volition to be substitutable, Broad cites
the following example:

Broad finds it difficult to adrait that we could get volitions that
substitutable in the sense stipulated in the above quoted example.were

is because we are aware that a inan^s,This he goes
-emotional dispositions, and what we may call hisII ... present

power

TJhat Broad is trying to put across, I suggest, is that man does not
lianas overt actions are caused from within. Thatact haphazardly.

In other words, man is not
Broad then concludes that there is only one sensean uncaused cause.

in which we could say that volitions are substitutable, in
the sense that I could have willed otherwise than I did if theon
previous occasions I had vzilled otherwise than I did. This sense of
substitutability is itself analytic in that what is contained in the

26Ibid., p. 8£.
27Ibido p. 90.

Suppose that, on certain occasion and in a certain 
situation, a certain agent willed a certain alter
native with a certain degree of force and persistence, 
wr may say that the volition was substitutable if 
the same agent on the same occasion and in the same 
circumstance could instead have willed a different 
alternative or could have willed the same alter
native with a different degree of force and 
persistence.26

specific actions entail specific causes.

on to: explain,

of ’could’

of intense and persistent willing are in part dependent on his
27earlier volitions."
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Correctly understood, the statepredicate is already in the subject.
merit docs not give us any information as to how and why we make choices

Broad wants to concludewhen confronted with alternatives.
that volitions cannot satisfy the condition of categorical substitu

tability.
In one sense he notes that 'ought and ’ought not’ are used for

comparative purposes.
extended to animals or even to inanimate objects, so that ^ze could

that a car ought to be able to get from Nairobi to Nakuruintelligibly say
in less than three hours.

in more than three hours would be a poor specimenthat took the journey
that it would be in a bad state of repair. We are not to beof a car or

that this car, in its present state of repair, uncon-understood to mean
are comparing theditionally would perform faster.

certain car with the average achievement of cars in
are using here is what Broad terms as ageneral.

The second sense of ’ought’ and ’ought not’ is’comparative ought’.
The difference it makes with the

This means that he can havereflective cognition in particular.and of
He is able to compare his achieve-

as conceived by him.ments witn
Consequently, this man will persistently try to approximate himself with

Broad observed that:the ideal man he believes in.

usually applied to human actions.
first one is that a human being has the power of cognition in general

When we ^ay a man ought not to cheat at car’s 
we often mean to assert two things: (a) that 
the average decent man does not do this, and 
that anyone who does this falls, in this respect 
below the average. And (b) that a man who does 
this either has a very low ideal of human nature

However,

What we would mean by this is that any car

an idea of an average or ideal man.

In this case, we

The ’ought’ we

those of the average of ideal man.

performance of a

In this sense, the use of the two terms could be



Broad concedes that neither of the judgments in the above imply that

a particular person who cheated on a certain occasion could have

avoided the action categorically or that the person could have willed

more strongly and persistently to live up to the high ideal categor-

if the libertarians have in mind ’categoricalically. Hence,

substitutaoility’ when they are saying that actions ara obligable if

only they are substitutable, then Broad finds their assertion an impos

sible one to retain. our volitions are always

determined by various factors, contrary to the libertarian’s conten-

According to Broad, this is in line with the doctrine oftion.

determinism x-jhich requires that every event has a cause.

to argue that during a volition, the putting forth of effort of a
certain intensity in a certain direction, at a certain moment. is

itself an event or a process however unique and peculiar it might be;

hence, it is subject to all the conditions that apply to an event.
Broad notes that libertarians would like to say that the putting forth

of effort is an uncaused phenomenon. To labour the point even further,
Broad asserts that when we say, for example, that Smith’s action was
guided by the Moral Law, what we really mean is that Smith’s ’belief’
that a certain alternative (choice) would be in accordance with the

’desire’ to do what is right, that is, follow theMoral Law and his

Moral Lax^ were the causal factors which determined his ’putting forth

of effort’ on the side of the alternative.

Broad’s argum'^nts and the analysi

are quite articulate. In my view, he has in his own way shown

or a very weak and unstable desire to approxi
mate to the ideal which he has so that in this 
further respect, he falls below the average-28

In other words,

s of the concept of obligability

He goes on



beyond doubt that the doctrine of libertarianism is an impossible
it should be realised at this juncture that Broad isHowever,one.

opposing libertarianism using the principle of causality. Tn other
he is saying that the dictum that ’every event has a cause’words,

is equally applicable to volitions. From the above then, it is not

difficult to observe that Broad is dealing with freedom and determinism

Hard as he has tried, Broad does not seem to havedefined earlier).
resolved the classical problem by advocating determinism as the true

As shall be observed later, the principle of Causality,doctrine.
that ever;/ event is caused, is a difficult one to prove empirically.
Finally, I feel that Broad is rather high-handed in his readiness to
reduce a human bexng into a conglomeration oi. events. I contend that

would still require more knowledge especially on the working of ourwe
can be so sure that man is nothing but events.minds before we

1.13
P Edwards’ essay is concerned with the quarrel between what are

soft’ and ’hard’ determinism.commonly referred to as As can be

inferred from the terms given, the two camps (soft and hard determinism)
under the wings of the doctrine of determinism in the metaphysicalare

That is, both camps hold that all events including human actionslevel.
In fact, the two camps only differ in their regard tohave causes.

the concept of moral responsibility.
in their relation to moral responsibility. This is because it would

be difficult to consider the concept of punishment without talking

pp. 117-125,

Edwards treats these two camps

at a metaphysical level (as metaphysical freedom and determinism

29P. Edwards

2QHook, op.cit..
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about □lora]. responsibility, he argues.
Edwai'ds’ first task is to Identify precisely the quarrel between

and ^hard’ determinists which he thinks is not veil spelt out.'soft’
To do that, he uses what he calls 'Hume-Mill-Schlick Theory’ to

represent the views of the soft determinists in general. I'Zhat is the

contention of the ’soft’ determinists? They argue that there is no

contradiction between the doctrine of determinism and the assertion
This is due to the fact thatthat human actions are sometimes free.

when we call an action ’free’ we do not necessarily mean that it was
’free’ action entails the condition that weFor them,not caused. a

It means that the agent involvedcould make a moral judgment upon it.
in the action was not compelled or constrained to perform it. But

that sometimes people act in certain ways due toEdwards notes
drugs, hyponotic suggestions or even over-powering urges ofthreats,

In such cases, the agent would not be said to be free.kleptomaniacs.
only when the agent is able to exercise his rational desires.It is

with an unimpeded effort, choosing to acf the way he wants, that a
could be said to be free, though his acts are caused ashuman being

Hox^r then do we distinguishacts that are not deemed free.much as
unfree actions when we hold that both arebetx<reen free and

The soft determinists are likely to answer that we do notcaused?
distinguish the two types of actions by the absence or the presence of

in them but by the ’kind’ of causes that are present in thecauses
The second premise endorsed by the soft determinists.actions.

is that there is no anti-thesis between moral

When we say that a person is morally

responsible, we presuppose that he was a free agent at the time of the

responsibility and determinism.
Edwards contends,



action (free in the sense just defined by the soft determinists) .

This does not in any way presuppose that the ac;ent has a contra-casual

As indicatedfreedom as the libertarians would have us believe.

earlier J both soft and hard determinists admit that our choices and

subjected to at the beginning of our livesinfluences which we are
The bone of contention, betweenand which we had no hand in shaping.

about when the soft determinists are willingthe tvjo camps comes
responsible for some of their actions and choicesto hold human beings

while Che hard determinists are urging that the concept of moral

discuss the problem-area between the two

work of Professor Campbell;.’Is free will acamps by citing the
In that

the

required different
The unreflective group of peopleaction.

(people who are not

sure that he was not
acting did not cause his character, does notthe fact that the person

On the other hand, themaking a moral judgment.arise when they are
acquainted with theories of science,reflective people (those that are

and religion) have another additional criterion besides

This reflective group subjects

moral judgment only if he was able to do othen-zise than

essay, Campbell states
and the reflective people.

philosophy
that used by the unreflective people.

morally responsible only if they were

For the unreflective group,

an agent to a

or religion) vyould hold a person 
impeded when acting.

Pseudo Problem?’ (the essay
that there are two groups of people;

Edwards goes on to

sible or not as regards an
acquainted with theories of science, philosophy

was discussed earlier; 24).

responsibility is non-functional.

desires spring from our inherited tendencies and the environmental

Each of the txizo groupsunreflective people
criteria for judging one as either morally respon-



JZ

he did.
Campbell then concluded that the doctrine of determinism is

compatible with judgments of moral responsibility in the unreflective
group’s sense but incompatible with judgments of moral responsibility

of moral judgments but differs with hlm(Carapbell) when he assigns
the reflective and the unreflec-

Edwardc contends that it is vzhen the agent is dominated, bytive.

The

the fact that the person to be subjected to the moral judgment did not
Edwards then gives twoshape his character is brought to attention.

conditions for the proper use of moral responsibility. He points out

and secondly, it should be a judgment which can be supported in a calm
Consequently, what Campbell calls theand reflective state of mind.

reflective sense of moral responsibility is the only one that qualifies
as the proper use of the concept, Edwards claims.

Edwards’ analysis of the difference between soft and hard deter-
minists is good but not free from problems.

reflective state of mind is helpful but difficult to apply to in
borderline cases such as an action in post-hypnotic session or the

With such cases one would always facebehaviour of a kleptomaniac.

the tV7O senses to different people:

in the reflective group’s sense.

or moral judgments when judging the same situation calmly, and when

Edwards agrees with the two senses

likely to employ the unreflective sense of moral responsibility.

that for any judgment to be considered moral it should be ’impersonal’

The idea of holding an

same agent is likely to use the reflective sense of moral responsibility

agent morally responsible only for actions which he did in a calm and

violent emotions, anger, indignation or hate, especially when the
moral judgment to be made is ji^hyiouS to him, that an agent is
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the dilemma of identifying what action is responsible and what is not.

1.14 J, Hospers

draws its

forceful argument from the Freudian psychology of unconscious motiva-

Following this line of thought» Hosperstion of our actions.
contends that there are many actions for which human beings in general

and law courts in particular, are inclined to hold the doer respon-

’think*
could have acted otheri^ise than he did but the fact remains that hehe

Hospers is, however quick to point out that what he isis not free.
should not be construed to mean that people should cease to

that blame and praise should cease tc be operational.

All that he wishes to io is to point out that frequently, persons
think responsible are not properly to be taken so; for we mistakenlywe

think them so because we assume they are like those in whom no

unconscious drive is present, and that their behaviour can be changed

by reasoning, exhorting or threatening.

then wants to identify what criteria are commonly usedHospers

to distinguish between those to be held morally responsible and those
The next task is to analyse these criteria and see ifwho are not.

The first criterion commonly given for one tothey hold any water.

be held morally responsible is the absence or the precence of pre

Hospers cites an example of an agent presentmeditation in an action.

responsible.
that he had control over his actions; or he may * think* that

sible, but which he (Hospers) thinks he (the doer) should not be held
The agent may ’think* that he acted as he wanted, he may

pp. 126-144.

be punished nor

30Hosper’s essay entitled ’VJhat Means this Freedom?*



3»f

at the scene of an accident. Normally, the agent will act swiftly

a knee-jerk. This, Hospers explains away by saying that it is
result of past conviction and training which has become a habit. On
the other hand, we could have premeditated processes which are not
ready to subscribe to moral responsibility. Hospers gives an example
of a thief wh.*) takes a long time reflecting on how to realise his
plans successfully. Though the thief seems responsible at the time
of planning what to do, it might as well be that the overwhelming
Impulse towards the thieving plans stems from unusually humiliatingan
ego-defeat in his early childhood. Essentially, Hospers is dis
counting the condition of premeditation as sufficient for holding an
agent responsible for an action.

Can we then say that one should not be held morally responsible
for his actions unless he could defend them rationally? Hospers
gives two reasons xs’hy he thinks that the cited criterion is not good

those whom we consider to be good in givingFirst,enough. reasons
the

rationalization camouflaging

intelligence and reasoning power cannot escape unconscious motives.
Should we say that one is morally responsible for one’s actions

knows nothing about, Hospers asks. This is a difficult criterion to
If applied, many of the actions that we hold people respon-sustain.

sibie for would be falsified forthwith. We could also add that it is
possible for human actions not to escape unconscious forces as part of

giving of reasons could as well be a

as a

Secondly,are to be favoured against those who are not good.

unless they are as a result of unconscious forces of which the agent

unconscious motives of which the agent knows nothing about, for one’s

but his action would be considered moral though it is ’unthinking’ as
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the conscious motives. to drop
completely the concept and practice of moral responsibility. This
would subsequently lead to subjectivism in morality.

Can we say then that an agent is morally responsible only if his
actions are not compelled? Here we are faced with serious problems,
Hospers argues.

being compelled. We are aware of both psychological and physical
compulsion. But while the physical compulsion is easier to explicate,
the psychological one is rather difficult This is
because, whenone talks of experiencing psychological compulsion. we can
hardly ascertain what he is really feeling. Secondly, it would also
be difficult to determine whether the agent is being compelled by
conscious or unconscious psychological forces.

The last criterion discussed by Hospers is whether we should hold

one responsible for an action by the the iegree to whichmeasure or

that action could be modified by the use of reason. To illustrate

what he means, Hospers gives an example of an agent who washes his

hands from time to time.

is presented with the up-to-date medical

discontinue this habit of washing unless If the
we have

presented him with the best then we should think thereasons. agent

as not responsible for his behaviour, Hospers claims. From the above
example, Hospers concludes that the last criterion is the. best to
apply when judging whether However,or not.
he is of the opinion that the criterion. good as it is, has to be

UNIVERSITY. OF NAIROBI 
LIBRA' V

not on account of the hands being dirty.
To make him stop the irrational behaviour of

the hands are dirty.
agent refuses to change this habit when we believe that

even to identify.

This position would then force us

washing hands, the agent

one is morally responsible

To start with, we are not sure what we mean by actions

reasons as to why he should
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supplemented, probably with the other criteria discussed earlier on.

It should nevertheless be mentioned that Hospers supports the criterion

of the degree of modifiability of actions, bashing his argument on

Normally, most of the neurotics seem to be immune ofneurotic cases.

modifiability, that is, reason does not affect neurotic actions.

From the above discussion, Hospers tries to show why we are not

to be held responsible for most of our actions. He argues that, the

thorough and detailed knowledge we have about the causal factorsmore

that leads an agent to behave the way he does, the more we tend to

For example, it is common toexempt him from moral responsibility.

she has ahear that ’’She

Hospers concludes his essay by asserting that we operate on two

There is what he calls the upper level which is theplanes or levels.

In this lex’el. terms related to thelevel of action of behaviour.

concept of moral responsibility are properly applicable. It is at this

At this level.level that we apply moral judgments to human actions.

Hospers continues, all the distinctions made about compulsive and

noncompulsive actions are valid. This 2*8 the more important level for

since it is the one that deals with the behaviour-practical reasons.

The lower level, on the other hand, is the domainchange phenomenon.

At this level there is no urgency of action.of desires and choices.

It is at this level that we realise that we arte not the characters

Consequently, it is at this level wherethat we have chosen to be.

We are then warnedmoral discourse does not apply, Hospers argues.

at the time of judging

is nervous and jumpy, but do excuse her:
,.31severe glandular disturbance.

not to confuse the two levels that we operate on

3^Ibid., p. 133.
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But though the lover level is not directly effected whenother agents.
making moral judgments it is still important for the simplewe are
that we would avoid many unnecessary human miseries commonlyreason

afflicted to human beings when we are ignorant of the fact that they

did not choose what they are.
Hospers^ message in this essay, I would say, is that though our

actions are determined by our past influences, we would still justify
the concept of moral responsibility and even the institution of
punishment (if punishment is an efficient method for changing behaviour).

Punishment should be a devicewith some modifications here and there.
agent so that he could elicit
Therefore, we can easily saywhat the society considers to be right.

that Hospers’ concept of moral responsibility hinges on the notion of
This, I think is the best idea that Hospers hasbehaviour-change.

However, it should be noted that thecontributed in the essay so far.
is bound to be interpreted differently. Anotion ’responsible for’

detailed analysis of the notion will be given in Chapter III.more

1.15 R.E. Hobart

’Free Will as Involving Determinism and Incon-
supports those scholars whc argue that the

free will and determinism a^e not incompatible. He goesdoctrone of
that in fact, free will is based on determinism. For him.on to say

between free will and determinism is based onthe incompa t ib ili ty

But Hobart is aware of some ?ther scholars who

R.E. Hobart,

for the changing of the behaviour of an

32r.E. Hobart, ’Free Will as Involving Determinism and Incon- 
celvable’without It*, in B. Berofsky (ed.). Free Will and Determinism. 
(New York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1966), pp. 63-95.

a misapprehension.

Hobart's essay, 
32 ceivable Without It.'

and Row Publishers, 1966), pp. 63-95.
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seem to be hammering the same point but who, hovzever, would like some

transformation to be effected on the two doctrines (free will, and

determinism) if they are to be seen as compatible. He has in mind

scholars such as T.H. Green and F.H. Bradley who demand that a different

metaphysics of ego (ego to be viewed as timeless) is to be instituted

if the controversy is to be resolved.

used.

In our daily lives, Hobart notes, we experience some freedom

This experience seems to beespecially when making decisions.

surer in us than any philosophical analysis of freedom when we consider

It is only when we try to analyse whatourselves as whole beings.

freedom that we experience entails that we realise that one of its

We are forced to examine theimportant features is determinism.

‘our analytical imagination*.notion of free will, by what Hobart calls

This he explains as our hunger to conceive the ’ultimate*, or that

the ’inner most’ liberty persuades us to carry out the analysis^ l^Hiat
is needed to understand the compatibility of free will and determinism

is not a reconciliation but a comprehension of the two seemingly

opposing doctrines. To illustrate the point that free will involves
determinism, Hobart cites many examples: If we think that an event

was not caused or that we did not know its causal-factors, we normally

do not make moral judgments upon it. In rational beings, it is only

when we realise that an act emanated from the agent that we would hold

him responsible for the particular act. But for events or actions

where we do not conceive of determination, we also do not conceive

of free will. Therefore, free x«7ill conceived as involving indeteminism

will’ and ■ ieterminism’ should be understood as they are ordinarily

For Hobart, the terms ’free
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as the libertarians argue, is impossible, Hobart concludes.

The misapprehension of the doctrine of free will and the doctrine
of determinism is brought about by the misuse of such 'self’terras as
and ’character’ Hobart claims. He goes on to argue that our stress
on morality arises upon the realisation that we are different selves,
thus, likely to elicit different behaviour-patterns. This is possible
because we d^ffer in our moral traits or character. But what is
this character? He says that by character we mean
man’s tendencies to action. strength;
that sum insofar as it bears upon morals. But the libertarians
argue that a free act is that act of the ’self’ unaffected. Here,
the self is construed as being the author of the physical acts while
it is not in itself affected by physical situations (the libertarians
go on to argue that the causing self is distinct from the character
of the agent, that is, the agent as temperaments, wishes, habits and
impulses). Hobart rightly argues that even if we had two selves in

the self as our formed character and the self at the timean agent,
of making a decision. it would be pointless to praise or blame an
agent for acts which do not emanate from the ’self’ as his character.
VJhen praising or blaming someone, Hobart avers.
characterizing him in our mind with the appropriate feelings. We are
assessing his actions (which spring-from within him, from the self as
his character) with the character that we would approve (Hobart seems
to be an ethical relativist). From the above contention, Hobart

is composed of two selves, the ’self as character’ and the ’self that

66.

considered in their relative
..33

we are normally

33Ibid., p.

”... the sum of

asserts that the libertarians are wrong when they claim that an agent



-AO""

wills’. If we detach the self that wills from the self as formed

character (our tendencies and motives), what is left in an action
would be neither praisex^orthy nor blaraable. According to Hobart
then, the libertarians are confusing metaphysical freedom with x?hat

we defined as psychological freedom. While psychological freedom

is possible with human actions, metaphysical freedom seems to be
So, the point of difference between Hobart andimpossible, he says.

the libertarians is that while he accepts the possibility of psycho

logical freedom in human actions, he is not prepared to equate it
with contra-causal (metaphysical) freedom, a thing that the libertar

ians are persuading us to believe.
Consequently, while the libertarians consider contra-causal

freedom as the basis of the concept of moral responsibility, Hobart
does not see the necessity of it (contra-causal freedom). In fact.
even if contra-causal freedom was possible Hobart contends, this in
itself would not help the practice of moral judgments, rather, it

Thus, free will should be understood to mean thewould destroy it.
consciousness an agent possesses in an acting situation. In that
case, we should only be held morally responsible for an act if we were
conscious of it.
that we did it intentionally. My impression is that if Hobart is
correctly interpreted, no agent should be blamed or praised for an
action in the sense that he categorically could or could not have

done otherx^ise than he did. Blame and praise should be viewed as

educative devices. This is the conclusion that Schlick had arrived

Hospers, whom we discussed earlier, seems to be towing the sameat.
line.

This is in a situation where we are able to say
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1.16 R.L. Franklin

involving two concepts of man. The problem concerns man and his
relationship to the universe, he contends. For him, the doctrine
of free will is real while that of determinism is a false Frank-one.
lin first of all, observes that the many arguments advanced to show

prove that the doctrine of free will is a possibilityor are
inadequate. This does not however, mean that the doctrine of free

To the best of his knowledge, the

so-called common sense argument, is the most forceful if one were to

hold the free will doctrine.

what x^e experience in our everyday life. But what is the position
of the libertarian if it is precisely put? He suggests that:

Franklin on his part, would like to assert that not in all situations

that man experiences freedom of action. The situations in which he

thinks man experiences genuine freedom are as follows:

(i)

(it)

(London:

During a moral struggle that ensues at 
the moment of deliberation prior to a 
moral choice.

At the point of a moral choice; that is, 
when a final decision has been reached, 
one feels that he x>7as responsible of his 
choice.

Franklin views the problem of free will and determinism as

The libertarian is convinced of what X7e may call 
a certain radical discontinuity between man and 
the world he lives in, such that the whole universe 
and even the man’s character and brain do not 
determine that the choice shall be so rather than 
otherx-7ise. He uses ’freedom’ in an extended but 
intelligible sense to mark his conviction of the 
existence of the discontinuity which to him is 
central in his belief about rnan.^^

The comrrion sense argument is based on

x-zill is an illusion, he warns.

3 AR,L, Franklin, Freedom & Determinism: A Study of Rival 
Conceptions of Man. (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd., 1968), p. 36.
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(iii)

(iv)

From the cited examples, Franklin is convinced that indeterminism

^'Thenever such situations as above occur he adds, theis manifest.

agent is always attentive, for the mind must be active if we have to

talk of one having choices.

The next task that Franklin wants to engage in is that of

defining his notion of ’attention' and to have a phenomenological

analysis of exactly where indeterminism is located in a human action.

Franklin identifies two realms or modes of existence in the

human mind; the active and the passive modes. To illustrate this

assertion, he gives an example of a person who is engaged in a process
of decision-making on a certain thing (he terms this as the active

realm). This person finds himself day-dreaming over something else

(this he terms the passive realm of mind) . The man realises that he

is day-dreaming instead of being engaged in the process of the

decision-making, and he turns his attention or he directs his

attention back to what is happening to the man actively. Franklin

argues that day-dreaming is what is happening to the man passively.

In directing attention back to the decision-making process, the

man is engaged in a mental activity which is not itself

But from this mental activity of directing attention which is a9

sub-class of the changes in our attention, there is yet another

smaller sub-sub-class which seems to correspond strlctJ.y to the notion

consciously decidesof choice.

between pursuing or dwelling on this or that consideration. It is in

In cases of intense moral perplexity, v?hen 
all the established guides or laws to 
conduct fails.

Finally, in cases in which Franklin refers 
to as novel or original.

This arises from the moment the man

a 'choice'.
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such situations that we are aware of trains of thought from which

It is this ’selective directing of attention’we choose just one.

that Franklin refers to as a

vzhich is undetermined by the self as formed character.

Franklin seems to be following Campbell’s foot-steps in that

he starts by analysing our psychological freedom but ends by affirming

Again, his categorisation of ’active’ andmetaphysical freedom.

’passive’ realms of mind is rather confusing if we fail to understand

I would personally be inclined to suggest that even whenhim clearly.

the mind is still active although the agent’s

experience might be quite different from what he usually experiences

when his mind is said to be ’active’. But of course, my position

would be criticised as attempting to interpret Franlclin out of

This is because we can with justification, accept what hecontext.

terms as
to the definitions he offers of them, which are psychological in

in the end, Franklin fails to resolve the free willcontext.

and determinism problem, though his contribution is commendable.

1.17 J.P. Sartre

As it has been indicated at the beginning, Sartre presents a

definition of freedom which even the ordinary libertarians are not

willing to endorse. I'Thile the libertarians concede that only some

of the human actions, particularly those concerned with moral

decision, are uncaused by our past influences, Sartre is advocating

that all human actions are free, and that man cannot help being

Perhaps it should be intimated atresponsible for his actions.

Thus,

one is day-dreaming,

once that the ideas of freedom to be explored here are contained in a

’active’ and ’passive’ realms of mind as long as we stick

’choice’ in the true sense’ a choice
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book which was first published in French in 1943

into English language in 1957, under the title

position

existentialism philo-
s ophy, Sartre opted for marxism.

it is imperative that
we understand his ontology.

He has
identified three modes of being:

tion between the two modes of being. The Being-for-itself is the
becoming

Sartre wants

th ing.

which is the subject.

This then means that the object transcendsit. what the subject is

Nevertheless, the way he has extended 
the notion nf freedom is quite illuminating and reveals a new perspec- 

could view the problem of free will and determinism.
To understand Sartre’s notion of freedom,

The Being-for itself, and the
Being-in-itself are the most important modes of

the Being for itself, the Being
in- itself and the Being-for-others.

In his ontology, Sartre avails himself 
of the phenomenological method invented by Edmund Husserl.

a permanent entity 
but a project tox-zards the non-conscious being or world.

to imply that our consciousness is always a consciousness of some-
This ’something’ is always the object of the consciousness, 

but this object is other than consciousness

tive from which we

, it is the consciousness of something while the Being-in- 
itself is the noncpnscious mode of being.

is about the connec-

35Sartre, Being and Nothingness.

Consciousness or the subject,

This Being-for-itself which 
we could always refer to as consciousness is not

knows the object but does not create

and first translated
"Being and Nothingness.’’^^

That was some time ago and Sartre radically changed his 

concerning some of the ideas before he died.

We can evenBeing.
say that the whole book (Being and Nothingness)

It is now knox*m that.
probably unable to sustain his version of the
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the objects of consciousnessconscious of.
phenonenal in the sense that they appear to, or for consciousness.are

cannot properly inquire what lies ’behind’Consequently, we

We can only investigate the being inappearance of phenomenon.

But if we could strip away all the deterappearance or phenomenon.
rainate characteristics and all those meanings which are due to human

interpretations in the function of human purposes, we will be left

vzith the Being-in-itself or the non-conscious being which is

permanent and can only be said that it is .

The next task is for Sartre to explicate what he takes to be an

He accuses some earlier scholars who he says started engagingaction.
themselves with the problem of free will without even trying to be
explicit about what is pre-supposed in the notion ’action’. To act

according to Sartre is to:

finally produces an anticipated result.36

But Sartre quickly warns that the above are not the most important

’action’. The most important notion is the notion ofnotions of an

’intention’. He goes on to argue that if one caused an event to

then that could not qualify to beoccur without being aware of it.

To call something an action would require that we connectan action.
But if intention is thethe result to the intention, Sartre argues.

fundamental notion in an action, what is the genesis of an action?

... modify the ’shape’ of the world, it is to 
arrange means in view of an end. It is to produce 
an organized instrumental complex such that a 
series of concatenations and connection of the 
modifications affected on one of the links causes 
modifications throughout the whole series and

According to Sartre then.

p. 433.



46

The genesis of an action is the recognition of the lack of a

desideratum or something desirable not yet realised by the subject.

From the moment of the conception of a need, the consciousness vjith-
drav7S from itself in order to approach the non-being which is the

object of desire. This withdravzal of the consciousness and the

striving for the desired object is what is referred to as freedom of
action. Sartre states that the above notion of an actionHence,

displays the follox-zing consequences:

(i)

(ii)

After saying the above, how does Sartre approach the problem of free

will and determinism?

Sartre agrees with the determinists when they say that every

event has a cause but he challenges them to look beyond the causes;

that is, look for the motives. For him the ultimate cause of an
action is the end. As pointed earlier, the cause of an action is its
intention. The consciousness is always trying to strive towards the

values which it has already posited. These values Sartre contends.

would like to be. The wnrenching of consciousness ax\’ay from itself

and the striving for the non-conscious being or the unrealised goals

is (as said before) what Sartre would like to equate with ’freedom*.

57 f>P

That no factual state whatever it may 
be (political and economic structure of 
society, or the psychological state, etc.) 
is capable by itself of motivating any 
act whatsoever; for an act is a projection 
of the Being-for-itself towards what is not.

are symbols of what modes the consciousness or the conscious being

That no factual state can determine 
consciousness, to apprehend it as a negation 
or as a lack. According to Sartre, conscious
ness is to be seen as a permanent possibility 
x^renching itself away from its past in order 
to consider Xs^hat it lacks.



Sartre is not unaware of the powerful arguments usually pro
pounded by the determinists which claim that we are not able to

modify ourselves for the simple reason that the past has already
taken its toll, and that nothing else could rub that away; our

hereditary and environmental influences. In reply to the determin-
Sartre counter-argues that our past influencesists’ arguments.

do not even come into consideration when we are thinking of freedom
He supports himself by saying that the(as advocated by Sartre).

objects or things that appear to be a hindrance to our freedom have
meaning only when they are viewed in their relation to the ends and

It is our freedom that firstthat we have as conscious beings.means
so that, before the illuminationconstitutes the framework or order.

of these objects or facts in our consciousness, they remain neutral.
They are neither helpful nor are they a hindrance to the process of
making ourselves what we have chosen to be. Sartre is trying to point
out that the universe as non-sconscious of something, this conscious
ness of something ceases to be useful to consciousness or the conscious
being unless, we see it in its relation to what we want to achieve.

To put it in another way,become but in what it is striving to be.
what the conscious being was and is (essence) is not in itself

What is important is the process of becoming which Sartreimportant.
identifies with ’Existence’.

Sartre is not yet through with the many problems that beset his
He recognizes that man as a conscious being isnotion of freedom.

The conscious being discoversliving among other conscious beings.
that he is engaged in a complex of instruments which acquired their

In a word, our consciousness is not interested in what we have already
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meanings not from himself but from the other conscious beings.

The i>roblem is to explain how this conscious being is going to avoid

taking these meanings which he himself hasnot provided. Sartre

attempts an answer to the above question by summoning us to study

layers of reality vzhich come into play so as to constitute asome

man’s concrete situation. The layers suggested are as follows:

(i)

(11)

(iii)
Sartre

coDiing.

As expected perhaps, Sartre argues that the conscious being is

Man is responsible for all his actions.condemned to be free. He
is responsible for the world he has created. He is responsible for

what he is because that is what he wanted to become. Sartre warns that

he is using the term responsibility in its ordinary sense of that

incontestable author of an action or an event. He g'" 3S on to concede

that it is pointless to complain of what one was becoming since noihing

foreign has decided what we feel, what we live or even what we are.

The meaning, which the conscious being 
discovers as already his (his nationality 
his physical appearance, etc.).

Instruments which are already meaning
ful (works of art, cinema, theatres, 
hospitals, roads, etc.).

The other as a centre of reference to which 
the above meanings (i and ii) refer, 
then gives a long explanation of the way to 
overcome the problem of a conscious being 
having to be influenced by the choices of 
other conscious beings. His explanation 
boils do^m to the assertion that all the 
above layers of reality would have meaning 
only when they are ‘knovm’ by an individual 
conscious being, that is, when an individual, 
conscious being is conscious of them (the 
suggested layers) in relation to its be~ 

How then does Sartre relate his 
notion of freedom to the concept of moral 
responsibility?

There are no ’accidents’ in life, everything goes according to what we



To elucidate this point, Sartrehave decided that it should go.
cites an example of an event taking place in a certain community
which suddenly involves a particular person to take part in it.

How could this particular person refuse tois thinking of war).
H ecould do that by eithertake part in the event even under threats?

absenting himself or by killing himself. These ultimate possibilities
If the particular person takesalways present in any situation.are

part in the event, this could be because of inertia or cowardice in
because he prefers certain otherthe face of public opinion or

tlian the values related to the refusal of taking part invalues more
Accordingly, any side the man takes is itself a choice.the event.
take the position that he cannot make up his mind overFor a man to

is what Sartre terms as

”Bad Faith" which should not be encouraged by conscious beings.
nothing else except death can terminate a conscious being’sHenc e,

possibilities.
At the end of his philosophical statement, Sartre does not

the problem of free will and determinism, although he hasanswer

has said, one of the problems that Sartrebeing.
confronts is that of explaining the origin of either consciousness or
the non-conscious being after having declared that consciousness

is a negation of being.

Sartre argues that this particular person is free to take or not to
take part in the event even when there appears to be threats (Sartre

Again Sartre’s use of the terms ’free’ or

a certain issue,because he is determined.

given a very good description of the subjective view of a conscious 
37 As Copleston

Copleston, Contemporary Philosophy: Studies of Logical 
Positivism and Existentialism. (London: Search Press Ltd., 1972).
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* freedom’ is so wide that their meaning tends to be evacuated. For
if all human actions are to be called free without exception, it would

’free’ adds to form what webe difficult to know what the term.

ordinarily call ’free action’.

But perhaps the most unfortunate thing about Sartre’s work is

his unrestrained use of language. This fact alone makes it difficult
for us to unearth what message he intends to deliver without at the

same time misunderstanding him. For example, when he uses the term

’freedom’ he tries to stress the notions of negation and lack. As

pointed out earlier, Sartre asserts that a conscious being is always

conscious of himself as being separate from other objects around

him, including other conscious beings. At the same time. a conscious
being is always lacking, that is, a conscious being is never complete.

There is always room for a conscious being to be what he is not.

These two notions that Sartre identifies with ’freedom’ should not

be equated with freedom as referred to by the libertarians. Sartre
should be interpreted as always discussing ’freedom’ at the level of

psychological freedom, which I think even the determinists are bound

to affirm. Thus, the most important difference to be noted between

(feliberately trying to apply psychological freedom to ’prove’ the

reality of metaphysical or contracausal freedom, Sartre does not try

to resolve the problem, not because it is difficult but simply because

it is not there. Subsequently, our treatment of Sartre must be seen

’language of freedom’ is involved in, but not as a treatment of a

philosopher who seriously discusses the metaphysical problem of free

Sartre and the libertarians is that while the libertarians are

as an attempt to di'^entangle some of the various uses that the
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Firxally, Sartreeffort in pcrtixying valuesX7ill and determinism.

the final end of conscious beings’ actions is commendable andas
leads him to acknowledge what we have referred to as ethical

But rather than strengthening Sartre’s concept ofdeterminism.
this position vzeakens it for it means that man is determinedfreedom,

Of course Sartre x-zould counter-argue that the valuesby values.
To break the apparent vicious circle,themselves originate in man.

Sartre would have to show how these values come about.

Conclusion1.20
have gathered among other things, that

(i) libertarians believe in contra-causal freedom if the concept of

moral responsibility is to be sustained, (ii) the determinists

believe that every event is caused, and (iii) the ’soft’ determinists

hold that the concept of moral responsibility could be redefined in a

that praise and b?-ame would be used as educative devices.way
acting as instruments of behaviour change.

Having given the conceptual analysis of the two crucial terms

(free will and determinism) in the thesis, and having also presented

arguments for and against the two doctrines as presented by oursome
represen'-.ative scholars, it is noxj fitting that we elucidate the core

As pointed earlier, the object of the thesisproblem of the thesis.

is not to resolve the classical problem between free will and

determinism; rather, it is to analyse the arguments brought forward

education.and see if they have anything to contribute in the field of

especially when it comes to punishment and moral, education. It is

contention that each of the approaches towards the problem of freemy
will and determinism reveals an important aspect of man. in particular

In our short survey, we
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and reality in general.

and his surroundings, the better the education that

The educational implications we have in mind are metaphysical in that

they are so general that they could not be subjected to scientific

tests, although they might be exercising a lot of influence in both
theory and practice in education.

It has also been noted that the doctrines of free will and

determinism are composed of a variety of freedom and determinism
respectively. For our purpose here, wo shall only deal with a few

of these varieties which we think are wore relevant in the field of
From the doctrine of free will we are going to emphasizeeducation.

the educational implications according to what was defined earlier
as metaphysical freedom, psychological freedom and social freedom,
while from the doctrine of determinism the emphasis is going to be

on the implications derived from metaphysical and ethical determinism.

We take these varieties of free will and determinism as more relevant

for their direct involvement in the concept of moral responsibility

come to discussing
discipline and punishment. Although theological determinism is

equally involved in the concept of moral responsibility, its treatment
would bring another dimension to the problem of free will and deter
minism which we are not well equipped to tackle here.

Finally, before we can come into grips with the educational

implications of the free will and determinism, we have to study in

more detail, the basis of the arguments given for and against both
the doctrine of free will and determinism. Thus, the next chapter
is going to deal with the different studies done on man and his

which is going to feature prominently when we

Consequently, the more we understand man

we could provide.
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These studies, we concede, would help us not only toenvironment.
understand the many aspects of human nature but also hox? each of

these aspects could precisely be utilized in the field of education.



CHA FT ER II

2.00 V.'hat is Mrn?: Sni.in Thtiories on the Mature of Man
" — • - r. I ■ I ,,

Jn the ftrst chapter x^e have defined the nrablcm cf free will and

dorVri.nr as propounded by different .sc'^olars. In the present chapter
further looking at their ba.sis

t
elansified into detemiinistic and libertarian theories. So, for the
deterministic theories, we shall point out and analyse some of the
contentJons put forward by scientists in their study on man. This
x-/ill be in form of biological and environment .al deLerminant.s of man.
But before treating the scientific arguments, a short reviexv’ of the
scientific method will be in order. For theories that advocate the
autonomous nature of man, we shall seek their bcisis; their strong and
weak points.

Tlie aim of the chapter is to find out whether the tv;n gene3-al

theories .stipulated are contradictory or whether the tx>»o could be
reconciled in any way. Consequently, this x<^ill T hope, lead us to
discover which o5: the types of freedom r.nd determinism, 1G. g., me ta-

social froodom, psychological freedom, ethical
determinism and metaphysical determinism, are applicable to man and
which arc. not.

be seen in the light of the results of this chapter.

But it is important to note that although the chapter is about

the two general theories on man, the determtiiistic theory .seems to take
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I

I

physical freedom,

these argunienus will be probed even

dcterminl-.il!, and mentioned some of the arguments for and acaiust each

However, there are m<n-«y 
theories shout man's nature but all of them could conveniently be

as revealed by variou.s theories about man.

In this way, the concept of moral respon.slbil 1 ty will
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prtiCCfhztnce over the theory on the autonomy of men. The first reason

for this is that nieny people today are inclined towards the

deterninistic thcoriGs due perhaps to the success of science. hence,
there is more literature in that vein. The second reason is that the

basis for the arguments for tlic autonomy of man aie difficult to put

forward for they hinge mostly on what

when taking uKiral decisions.

2.30 torical Background of the Scientif i.c Method

Although the free will versus determinism debate has been present

long time, it is onl^' during the 17th Century that

it took a serious scientific outlook in the Western World. The

historical background of the scientific method and its results presented

here, does not attempt to give all. the complex factors involved in the

debate. So,

result of the .ipplication of the scientific method in
the hands of Galileo, hewton and Darwin. We shall, also briefly discuss

the theory of quantum mechanics and see whether or not it could

contribute to our effort of resolving the free will versus determinism

problem.

objects in the Universe were explained in terms of their purpose.ages,

The goal, of study at this time was not primarily in order to describe.
predict and control limited phenomena as is the case with modern

The object was to understand the meaning oi the relation ofscience.
the parts to the whole and the relation of the whole to the supreme

(Londor; SCMIssues in Science and keliglon.•| T.G. Barbour,
Press Ltd., 1966).

took place as a

in theology for a

During the era cf philosophers such as Aristotle up to the middle
1

we are going to trace some important breakthroughs that

we feel as agents, especially



This want that, vjilhin the over~a.ll pcittern the universe.pv>;. -. r.

status ard purpose in the gradual hierarchy of reality. Though the

the laws x-jere moral rather thanu r. J verse w a s v j. c ; e <1

From tlic above, it can be .inferred that the universemechanistic.

assumed to be static with all its species created in their presentx-;a.s

complete universe v<ith no fundamental novelty exceptform.

Ill this type of universe. man

that all the other species wore to be

explained mainly in terms of the role they played in human purposes.
In 17th Century, Galileo almost overturned tables concerning the

Galileo’s contri-vie.v.’ of the universe that was common there before.

bution to the method of scientific study was his combination of

mathematical reasoning and experimental observation. UTiile the

This was an important landmark in the growth of•proximate causes.
the scientific method, for it meant that teleological explanations

that
the scientific descriptions and explanations. Consequently, this

meant that a

Isolated case of the whole universe.

We can then say that Galileo’s tx<o important ideas in modern

This
exploration of space using the thenidea was enrxched by Galileo’s

metaphysica.l and religious questions vjere directed towards remote

particular phenomenon could be investigated as an
2

his advocating that the universe be viewed as

It was

as Icivj abiding.

\?ere characteristic of the earlic’.r era were to be replaced by

every entity from the greatest to the smallest Xvtis

oBarbour, Issues in Science and Religion.

was seen as. the centre, so

x-.'hiit cor’.sidered as Cod’s act.

one, composed of particles of matter that were always in motion.

science were; first.

seen as having a

causes of things, Galileo’s scientific method concentrated on the
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v/ns considered the centre of the universe, but v/ith the discovery

of other planets and the fact that the earth goes round the sun instead
of the vice versa, and that there was
beings outside the planet earth, man’

v.-’cakening.

The second contribution of Galileo (which could only be inferred

For him (Galileo) God created the universe, he being the ’firstman.

but it was the duty of man tc explain the ’efficient causes’
of phenomena by the use of science.

Newton seemed to have come to clarify what Galileo had pioneered.

He was more insistent than Galileo that the scientists’ work was to

describe and that any speculations when dealing with scientific study
vrere to be avoided at all costs. Newton was so interested in knowing
how things worked so much that he v?as willing to investigate the
influence of gravity upon objects while leaving unanswered, the

For him (Newton) the laws ofquestion of the nature of gravity.

gravity seemed to be applicable to all objects in the universe, from

the smallest particle to the largest planet. It should however be

being controlled by forces. This was an important contention for it
suggested a universe that was as intricate as a machine, which

followed immutable laws that were predictable to the smallest detail.

This was perhaps the basis of determinism in scientific study which

later gcner«ntions were to adopt and develop further.

The impact of the new scientific method became very popular

a possibility of other living

s esteem was in dcingec of

harmonious entity that wasnoted that Newton sax-7 the universe as a

cause’5

from his v’oxk) was the allocation of different duties to both God and
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d'lring the ISth Century, so nuch that it was a common belief Chat the

universe could be explained by the use of science alone. ?\C this time,

Laplace, a French niatliematicIan had become one of the most articulate

spokesmen of the vlcv? that the universe was self-sufficient as an

This viev; is evident from Che following quota-impersonal nechanism.

It s?jys:

figure that the universe, was assumed to be a complete

mechanical system of inflexible cause and effect laws, so Chat all the

future events w’ould he inexorcibly determined. Tlius, if A?e are unable

to determine a happening, it is not that it cannot be determined but

it should be taken as a question of our Ignorance, for given enough

time, every happening could be predicted.

It was during the 19th Century that another scientist made him-

Darwin came up with what isself a name in the world of Science.
the ’evolutionary^ theory’ . The evolutionary

(i) the ideci of randomtlieory is composed of the following ideas:

In this, Darwin had ample evidence (supported with data)variation.
of the occurrence and inhcritability of minute and apparently spon-

tiineous v^lriations among the individual members of the same species.

Though Dan^in could not explain how^ this came about, the important

tion by Harbour v.»hen difjcussing the jssug.

The world was no longer seen as the purposeful 
divine dr.ama of the middle ages or even iis 
continuing oltject of providential supervisior 
as foi; Newton, but as a set of interacting 
natural forces. If events were governed by 
natural causes, any remaining gap in the 
scientific account should Bd filled not by 
introducing a dGii_H_c^ but by further
sctirch for physical explanations .3

From the above, we

today commonly known as

things for him was: to knov? that it happens; (ii) Darwin had also 
^Barbour, ' PP * 5S-59.
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observed that in general, more young organisms are born than could

survive up co parenthood. .And that some variations conferred slight

advantages in ths intense competition for existence that occurs between

members of the same species

This is whriC he termed the ’Struggle for- Survival’.in an environment.

species that had a slight advantage over the other members lived

Over a long duration, this phenomenon oflonger on the average.

competition would bring about a corresponding reduction, and finally

the eliminati«>n of the other less advantaged members of a species.

This is what

But it is important to observe

that some of the ideas inherent in the Dan^lnian evolutionary theory

(1859) .

Thus, perhaps his greatest contribution was his ambition to fit these

unified theory and his effort in trying to

support the theory with slot of collected data.

Daxvin’s work also exhibited one of the Important characteristics

That is, xvith alot of observational data,of the method of science.

coupled with
Thus, he was able to demonstrate thecoherent theory.

dictum that ’no amount of data constitutes a scientific theory unless

it is unified with an imaginitive hypothesis’.

Tn his later work,

Tie indicated that man's characteristics could be explained in terms

"The Descent of Man" (1871), Darwin tried to

or between members of different species

ideas together into a

(iii) Lastly, Dan-’in had observed that an individual member of a

demonstrate that his theory of evolution was applies-le even to man.

an imaginitive mind and intuition, one was able to come

hence, the gradual transformation of the species.
Darwin called the ’natural selection’.^

^Barbour, Ibi^. , p. 85.

were known even before bis famous work - "Origins of Species"

up with a



60

of" the Tficdification of. the anthropoid ancestors through the process of

’natural selection/. To prove his case, he cited the anatomical

Tn the end, he asserted anreseinhlane»?s between man and a gorilla.

idea which vas more repugnant to theology than vzhat Kewton had earlier

advocated: that human beings differ from animals rather in degrees

than in any other radical vzay. The consequence of the above assertion

was that man's

of the natur.al lav/s, and could be analysed in categories applicable to

This was an important supplement to theother forms of organisms.

scientific method in the light of the emergence of diverse disciplines

(ill studying the nature of man) popularly known as the social sciences.

Darwin’s universe unlike that of Newton was alvzays being transformed

Furthermore, instead of thisfrom a lower hierarchy to a higher one.

universe being governed by mechanistic laws, Dancin’s universe w»as

governed by the natural laws of selection (statistical in nature).

It should be realised that even with this idea of natural selection,

in its insatiable interest to discover more about man stillscience
retained its deterministic rigour in the sense that complete predict-

until the end of 19th Century that the scientificIt was not
forced to adopt a notion of determinism which did not havemethod was

bias towards complete predictability. This was prompted bya strong
In 1905, Einsteinthe discovery of the quantum mechanics in physics.

had shown tint light does act like waves as well as like particles.

This discovery by Einstein wasother like two sides of a coin.

12/3/79.

and that the \-?cwe and particle aspects of light complemented each
5

owm existence would thus be brought under the umbrella

5 Nwsvzeek

ability was thought to be a possibility.



nursed by other on-conjing scienfists such as Heisenberg who came up

with the theory of quantum mechanics. Hence, according to Heisenberg:

of waves.

6

In this regard then, quantum moclianics was cited as being one of the

The supposed explanation for this positionindetc';

assisted by a set of formulas derived from xjhat is known as thewas

is that if a measurement enables us to ascertain i^/lth greatcase
electron at a given time, no uieasu-.ementaccuracy the position of an

can assign a precise value to the momentum (and hence the velocity)

The advocates of the above theory asof the particle at that time.
went on to argue that due to this

relations, then:

But is the case for quantum mechanics as an indeteiministlc

According to Nagel,forceful as its advocates put it?

being indeterministic in character.

’Heisenberg relations’.

compHcated for the ur..initiated, the most important message for our

inistic theories.

inh er en t U nC e. rt u t n

the ecjuatiori of quantum mechanics cannot 
therefore establish a unique correspondence 
between precise positions and liionienta at one 
time and precise positions and momenta at 
other times.

theory as

Nagel, 
Sclent if ic i::--planat ions ■ (Loudon:

294.
7Nage.l, The Structure of Science, p. 295.

,.. the standard interpretation of the 
experimental evidence, for the theory of 
quantum mechanics yields the conclusion 
that in certain situations some of the 
stipulated subatomic elements (such as 
electrons) have properties characteristic 
of particies, while in other situations 
they e.xbibit properties characteristic

This ’dual nature’ of its funda- 
ipental elements is a distinctive mark of 
the theory and has been a source of much 
puzzlement

The Structure of Science: Problems In the Logic of 
; Routledge & Kegan Patil Ltd., 1961),

Although these formulas are
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classical mechanics as illusti’iited hy the NcvHonian ph^'sJcs is not

Tn tlris light, he

suggests a general definition of a deterministic theory and asserts

that this would include more than there is in classical mechanics.
ItIlls definition states that ...a theory is deterministic if and

only if, given the values of its state variables for come initial

Thus, we learn that, while the advocates of

quantum mechanics as an indeterministic theory (quotation 7) call for

precise prediction of what is to come if a theory was to be taken as

deterministic, Nagel (quotation 8) maintains that a deterministic

theory does not necessarily call for precise prediction of v?hat is to

So, Nagel concludes that, if we adopt his definition of acome.
deterministic theory, then the quantum mechanics theory is deterministic

classical mechanics theory.just like any
Jji that case, I would be inclined to say that the difference

between Nagel’s and lleisenherg’s definitions of deterministic and

indeterministic theories is rather on language than on content.

Heisenberg is correct if by calling quantum mechanics theories

indeterministic, he only means that complete predictability is not

applicable to them.
that in classical mechanics, complete predictability of eventstion
possibility (this is an assertion that has not been proved true).

to me, Nagel's definition of a deterministic theory seemsHov.'over,
This is because there arevzlth common sense.reasonable and concurs

for vzhich we are not able or v^e are not bothered to

the only deterministic theory in modern physics.

was a

Of course, hi.s argument is based on the assump-

p. 292*
many occurrences

^Nagel, Ibid.,

period, the theory logically determines a uniqiu? set of variables for 
g 

any other period".
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trace a one-to-one corresponden-cc as- cause and crfuct and yet we- are

read^’ to affirm that they arc determined. In n v<iy, xs.’benever we

think Ct oct'’rre’nces, there is a tendency to atssujfse th;»t they are

I would saj,’ that the doctrine of detenidnisn isThere Core,caused.

coinposed of two ideas, tlie idea of

ability’, and that the former is the more central. This is because.

’ I > r e d i e. t a b i 1 i t y ’ w bileit V7ould be ill-ogical to affirm the idea ot

at the same time denying the idea oC ’cause’ in an occurrence. On

the other hand, it would be logical to affirm the idea of ’cause’

’predictability’,without at the same time, affirming tlte idea of

So, while we can only think of predictability if we assumed that

an occurrence is caused, V7e most of the time think of the idea of

cause in an occurrence without bothering ourselves wLth the idea of

Furthermore, an occurrence may be unpredictable forpredictability.
it may be unpredictable because at the material time.two reasons:

know all the causal-conditions involved in the occurrence.

cannot preciselyHere the occurrence
have a limited knowledge about it. On the otherpredict it for X'7e

be unpredictable because it is uncaused. Tn
Either those who, likehave no way of predicting.this case we

indeterminism with unpredictability and determinismHeisenberg, equate

the doctrine of determinism or they assume that the ideaability in
self-evidence and therefore calls for no proof. Nagel

not metaphysical determinism or metaphysical

In thefreedom

problem of whether or
would be demonstrable through the method of science.-

in question is caused but we
we do not

’ciiiJse’ and the idea of ’predict-

of ’cause’ is

with precise predictability are interested in the idea of predict-

hand, an occurrence may

seems to be interested in the idea of ’cause’ which .Leads him to the
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end, Nll'-.J not only di.sagrv-.e A-;jth those ulio cite quantum
meebonic''. theories zis being indeterminist ic in nature (his idea of

indetcrhtniistic oecuirences would entail ’uncaused occuri’cncc-s’) but

be also critjcises those who use quantum mechanics

prove the possihiJity of huinan freedom. He puts it nicely when he

says tliot:

we shall discuss Nagel’s scepticism over whether

in the physicz^l world.

Barbour, trying to assess the contribution of quantum mechanics

theories in the attempt to resolve the free will versus determinism
debate asserts tliat Laplace’s bold clziini that complete predictability>

is possible has been abandoned. The reason given for its abandonment
is that we cannot predict the exact position and the exact velocity
of a subzitomic particle at the same time; that WG can only calculate

But Barbour poses the
question whether the sertd uncertennty is to be taken as being the J

result of indeterminacy in natui'e or

He cites three ansvyers th.at could be given to the above question.

a
Ibid.

f

!i

5

or not the idea of causality has boon conclucivelj’ proved to be true

Later in the Chapter,

it is due to human ignorance.
10

The first answer is that the. uncertainty of predicrion is

Nagel, p. 33 6.
^^^Barborir, 2P. Pl’* 298-9.

as the basis to

It .... follows that conclusions concerning 
human freedoTP and moral responsibility, v.’hen 
based on the alleged ’acansal* ruid 'indetor- 
min Is tic’ behavior of subatomic pi-ueesses, 
are built on the snnJ. Neither the analysis 
of physical theory, nor the study of the 
subject matter of physics, fields the conclu
sion that there is no strict causal behavior 
anywh<’.rc,

the probabilities for. the future occurrences.
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Following the same argument,result of temporary human ignorance.

future theories were going to explain. So, what the present theories

in science express is real and given time, the scientists Xi7ould

discover all the remaining natural laws that govern the world. Einstein

is among the group of scientists x-zho took the above line of thought.

The second answer is that uncertainty of prediction in science

results from the inherent experimental and conceptual limitations in

the observer, especially when that predictions involves minute objects

Those who support this argument claim that theoriessuch as electrons.

but not the representations of the real world.

formulate theories which are mistake-free, to the extent that they

The observer is always interferingrepresented the real world.

with theories by injecting his subjective view, it is claimed. The
third answer which is championed by Heisenberg suggests that the

uncertainty of prediction expresses the indeterminancy as an objective

This means that nature is indetermined and thatfeature of nature.

the uncertainty expresses the reality.

Looking at the above three answers critically, we note that each

The first argument that there are naturalhas its merits and demerits.

laws which we could discover using more advanced knowledge has the

merit of explaining away some instances where we discover a certain

theory x^as wrongly formulated due to our inaccuracies. This is

especially true where scientific laws that dealt xirith a large number

object such as an atom. But even granting the utility of this

are only useful tools for co-ordinating our observations in science

That is, we can never

many scientists assert that nature followed precise laws which our

of objects were found to be inaccurate when applied in a particular
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position in science, we still find that there is not any clear

experimental evidence to prove its truth or falsity. In this age.

when we are still discovering new theories and discarding the old

it is difficult to say whether a time will come when we shallones.

have discovered all the theories representing the nature of things

that would be the end of science!I guess.

The second answer like the first one. stresses the ignorance or

rather the inaccuracy of the observer to an extent that he can never

reach that degree of perfectability in order to produce a theory that

would represent the reality of things. But unlike the first answer,

the second answer sounds a defeatist note to the on-coming scientists.

Taking this position, the scientists are assured of a never complete

in whatever field they are working in. Again, the claimaccuracy
that we can only achieve the reality when the scientific concepts

independent of our subjective view is rather weak. This isare

because we have cases where human subjectivity is not involved and

yet there is unpredictability which we cannot explain. For example.

To add to that, this answer is silent as to whether

nature is determined or indetermined.

The third answer which Barbour defends has the advantage of

combining the merits of the other two answers while discarding their

Those scientists who support the view claim that theweaknesses,

apparent unpredictability in quantum mechanics expresses the indeter-

As one scholar asserted, the uncertainty inminacy in nature.

.1

as they are.

the unpredictability at the time of which a radioactive atom dis-
11 xntegrates.

quantum mechanics does not reside in the imperfection in our 
^^Ibid., p. 302.



there is no exact causal connection betweenThat is,

observable events, since measurement consists in extracting from the

existing distribution, one of the possibilities it contains.

Although Barbour supports the view of the world as indetermined.

it is important at this juncture to understand how he is using the

Earlier we found out that

Heisenberg and other scholars who wanted to use the theories of

quantum mechanics to illustrate the possibility of human freedom

as

For Barbour’s case, he contends;precise predictability•

Barbour concludes that such relations between events in which the

of possibilities, but not the particular occurrence, is determinedrange
would be referred to as a weak form of causality in order to distin

guish it from a strong form of causality or absolute causation.

inference from the above quotation.Making our

passes 
alone out 
realised.

is using ’indeterminacy’ in quantum mechanics as Heisenberg and others

Margenua, ’Advantages and Disadvantages of Various Interpre
tations of Quantum Theory’, Ibid., pp. 301-2.

^^Tbid., p. 304.

we realise that Barbour

Some authors speak of individual atomic events 
as uncaused since they are not strictly determined. 
But uncaused seems to imply that the future springs 
up de novo unrelated to its antecedents. This is 
not the case, for the probabilitxes of the one 
instant are previously and unambiguously determined 
by the wave - functions at earlier instances.
On the other hand, we cannot speak here of absolute 
'causation_or necessary causation, for the past 

on the future a set of possibilities. One 
gf these many potentialities can be

terms ’determinacy’ and ’indeterminacy’.

defined ’indgtA-rmT-nacy’ as unpredictability and ’determinacy*

measurements nor in man’s ability to know; it has its cause in nature
X, -.^12 herself.
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useu it. to mean
’determinacy’ would

enough to
nature does not

we said

speak of
cases where weare able to an event while the weak form of

to calculate the probabilities of an event; we are able to
not the idea of

quantum
cannot contradict the idea

is

However, Barbour's terms

a weak form of

were weak.

understood.

occurrence are weak.
affirming the idea

denying the idea of we are saying is that our

antail that its causal factors
there might be

precisely
be that

rence we know the necessary causal factors other we do
not know. And that that does not in anyi^ay change the nature of the
causal factors of the occurrence in question.

was important in the
So, he would

Consequently, 
But he is keen

For instance, 
to mean that when 

unpredictable, it was because its 
think that this

cause which
’metaphysical determinism.

causality in

predictability. All 
inability to precisely predict

precisely predict
causality is applied where

unpredictability.
predictability, 

indeterminacy of this

we are only able 
therefore, whether

causal factors
is how Barbour would have

<n one occur—
while in the

of an

1 do not

Thus put.
an event or

liked to be
Again, even granted that the causal factors 

logically, we would still be

causality is
Barbour's contention like that of 

mechanics theory

rather misleading or

an occurrence does

a strong form of

not necessarily 
are weak in themselves.

no difference between what
predict and what we are not.

itself based on it.

'weak' and 'strong' fonts of causality 

inappropriate.
causality could be interpreted

an occurrence was

Nagel indicate that

of cause and only

for him, mean

of causality for it

precisely predict
not denied.

note that
oppose the idea of 

doctrine of

Essentially,
we are able to

The truth would



Thus, in the foregoing historical background of scientific method

the quantum mechanics theories defy the doctrine of determinism with
’cause’. Perhaps the important question toits stress on the idea of

ask at this stage is whether science as a discipline has convincingly
demonstrated the truth of the principle of causality before using it

cause
chance occurrences or uncaused events in the universe.witness some

In his discussion on whether or not there was ever a ’chance
which we would use to falsify the principle of causality,occurrence’

Indeed

intimates that we could not discount the possibilityThe above quotation
although when called to demonstrate the truthof a chance Happening

The problem that arises whenbe in trouble.empirically

Nagels’

Nagel, 0p_±

cases 
it is

turns out to be a false one, then it would mean that we could
14

we have observed that neither the Newtonian mechanistic theories nor

we seem to

If the principle of causality, that every event has a

called to demonstrate
Is’ ’Chance Occurrences" here would be equated to what the 

libertarilns usually call contra-causal events where metaphysical 
freedom is -nvolveo.

15„.„„i nn. cit., PP. 332-333.

as its bedrock.

Nagel argues that:
there appears to be no unquestionably authentic 

of such events (chance occurrences), 
impossible in the nature of the case to 

establish beyond question that any event is 
absolutely chance occurrence. For to show beyond 
all possible doubt that a given happening (e.g., 
the decomposition of an atom) is spontaneous and 
without determining circumstances, it would be 
necessary to show that there is nothing whatever 
upon which its occurrence depends. But this 
would be tantamount to showing that no satisfactory 
theory could ever be devised to explain what the 
present theories already explain, and in addition 
account for the allegedly spontaneous event.

an instant of a chance happening is that we do
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about chance
occurrences or whether they do not exist.
lead

I
true

to expose the
truth. prove that chance
occurrences do not exist by conclusively showing that the principle
of causality is involved in every occurrence.

But it seems as if the scientist is not in
demonstrate the principle of causality.

it was made) .to demonstrate the principle of causality. a
scientist would perhaps cite many cases where the event is shown to

How^ever, this exercise would not exhaust allbe the effect of another.
j&i most cases, scientists formulatethe events that there are.

correlation sample of events. Say, when it is
observed that after the formation of black clouds in the sky rain

then when this phenomenon is repeated many times, it is deducedfalls.
that black clouds cause rainfall.
all the Instances of rainfall have been considered.

argued like Eurae, it would be difficult to show the necessary connection
Thus, we would be forced to concludeand its effect.

that science can neither demonstrate the truth nor the falsity of the

Eow then can we prove
scientific method cannot be of any help? The

necessary knowledge

a single chance occurrence?
think it would be a hasty conclusion to

theories by studying a

a better position to

between cause

(if ever

is a true one

principle of causality, though it is always applying it.
the truth, or the falsity of the principle

no., know whether it is lack of the

Hence, it becomes the onus of science to

occurrences exist and 
that it is through our ignorance that we have failed

But does this position 
us to conclude that the principle of causality

since we are unable to demonstrate

say that the principle is 
because there is still a chance that chance

This in itself, does not mean that

of causality, if

Again, if we

For example, in his attempt
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principle of causality has been discussed by many and able scholars.
Although their works x^ill not be discussed here it seems to me that

no method has proved very fruitful.

to the conclusion that neither empirical nor rationalistic methods

would be able to demonstrate the truth nor the falsity of the principle

of causality.

Taking stock of the importance of this section, it is reasonable
that neither metaphysical determinism nor metaphysicalto assert

freedom (chance occurrences)
clusively demonstrable either through the method of science or the

Thus, both the determinists and the libertariansrational method alone.
forced to seek better argum.ents elsewhere for their support ofare

taphysical determinism and metaphysical freedom respectively. inme
Again, since the method of science is based on physical determan.

taphysical determinism) and that metaphysical

determinism is based on the principle of causality; and since we have
demonstrate the truth of the principle of causality.not been able to

caution those who tend to overestimatewe
Those wordswhat science

of caution should even be taken more seriously when the method of
is being applied in the study of man.science

The Basis of Determinism in Han2.10

that the advancement of science in knowing moreWe have seen

jninism (subsumed under me

Host of these scholars have come

as defined in the first chapter are con-

then, it is only fair that
is able to accomplish in the physical world.

about the physical world has given man more confidence in the use of
^^Some of the philosophers who have discussed the principle of 

causality include F.H. Bardley, K.G. Collingswood, I. Kant, A. F. Taylor 
and D. lume.

However, the same scholars contend that it is a useful 
postulate not only in science but also our daily life.^^
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the same weapon (the scientific method) to understand more about him-

This is because man has come to consider himself as a pait ofself.

the X7orld just like any other organism, as Darwin puts it.

main concern is to observe some of the contributions that have been

made through the application of scientific methods in the study of

Since these studies are basically deterministic, they seem toman.

support the doctrine of determinism in man.

The scientific study on man and his environment hox^ever, is based

the biological basis of man and theon two fundamental theories:

While the biological bases are studiedenvironmental basis of man.

under the natural sciences, the environmental basis are treated under

the social sciences.

The E^ological Determinants of Man2.11
Biologists and Bio-chemists have come to realise that the life of

At an early stage of development, the foetus (a more advanced stage of

that is, the growth is through the method of cell-division and speciali-

Each of the sperm-cell or the ovum is composed of genes.sation.

These genes are in the form of Deoxyribonucleic Acid, commonly referred

Genes are then formed into chromosomes which are moreto as DNA.
The Chromosomes are found in pairs in allcomplicated than the genes.

The human body is known to be composed of 46the body cells.

Chromosomes, arranged into 23 pairs,

But genes are the actual carriersfather and the other from the mother.

of the hereditary traits such

baldness and many other characteristics that we inherit and which are

a human being is not very different from any other animal;a zygote) of

man begins when the male sperm joins the female ovum to form a zygote.

one of each pair derived from the

as eye-colour, brain characteristics,

what are known, as

Fere, our
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crucial to our personality. It is also a fact that a zygote brings

together various combinations of chromosomes and hence, different

genes are inherited by each child of the same parents. Only identical

twins (raono-zygotic tx^ins) have identical chromosomes, therefore

identical gene-combinations. On the other hand, even fraternal twins

they are bound to have different gene-combinations.

Again, other than just being carriers of hereditary traits, genes

do have the functions of explicating and controlling the developmental

processes in living things in general. Thus, although the structure

of the genes seems to be relatively simple, the ways in x^rhich their

codes are translated into life-processes are rather complicated.

Geneticists appear too confident that life processes could be expli-

distinctive vital substance or life-force. This is to say that lifc-

Sut the problem that faces man today is thatsuper-natural power.

although he seems to understand the components that make up life.

he has yet to succeed in creating life artificially. Hoxvever, the

important inference that we might drax>7 from these facts is that bio

logical components of man are considered basic in the formation of

individual personalities, and that although hereditary influences

could be monitored in almost every stage of development, it is impos

sible to give their exact proportion as regards our personalities.

The Environmental Determinants of Man2.12

(Nex7 York: Harper and Roxv’

cable in physico-chemical terms without seeking answers from a

Having simply outlined the biological components of personality,

Von Haller Gilmer, Psychology.
Publishers, 1970).

processes could be explicable, for example, without referring to a

(dizygotic twins) have developed from different zygotes, therefore,
17



th^ next major area that influences man is the environment he is

situated in. However, the area is so wide that we can only cite a few

examples to illustrate what this entails. Environment could be sub

divided into physical and social dimensions. The physical dimensions

of environment includes the physical surroundings such as forests,

rivers, mountains, and the climatical conditions. On the other hand.

the social dimensions of environment would include the family organiza

tions, the leadership hierarchy, educational and legal institutions.

and the value systems.

For a long time, scholars have been discussing the relative

contribution of heredity and environment in the formation of an indivi

dual personality (nature and nurture problem). Recently, most social

scientists have come to learn that the problem has been x^rongly posed,

for what is evident is that both heredity and environment contribute

But the problem becomes an impossible one when weto what we become.

particular personality which in itself is a complicated affair. To

illustrate this point, many studies of various kinds over the heredity

environment problem conclude that man will not develop properly if

he does not interact with the environment he is situated in. So far.

the studies carried out indicate that the individ'.al reflects his

genetic structure which has been tampered with by an array of environ

mental factors throughout his life-span. If a person with a high

ability potential is placed in a poor environment, his measured

ability (overt behaviour) will probably be low. On the other hand,

try to trace how much each type of determinants contribute in a

environment has its limits on hox? much that person can do or can be.

if his heredity ability-potential is low, then, even the best
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The theory of socialization is the most readily cited to illustrate

However, thehow an individual is influenced by the environment.

theory is formulated differently by different scholars. This I think.

is due to the fact that different scholars put more emphasis on

particular items that fall under their special interests. Thus, for

Baldwin, the theory of socialization should be subsumed under the

He goes on to concede that:general theory of behaviour and learning.

On the same theory, Ihkeles says that:

Though the above quotations are expressed in different words.

infer that both Baldwin and Inkeles are essentially saying the same

that socialization is the process of selectively integratingthing:

an individual in his surroundings.

Further, most of the social scientists have identified formal

Formal or deliberate, socialization refersand informal socialization.

to the intentions and the actions of all those who are concerned with

Informal socialization could refer to all

in Goslin

we can

The task of the theory [socialization] ... is to 
explain how a child becomes an individual who 
fits into his society, who shares its values, who 
has acquired and uses skills that are important 
for the maintenance of the society.

... Socialization refers to the process whereby 
individuals acquire the personal system properties 
- the knowledge, skills, attitudes, values needs 
and motivations, affective and conative patterns 
which shape their adaptation to the physical and 
socio-cultural setting in which they live.

the training of the child or the young especially the parents, the

guardians and the teachers.
Baldwin, "A Cognitive Theory of Socialization" in D.A.

Goslin (ed.), Handbook of Socialization Theory and Research. (Chicago: 
Rand Mc’^ally & Company), p. 325.

^^A. Inkeles, "Social Structure and Socialization" 
(ed.). Socialization Theory of Research, pp. 615-616.
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that goes on between an individual and his environment without neither

the individual nor his conscious agents of socialization being

Although the process ofdeliberately aware of v.’hat is going on.

socialization starts from birth and goes on until the time of death.

it is my view that perhaps it is only at the stage the psychologists

that some of thelate childhood and adolescence states,term as
social values such as sportsmanship, bravery, and leadership are

likely to be actualized meaningfully in an individual. The reason

for this is that socialization must adapt itself to the maturational

For example, there might be a potentialfactors of the individual.
footballer but until his legs and muscles are well developed, his

skills for the game will remain at the stage of potentiality.

Cognitive theory which is under the general theory ofThe
socialization does help to explicate even further how an individual

influenced by various factors within particular surroundings. Ais

The
is exposed to different raw

Of course, the cognitive representationis constituted.

328.

representation
individual is never static or complete, for it is always

cognitive representation of
materials which the cognitive picture or

an Individual is known to expand as he

of an
2°Baldwln, op■ cit., p.

cognitive theory is understood as:
... a theory of human behavior which stipulates 
a general cognitive mechanism as the initial 
step in the chain of events leading from the 
stimulus to response. The assumption behind 
cognitive theory is that stimuli are received 
and processed to extract the information they 
contain. This information is in a way 
integrated into a cognitive representation of 
which the individual himself is represented.
The cognitive representation might alternatively 
be called a belief about the content of the 
environment.20



being nodified by new values.

Again, though the direct impact of ecological patterns

individual’s cognitive representation has not been very popular with

the social scientists for a long time, the little that has been studied

in that direction show that the ecology of a society does considerably

effect the individuals within it. A controversial argument that is

usually supported by research postulates that ecological demands

placed on a particular society plus their cultural adaptations to

this ecology do lead to the development of some skills that are useful

To illustrate the argument.while ignoring those that deem useless.

P.5. Dasen carried out research among the Australian Aborigines. In

concept of number.

that required little counting.

Another area where we easily derive some evidence of social

determinants of man is in language.

to recognize that
a

representative

My own 
language

the study, it was shown that the Aborigines had a very lowly developed

This was attributed to the influence of their

ecological background - hunting and gathering of food, activities
21

on an

people, that is, their culture with all its ramifications, which is 
of their world-view. B.L. Whorf illustrates the point

"The Influence of Ecology, Culture and European
CognitJun Development in Australian Aborigines", 

B^rry^and P.R. Dasen, Culture and Cognition: T__ 2
Cultural Psychology..

9 9 J.B. Corroll,
Massachusetts

Thus, some scholars have come

91 P.R. Dasen,
Contact on

nicely when he asserts that.
VHiorf studies suggest to me that 
! for all its kingly role, is in some 

sense a superficial embroidery upon deeper 
processes of consciousness, which are necessary 
before communication signaling or symbolism 
whatsoever can occur.

» in J.W.
; Readings in Cross- 

(London: Methuen Co. Ltd., 1974), pp.
(ed.), Language Thought and Reality. (Cambridge: 

the Mir Press, 1958), pp. 239.

a language represents a wealth of experiences of a



In a study which she carried out in Burundi, E.M. Albert observed
that the major intra-cultural variations in the

systematically related to the constinuents of cultural

the value system
and the patterned interactions.

over logical criteria in all but a small classes of coinraunicational

situations. In other words, emotion is more valued than truth in
Burundi. Developing the same argument further, she concluded that
falsehood is regarded as a positive value rather than a negative value.
contrary to the Western traditions. It is ray view that L, Senghor
would like the above conclusions to be generalized for all the

African people rather than only for the Burundi people.
As stated earlier on. cross-cultural studies are very contro

versial. The reason perhaps is that most of those who are engaged

in such researches are biased even before the research is off the
ground. If we take for example. the research on the concept of

would easily deduce that
the study was somehow biased. This is because the research conclusions

equate a low development of the concept of number with a lowseem to

potentiality of the use of numerical concepts. If the Aborigines
ecological and cultural background do not call for an expansive

concept of number, then I do not think it is of any importance to

And that this should not be taken to mean that the

patterns
including aspects of the social structure, the cultural definitions

of situations of action, the cultural philosophy,
23

number among the Australian Aborigines, we

uses of speech was

From the above study, Albert concluded 
that in Burundi, aesthetical and emotional values take precedence

develop it.
23 E.M. Albert, "Culture Patterning of Speech Behavior in Burundi", 

in J.J. Gumperz and D. Hymes (ed.), Directions in Sociolinguistics: 
The Ethnography of Communication. (New York: Holt Rinehart & 
Winston Inc., 1972).



Aborigi.nes have a low potentiality for number concepts, hence, their

being categorized as ’uncivilized* when compared with the Europeans

whose concepts of number is said to be highly developed.

think it is wrong to compare the Aborigines’ values with the Europeans’

values x^hile one has already assumed the European’s values to be the

In the same way, if we consider Albert’sstandard of comparison.

study on cultural influences of speech in Burundi, we would question

her conclusion that the Burundi people value emotions more than

truth. I think a better interpretation of the findings would be that

logic or discursive reasoning is not emphasized by the Burundi

people, not that given truth and emotions, the Burundi people would

Here again, we witnessgo for emotions.

values are compared with the European standard values even when the

cultural background is known to be different in the two societies.

Even if the Burundi people do not emphasize discursive reasoning

in their daily life, that in itself should not be construed to mean

that they do not have the potential for discursive reasoning.

On the other hand, those critics who disagree with such researches

’uncivilized’

usually over-react and as a result, give the wrong reasons x^hy the

It would be a weak argument, I think, to tryresearches are biased.

to show for example, that Africans valued discursive reasoning by

citing a fex7 examples of discursive reasoning by Africans, for this

would still present an undeveloped concept of reasoning that would be

A strong argument would, amonginferior to the European standard.

other things indicate that both the Africans and the Europeans have.

human beings, potentiality for diverse abilities that includeas

a case where a peoples’

which seem to be geared to discredit some societies as

Again, I



discursive reasoning and emotianal traits. That given the same cultural

background as the Europeans, the Africans would be able to practise

discursive reasoning as their European counterparts. I think, the

important point to remember when dealing with cross-cultural studies

is that we possess potentiality for diversified abilities, and that

different cultural background calls for the development of different

potential '’bilities. To express the same point under the cognitive

theory, we would say that we inherit the cognitive mechanism or frame

but they way this mechanism is developed depends on our environmental

and cultural background.

Criminologists have not been slow in studying and trying to find

out what factors influencing the criminal behaviour in people. The
criminologists seem to be guided by the premise that if we understand

why criminals behave the way they do, then we will be in a better

position to use the corrective measures for the benefit of both the

criminals and the society at large. Nevertheless, many theories have

been put fon^ard by different scholars at different periods all

purporting to explain the cause of criminal behaviour.

Sometimes it was believed that criminal behaviour is inherited.

Recently, it has been found that no research has conclusively shown
this contention to be true for all cases of criminal behaviour.

Contrary to that, there are other scholars who have argued that
Essentially, the. later group ofcriminality Is a learned behaviour.

scholars is saying that nobody is born a criminal; it is the environ

mental background that make some people criminals and others not. To

of the two general theories (criminality either as an

inherited or a learned behaviour) exposes the whole truth about the
me, none
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causes of crimes.

think we could agree with T.M. Wushanga when he asserts that no single

Perhaps we could add that the causal

factors of behaviour (normal as well as criminal) are many, and varies

from one person to another and from one type of crime to another.

This is facilitated by the complicity of the interaction between

biological and environmental determinants of Thus, both theman.

natural and the social sciences avail us examples which strongly

other. ’

2.20 The Basis of Free Will in Man

The basis of free will in man is rather a difficult one to

discuss. It is difficult to discuss it for the simple reason that

only one basic ’proof’

This basic ’proof’proposition that man’s actions are free. is our

it is often said that our most immediatepersonal experience. So,

evidence that man is not just an object is the fact that he has

passions, emotions and feelings (we are not sure whether organisms do

not have similar ezperiences). The idea of experience as used here

should be understood as encompassing among other things, sensing.

thinking, feeling and remembering; that is, all forms of awareness

within the flow of our consciousness.

But we do realise that any type of experience p-esupposes an

To explain this presupposition, the

(Nairobi: East African

experiencing agent or subject.

T.M. Mushanga, Crime and Deviance. 
Literature Bureau, 1976).

seems to be offered for the truth of the

While each of the theories contains some truth, I

theory has been able to explain all the causes of criminal behaviour
24 for all types of crimes.

ascribe to the view that man’s behaviour is determined in one way or
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proponents of free will of the agent jump to the concept of ’self’.

the problem remains unsolved due to the fact thatNevertheless,

different scholars define the concept of ’self’ differently, each

according to his special training.

of ’self* is likely to differ from that of

Again, it is common for two philosophers to give* different

definitions of the concept ’self’. For if we consider a scholar such

‘self’find that he defines aswe

which he considers as an ultimate subjective source of all of man’s

Husserl’s definition is perhaps prompted bydiverse manifestations.

his insistence in trying to base all knowledge upon a bedrock of

For M. Buber,absolute certainty.

The other problem of defining ’seif’ is attributed to the factties.
that it has to be seen as somewhat static but changing all the time.

An illustration of the dilemma is the fact that what one was last year

is rather different from what he will be five years to come and yet

he is to be considered as the same ‘self’.

’self’attenuated though not eradicated, when most scholars agree that

should be seen not as something given but as something to be developed.

Sartre and his studentsindeed created through responsible choices.

would certainly endorse this definition of ’self*.

In his discussion of ’self’, Reid (as mentioned earlier)

’personal self*. The
first two aspects of personal self he asserts could be known

These two aspectsobjectively^ throu^gh the method of science.

correspond to the biological and the environmental basis of man

the attainment of what we were created to be.

a psychologist.

a transcendental ego

identifies three aspects of what he terms as

as E. Husserl,

that is, one’s possibili—

Thus, a philosopher’s definition

the ’self’ should be thought of as

However, the dilemma is
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(section 2.10). The third aspect of the personal self is not only

different because it could only be knoxm through any other means but

not through the method of science, but also because it is presupposed

by the other two aspects of personal self. Reid puts it well when he

states that:

or the causal sequence

to cite concrete examples which he thinks demonstrate very

well the fact that human actions are free. He particularly points at

He contends that. reflection is a free actthe act of■reflection.

then it would not be a reflection. He adds thatfor if it was not.

what we decide to do after our reflection should be seen as an

I think this argument is analyticexpression of that free reflection.

and does not help to prove that human actions are free since ordinarily.

the term reflection seems to be equated to a free action. I think
Reid would have done better than that if he first of all distinguished

what type of freedom he identified with the act of reflection.

On the same line of argument, Campbell supports the doctrine of

by citing examples which are not very different

from those given by Reid though not identical. One of the examples he

He begins the discussion bydiscusses is the act of cognition.

stating that all cognition presupposes

This subject is then a being which isof itself as cognizing.

... there is another aspect ... of the personal 
self which does not belong to its objective 
history or at least to its history in the same 
sense, and which is not in the same way acces
sible to objective scientific study as in the 
structure of the charactg 
of personal experiences.

a subject that is conscious

Reid goes on

free will in man

identical with itself throughout and inspite of the diversity of its
^^Reid, op. cit., p. 98-



Thus,cognition.

will have these experiences as the same experiencing self; although

it is a fact that this self is not completely the same any more. But

He attempts an answer bywhy the self-contradiction, Campbell asks.

conceding that the apparent;

26

To express the same answer simply, Campbell would argue that the self-

contradiction seems to occur when we look at reality from two different

Thus, when we look at realxty subjectively.perspectives. we see our

selves as the same subjects having different experiences, while when we

are unable to connectview ourselves objectively or externally, we

treating them as experiences coming from

different subjects or selves.

From the above two quotations (25 and 26) it is evident that

Reid and Campbell are availing themselves of the personal experiences

regards man, and that in doing that they are holding the contentionas

that the objective method of science would be inapplicable in under-

I wholly agree with them in thatstanding these type of experiences.

Perhaps we may also add that it is in principle difficult topoint.

George Allen(London:

a person could or does experience pain, desires to

... Self contradiction rests on the assumption 
uhat sameness totally excludes difference; 
and this is an assumption to which all self- 
conscious experience give a direct lie. I as 
a self-conscious subject cannot doubt that I 
who now hears the clock strike a second time 
am the same being who a moii*ent ago also heard 
the clock strike even though I must have become 
different in some respect in the interval.

the experiences, hence, our

go home or thinks of his dead mother, all at different times, but he

as the strongest justification for affirming the doctrine of free will

understand the type of freedom that is illustrated by personal 
2^C.A. Campbell, Selfhood and Godhood.

& Unwin Ltd., 1957), p. 83.
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ex’^eriences through the method of science since the method of science

is tailored basically for different modes of knowledge, or rather. the

method of science is aimed at approaching reality from a different

perspective; the objective mode of reality.

faced with a problem when we come to discussHowever,

subjective and objective inodes of reality in that we are forced to use

For example, when Heid talks of threethe same language for both.

aspects of the personal self, he creates an impression that there are

three ontologically existing entities of personal self. And that the
quite different from the otherthird aspect of personal self is seen as

That is to say that, the third aspect of personal self is viewedtwo.

excluding both the biological and the environmental bases of man.as

I would rather that we see the synthesis of the biological and the

environmental bases as constituting the subjective aspect of self.

This is so because when reflecting or when engaged in any personal

it is obvious that we feel free, but this does notexperiential act.

that our reflecting or experiencing does not reflect both ourmean
In other words, what webiological and environmental influences. are

experiencing in such situations is what we referred to as psychological

Therefore, we would have no quarrelfreedom in the first chapter.

with the libertarians if they realised and indicated clearly that both

self.
the libertarians go wrongAs we argued in the earlier chapter.

At thehaving to distinguish what type of freedom they referred to.

would oppose those determinists who claim that all human

our biological and environmental influences are present in our present

we are

same time, we

when they try to ’prove’ the existence of free will in general without



actions are determined if what they mean to say is that human actions

are metaphysically determined, and hence, the psychological freedom is

using other types of detem^inism (such as what we defined as ethical

2.30 The VJhole Man Model

From what we have discussed in the preceding sections (2.10,

2.12 and 2.20), it is quite clear that we have ended up with2.11,

determined and man as a free agent. IThile

the determined mode of man is knowable through the objective methods

such as the method of science, man as
And since an individual

is both determined and a free agent, he is liable to know himself

through both the objective and the subjective methods.

The problem however, arises when we try to understand other people

The question is, do we know otherwho seem to be like ourselves.
through the subjective methods? It

is obvious that we can and we do use the objective methods to know

the determined mode of people other than ourselves but when we come to
- the exercise is not an easytheir other modes; — men as free agents.

there are some scholars who argueFor that matter.

that we can never know others through experience (subjectively) in
Thus, all whatthe same way that we know ourselves as individuals.

know when we claim to know other human beings is what we havewe
individuals.inferred from what we experienced about ourselves as

people through the objective or

or logical determinism).

a free agent is only knowable

an illusion.

two modes of man; man as

one to explain.

try to ’prove’ that man’s actions are metaphysically determined by

That is, the determinists go wrong I suppose, when they

through personal experiences of an individual.



OJ

cannot know the experiences of other huinan beings, it would be

difficult for us to evaluate other peoples’ actions as either being

of the two. But it is interesting to note that even before we know

how we come to understand other peoples’ experiences as free agents.

we find ourselves already engaged in the process. We are always

judging people either as responsible or not responsible of their

actions, using various types of justification.

Making his contribution on the concept of a person and subsequently

tc know other people’s experiences as free agents, P.F.

Strawson criticises what he refers to as the two common views of

The first view is the Cartesian dualism.man.

According to Strawson, the Cartesian dualism sees man as two

one of the substances could be properly be ascribedsubstances:

physical characteristics and the other non-physical or corporeal

ascribe physical or corporeal characteristics to the body and the

states of consciousness to the ego. However, Strawson rejects the

Cartesian dualism theory by asserting that the concept of the pure

individual consciousness; the pure ego, is a concept that cannot exist.

or at least cannot exist as a primary concept in terms of which the

concept of a person can be explained or analysed. We may also add

that if the Cartesian dualism theory is upheld, then it would mean

This is an important question to settle in that if it is true that we

that since one’s own experiences are within the pure, ego, which the

free or determined and therefore warranting praise and blame or none

how we come

27characteristics; the former is the body while the later is the ego.

According to the Cartesian theory then, Strawson contends, we should

P,F.- Strawson, Individuals; An Essay in Descriptive Metaphysics. 
(London: Methuen & Co, Ltd., 1959), pp, 94^95.
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physical or the corporeal aspect cannot help us to reach. then it

would be difficult or impossible to know the experiences of others

in the same way that we know our oxm experiences. And this would

naturally lead to solipsism.

The other common viex^z of man is what Strawson labels the ’no

ownership ’ doctrine of self Xs’hich be associates Xizith M. Schlick and

L. Wittgenstein. This is the theory that the only sense in which

significantly be said to nave is that they
are causally dependent upon the states of some particular body. In

other words, experiences could only properly be called mine when they

are causally connected with my body as

particular location and at a particular time.

Strawson rejects the non-ownership doctrine of self in that it

is incoherent as a satisfactory concept of a person. He goes on to

if in a given person, all experiences are dependent uponargue that.

experiences going to be identified as his? Or, in accordance with

what principle are these experiences going to be classified as his

experiences? Furthermore, this position would bring about the problem

of personal identity.

doctrine of self, A.J.

Ayer agrees that the theory has a problem in that;

95-97.
(London;And Other Essays.

answer tc'
x?hich are
the same self.

a particular body, in a
28

an owerexperiences can

Not only is it not clear hox7 the individual 
experiences are to be identified but there 
appears to be no principle according to x>7hlch 
they can be grouped together; there is no 

the question x^hat makes two expe'*"iences 
sepa^^ted in time, the experiences of

the state of his body and that this is contingent, then box-? are these

28_ . .Ibid., pp.
29A.J. Ayer, The Concept of a Person:

Commenting on Strawson’s ’no-oxmersbip’
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At the end of his discussion of the above two theories, Strawson

concludes that the concept of a person is a primitive one in the sense

So, Ayer, concluding in favour of Strawson asserts

that:

adoption of the middle-of-the road

position between the two theories discussed in that whenever we are

talking of a person, the term should of necessity include both the

This contention could.physical and the non-physical characteristics.

not usually address the corpse as

characteristics (the spirit) the person.

Secondly, there are many theories which try to understand the

concept of a person through what is considered to be the origin of

Looking at these theories in general, it is evidenthuman actions.

I would agree with Strawson’s

a person nor do we call the departed

that some of them are reductionistic while others are dualistic in
Macmillan Press Ltd., 1963), pp. 113-114.

30Perhaps Strawson’s sense of unanalysability of the concept of a 
person is close to G.E. Moore’s unanalysability of the notion of ’Good’ 
in his Prineipia Ethica.

31Op. cit., pp. 85-86.

Not everything we want to say about persons can 
be construed as a statement about physical 
objects which are their bodies; still less, when 
we refer to persons, are we referring to mental 
substances or to collections of experiences. 
Neither in Strawson’s view can it be maintained 
that persons are compounds; that they are the 
product of the two separate entities or sets of 
entities, one the subject of physical character
istics and the other the subject of consciousness. 
He holds on the contrary, that the subject to 
which we attribute the properties which imply the 
presence of consciousness is literally identical 
with that which we attribute physical properties.

I hope, be supported by the common fact that when one is dead, we do

that it cannot be analysed further into smaller units without incurring
. 30some dxstortions.



On one band, most of the reductionistic theories of the originnature*

a corporeal or an incorporeal

For example, physicalism is a theory thatbeing but not both.

corporeal being and that the non-physical

characteristics are just an aspect of a person. Hence, all actions

originate in a person who is physical. The opposite of the above

theory is the one which reduces a person into an incorporeal being so

that all actions are considered to be originating from the self which

is non-physical.

On the other hand, all the dual?.stic theories about the origins of

human actions usually admit the existence of

However, the dualists do differ as to themind (non-physical being).

For instance, the interactionists claim that theorigin of actions.

And that just thisupon the incorporeal aspect and the vice versa.

Like Strawson’s two theories of a person, each of the above

theories fail to give us a comprehensive explanation of the concept of

a person. Thus, they further strengthen the assertion that the concept

of a person has to Include both the corporeal and the incorporeal

I must admit that the way the two aspects areattributes. But,

related as regards human actions seems difficult to explain.

Thus said about the concept of a person. we

justification I hope, that we are unable to know other persons as

Prentice-Hall,(Englewood Cliffs, N.J.:

causality is what connects and unites the two aspects into a
32 person.

considers a person as a

a person as a body and a

of human action view a person either as

connection between the corporeal and the incorporeal aspects of a

could say with some

free agents in the rame way that we ki'ow ourselves (through our
32R. Taylor, Metaphysics.

1963) .

person is that of cause and effect, so that the corporeal aspect acts



personal experiences).
there is that non-physical aspectobserve their physical behaviour.

Cfree will) which only a person as

Nonetheless,experience.
through actions that we assume to have emanated from them as free

That is to say, through associating our behaviour with whatagents.
learnt to associate otherwe experience,

For example, whenpeoples * experiences with their physical oehaviour.

through ourselves experiencing his happiness, but

usually feel when we are in a position tothrough associating what we

In the same way, I think Hirst and Peters are expressing thesmile.

idea when they assert that oursame
other peoples’ minds is different from our experiences about the

physical world. Thus:

So, when we come to pass judgment on a person’s action through his

observed behaviour, we are usually using a public standard arrived at

through what we ourselves, experience as free agents.

But what is the upshot of this concept of a person that entails
I would argue that itboth corporeal and incorporeal characteristics?

is calling our attention to the fact that man is not just his biological

Rather, he is these factors organized

(London:
and environmental determinants.

^^P.H. Hirst & R.S. Peters, The Logic of Education. 
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1970), p. 63.

a free agent could directly

x«7e have in the same way.

we see someone smiling.

awareness and understanding of

jovial mood, not

This, I think, is because, although we can

we do knox< about other persons as free agents

we are likely to understand him as being in a

Concepts like those of ’believing’, ’deciding’, 
’intending’, ’wanting’, ’acting’, ’hoping’, and 
’enjoying’, which are essential to inter
personal experience and knoxizledge, do not pick 
out in any straightfori/Tard way, what is observable 
by the senses.
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Rather, he is these factors organized
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and environmental determinants.
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a free agent could directly

a person’s action through his

we see someone smiling,

x^e do knox7 about other persons as free agents

we are likely to understand him as being in a

This, I think, is because, although we can

Concepts like those of ’believing’, ’deciding’, 
’intending’, ’wanting’, ’acting’, ’hoping’, and 
’enjoying’, which are essential to inter
personal experience and knowledge, do not pick 
out in any straight!orvzard way, what is observable 
by the senses.

through actions that we assume to have emanated from them as free

(free x^ill) which only a person as



A being that experiences some psycho—In-o a being that is conscious.

logical freedom nurtured from these biological and environmental

This being has a purpose in life that is guided by theinfluences.

ideals Cethical determinism) and commitments to these ideals that have

been acquired from the society.

find man reflecting over thealternatives are required.
taking the one that deem more suitable in eachpossible alternatives.

that man is said toIt is in this sense I hope.particular situation.
If so, human freedom or free will shouldbe exercising his free will.

not be seen as only involving the absence of coercion but also as

involving his inner ability to pursue what he considers to be good

among many possible alternatives.
we have to admit that a man’s potentiality is finite.Of course.

In
this potentiality is difficult to exhaust for every individualpractice.

At the moment however.since it again involves a complex of influences.

could only note that more often than not, we pass away before wewe

have actualized all our potentialities.

that an individual opts for excludes others which healternatives

would have taken.

temporally and spatially restricted.

2.40 Conclusion

We have observed tiiat the scientific study vzhich is not necessarily

based on the truth of metaphysical determinism, does help us to

understand the basic determinants of man (his biological and environmental

Thus, we

so that there is a maximum of what one could do or could become.

Attempting to acquire these ideals however, different means or

This, I suggest, is due to the fact that we are

Furthermore, some of the



have also realised that metaphysicalmake-up).
freedom or the phenomenon of uncaused events has not been conclusively

Furthermore,demonstratftd either in the physical world or in man.

I do not think that it would

help us to understand this human freedom that vze associate with human

actions.
To understand human freedom I suggest, it is essential that we

We should see him as basically

determined by these factors but at a higher level where the factors

constitute an organism that experiences

utilizes in choosing some alternatives from a variety of possible

In other words, when we talk of human freedom or freealternatives.
should be understood to mean psychological freedom which

includes among other things, ethical det.=*rminism and social freedom

defined, which are within the framework of man’s basic determinants.as
But however clear and thorough we would have liked to be over

this problem of free will and determinism as regards human actions,

there still remains other problems which are of utmost importance.

We have not only argued that human freedom entails that one is able

to choose from a limited variety of possible alternatives, but also

that man’s actions to a certain extent reflect his past influences,
when we hold

influences or circumstances do we take into consideration and what

To put the same questiondegree of his past influences do we allow?

differcntiv'. what criteria do we use to hold one responsible or not

But the problem is.some of which he could not control.

even if it were conclusively demonstrated,

will, we

On the other hand, we

one responsible for certain actions, what degree of his present

a type of freedom which he

see man not as disconnected elements.



Subsequently, why and when do we have tofor a particular action?
forgive, praise or blame an individual for certain actions? These
problems form the content for our next chapter.

I



CHAPTER III

3.00 Moral Responsibility, Discipline and Punishment

We have attempted to argue in the previous chapter that some

types or degrees of both determinism and freedom are operational x^ithin

Connected X'Zith this proposition is the concept of moralman. respon
sibility -.izhich seems to be the basis of the practice or moral judg

ments which we make, not only upon others but also upon ourselves.

These moral judgments have their external manifestations through

rewards and punishments.

tive here is to attempt to give among other things, answers to

questions that were posed at the end of Chapter II. That is, within
what types of determinism and freedom does the concept of moral

And finally, why and under what circumstancesresponsibility function?

do we usually forgive, praise or blame (punish) someone or a group for

certain actions?

the first section of the chapter discusses the concept of

the concept of discipline, theresponsibility, the second section.

third section, the concept of punishment and the justification of the

institution of punishment, in the light of free will and determinism.

The Concept of Responsibility3.10

The concept of responsibility like many other social terms is

The term becomes even more so when used under differentrather elusive.

A good illustration of this fact is provideddisciplines of study.

in cases where the philosophers and the social scientists attach

different meanings to the concept of responsibility in its relationship

95

blames,

Thus,

Therefore, the main objec-praises,
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he problem of free will and determinism.to

normally show some inadequacies which I think are due to the tendency

the psychiatrists and the

social scientists in general more often than not hold views or

with morality.
have different definitions of morality and

subsequently different
the same (the ’is-ought’ problem in Ethics).even

This is

distinguishes four differentIn his very
of the term responsibilitysenses

Role - Responsibility(a)
Causal — Responsibility(b)
Liability - Responsibility(c)

(d)
itHowever.

Thehave been provided by different scholars.of the many thatone

Clarendon(Oxford:punishment and Responsibility.

Capacity - Responsibility
should be pointed out that Hart’s classification is just

^I.L.A. Hart 
Press, 1968),

when the facts are
probably why it is difficult, if not impossible to have a 

could be. used to govern all our moral judg-

pp/211-212.

as follows:

Philosophical discussions over the concept of responsibility

Bents at particular 
commendable work. Hart

by the philosophers to ignore what the scientists have contributed 

about causes, especially in medical and legal fields. On the other

There is also a practical problem of defining the terra

responsibility in that in most of its various senses, it is tied up 

This usually has the implications that different

decisions whose philosophical assumptions they may not be aware of.

universal procedure that
situational levels.

1

hand, the lawyers, the probation officers.

societies are likely to
definitions of the concept of responsibility
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appropriateness of adopting the above classification is that it seenjs

scholars without at the same time confusing the readers.

Kole-responsibility is for example, applicable when we maintain

that a teacher is responsible for the good conduct of his students.

or the parents are responsible for the education of their children.

In such cases
indicates that whoever occupies a certain distinctive position or

office in a social organization, be it formal or informal. is respon-

Role-sible for the duties pertaining to that position or office.

responsibility is also a very common sociological terra, where every

member of a society is bestowed with specific duties by virtue of age

and sex.
Causal-responsibility emphasizes the causal-connection between

In this sense, the term is applicable to both

we usually say that theOrdinarilyanimate and inanimate beings. J

responsible for the poor yield which consequently

Again, we wouldwas
that the principal’s

This sense of thethree days strike.

When we holdit with a sense
certain action, it is considered

When we pralse or blame

someone

term responsibility
of moral responsibility in general.

assumed that he was
for a state of affairs, for example, when we blame the

justifiable either to praise
free when he acted.

normally say
responsible for the students'

would be better understood perhaps if we contrasted

strike, we areprincipal as

responsible for the famine in the country.
’no compromise position’ was

drought last year was

or blame him for the action, since it is

an event and its causes.

we find that a general procedure has been draxcn which

to include most of all the major classifications given by many other

being responsible for the students’

someone morally responsible for a
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disapproving the state of affairs in question (the students' strike)
and at the same time disapproving the principal viho freely caused the

state of affairs.
In the case of the drought being responsible for the poor yield

of affairs (the poor yield and the famine) but we cannot blame the
drought in the same way that we blame the principal for causing the

strike.
causally responsible for
for the same action.
the killer was causally responsible but not morally responsible for
the death if we realised that this killer was insane at the time of

the killing.
found to justify that the killer was not -Free during the killing)
then we would hold him both causally and morally responsible for the

So, while causal-responsibility is applicable to bothkilling.
inanimate and animate beings, moral responsibility is applicable to
human beings, not in all cases but only when we think that the
concerned people possessed the power of acting as free agents a

Liability-responsibility, sometimes known as strict liability
Although liability-responsibility ishas a technical touch in lax7.

subsumed under the general notion of moral responsibility in the
its causal-sense

This
case where a shopkeeper is fined for over-

when the offence is committed by his employee. Again,charging even
of liability-responsibility, the consequences of thein most cases

and hence.

that it concerns human beings as free agents,

an action without being morally responsible

If on the other hand, the killer was sane (no reason

fact is exemplified in a

Thus, if someone killed a man, we may say that

However, we do have instances where a person is held

the famine in the country, we usually disapprove the state

connection between cause and its affects need not be direct.
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action are more emphasized that its intentions• I think, we
would not he vzrong if we asserted that the differences between
liability responsibility and causal-responsibility is that, while

It is important
both because it is connected with the general assumption that man has

and in the sense that
it forms the basis for all the other particular senses of respon
sibility within the framework of moral responsibility. Thus, taking
the four senses of responsibility stipulated by Hart, we could make
two valuable dichotomies of the concept ’responsibility’: causal and
moral responsibility.

said before would be applicable to both

inanimate and animate beings while moral responsibility is exclusively
applicable to human beings who we assume to possess psychological

freedom.
general and would be seen as including the notion of moral respon-

On the other hand, the general notion of moral responsibil-sibility.

»

Ofmoral
, there is no strict exclusivity between these senses ofcourse

responsibility under the notion of moral responsibility in general.
illustrate this proposition, I have in mind a case where one hasTo

been found quilty of murder.
narrower sense) andmurderer to

ity would be understood as including legal or liability responsibility 
responsibility in a narrower sense and role-responsibility.

As is likely to be realised, causal-responsibility is more

be held responsible both morally (in a

Hence,

Causal responsibility as

in liability-responsibility we tend to ignore the intentions of an

the term responsibility in a general moral sense.

In such a situation, it is common for tne

action, in causal-responsibility, the intentions are simply not there.
Capacity-responsibility, I think, is the most important sense of

the ability to choose what to do and not to do.
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What this means is that the murderer has contravenedle£,ally. a

moral sanction as well as the law of the land. The difference between

sanctions or moral norms and laws is usually that in most societies,

sanctions are informal rules without any definite methods of mainten-

, while laws are usually formal with well spelt out procedures asance
Of course it should be noted that moreregards their maintenance.

often than not, laws are formulated where there occurs a high
contravention of sanctions that arefrequency of individuals

This proposition could driveconsidered very important in society.

the moral structures in a society.

right and vjrong
I have identified (causal responsibility

the idea ofconnects them is
On the other hand, theindirectly.either directly orits effects

subsumed under moral responsibility inother senses

general are
from now on,Thus, our

to
which is more closely

connected
analyse wh.at the notion of moraltobeen tryingBut we have

at the same time trying to preciselywithout
for the application of thenecessary

indicate what
involved man as a free agent. However,that it

of responsibility
the notion of ’accountability’ or what Hart

expected to safeguard and
actions respectively.

interest is going
namely, moral responsibility

concept beyond indicating

to minimize what a society considers as

conditions are

us to the logical conclusion that legal institutions are based on
This would mean that laws are

connected by 
refers to as 'capacity-responsibility'.

tend towards one of the two exasses of respon-

Of the two major senses
and moral responsibility in general) therefore, I contend that what 

’’causal connection’ between cause and

responsibility means

sibility;
with human actions.
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many moralists have been wrestling with this problem for a

long time and their contributions would be of value to us.

For example, in his treatment of some ethical issues,

Aristotle conceded that.

for an action or state of affairs only If the action was

That is to say, voluntary actions were the onlyvoluntary.

ones for which a person could either be praised or be blamed.

But what precisely did Aristotle mean by a voluntary action?

It is that action which the moving principle is in the agent

himself, he being aware of the particular circumstances
To clarify the meaning of a voluntaryinvolving the action.

action even further, Aristotle contrasts it with an involuntary

action which is supposed to have taken place either under
A compulsive action hecompulsion or owing to ignorance.

he contributes nothing to it.
Aristotle gives to examples of acts which he considers to

be compulsive: first. when at sea.
captain who is forced to take anotherby a strong wind;
Further, Aristotle cites what hecourse by his crew members.

considers as borderline cases (neither completely voluntary nor

2, Re: ^onsibility.
(London:
Aristotle’s Nichomachean Ethics Book 2.

The discussion is paraphrased in J. Glover, 
Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd., 1970), pp. 4-12, from

^The contentions are quoted in J. Glover, 
Bradley’s Ethical Studies.

one would be morally responsible

a captain is carried off course

second, a

ibi^^., p. 13 from

adds, is that whose cause is external to the agent so that
2
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ship is forced to

case where a man obeys a tyrant who threatens to kill the man’s

family if the man does not obey the orders.

The weakness of Aristotle’s argument that voluntary actions

should not be compulsive is its vagueness, especially if we attempt

to understand his definition of the term ’compulsion’ from the

In these examples, when the ship is blovm offexamples cited above.

it is true that in such circumstances the captain

But it is also notedstop the state of affairs.could do nothing to

the captain being forced to take a differentthat the example of

by his crew members and the other one of a man being forcedcourse

to obey a tyrant or else his family is killed are in a way similar.

although Aristotle would like to see them differently. The two

examples are similar in that both the captain and the man still had

Both could have decided toalternatives that they could have taken.

defy their assailants’ orders and be ready to take the consequences.

Yet the example of the captain being forced to take a different course

by his crew members is cited to illustrate an involuntary action while

the case of the man who is forced to obey the tyrant’s orders is taken

However, Aristotle couldas being illustrative of a voluntary action.

have been right to claim that the captain who is forced to take a

different course by his crew members was not free if we interpret

the proposition that ’the captain was forced to take a different course

by his crew members’ to mean that actually the captain was physically

forced to steer the ship to a different direction, for by then the

course by the wind,

involuntary actions) such as when a captain of a

throv? his cargo overboard during a storm to avoid being dro^-med or a



103

cay.tain would have no alternative from which to choose from. The

candidate for absolving one from moral responsibility for an action
Its triviality obtainsis not very important for our purpose.

because it seems confusing for Aristotle asserts that an action

done through ignorance is involuntary only when it causes the agent
Other actions done through ignorancesubsequent pain or regret.some

(but causing no pain) while not voluntary are not involuntary either.
F.H. Bradley argued that, three conditions mustAt a later date,

be fulfilled if one was justly to be held morally responsible (moral
The three conditions are that:in a narrower sense).

One must be throughout one identical person;(a)
The deed must have belonged to him - it must have been hi^;(b)

No one is accountableResponsibility implies a moral agent.(c)

of his acts.
Bradley’s first condition that one must be the same person if

he was to be held responsible for an action, could only be applied
If wein cases where a man is directly involved in an action.

interpret the condition thus, then we are likely to realise that

this rules out what Hart identified as role-responsibility and
But it is obvious that these senses ofliability-responsibility.

moral responsibility in general are very much recognized and practised
An example of this is as mentioned earlier, thein our society.

commonly held view that parents are responsibile for the good conduct

ibid, p. 13 from^The contentions are quoted in J. Glover, 
Bradley’s Ethical Studies.

next condition, ignorance^ that Aristotle considered as a good

who is not capable of knowing (not who does not know) the moral quality 
3
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of their children. Here the parents are not directly involved with
their childrens’ actions and yet we are ready to hold them morally

good as it raight be, this condition for one to beresponsible.
held morally responsible for one’s action is too restrictive to be
of any use.

Discussing his second condition for one to be held responsible;
that the deed must have-belonged to me, Bradley distinguishes what he
calls ’absolute’ and ’relative’ compulsion. Absolute compulsion is

the-production, in the body or mind of an animate being, of a result
Relative compulsion is anot related as a consequence to its will.

threat of absolute compulsion and according to Bradley it doesmere
not qualify as a condition for absolving one from moral responsibility

Actions done under absolute compulsion include thosefor his actions.
performed in a state of terror or great bodily weakness, where there

In that light, Iwas no
to hold morally responsible for his

ac t ion
This is so because Bradley would claim thatexample cited earlier.

is still responsible for making a choice between two evils:the man
As Gloverdoing something he detests or losing his beloved family-

this condition is inadequate in that it leaves
act which results from theout of account the possibility of an

agent ’ s
Thus,it seems obvious to me that the manwas made under compulsion.

who acted under the tyrant’s orders would be absolvec. from moral

16-17.pp.

Thus >

4Ibid.,

choice but where we would normally say that tne choice itself
4

has correctly argued.

conscious exercise of the agent’s will.

think Bradley x^ould be right
, the man who was forced to obey the tyrant’s orders in Aristotle s



This is so for we would consider thatrespor.sibility for his action.

he acted under compulsion.
Bradley seems to be ignoring, which is the one that is usually

judging actions as moral. This sense ofwhen,
reasonable in that for most of our actions, we

choices between various alternatives. For example,

still have a

would justify every
This 1 suppose is partly because these

conditions are not
of its unique elements. For instance. webecause each case has some
should be inflicted to a person to do some-might ask how much torture
much that we would be justified to

for the action.absolve him
to Bradley's third condition for moral responsibility

of their action are
denial of Aristotle s

to do is no excuse.
Therefore, while Bradley is ready tois moral rather

absolve a psychopath
While Bradley's positionhold him responsible.Aristotle is ready to

of the terra mnral responsibilityis more consonant

in the narrower sense
in the sense of Hart's liability-responsibility

in doing what he did not approve.
problem of putting dovm precisely the conditions that

action as compulsive, so that one is absolved from

1 think, Aristotle's

moral responsibility.
unanimously agreed upon by everybody and partly

thing he does not approve so
from moral responsibility

referred to.

•'..ith our ordinary use
position is more favourable

or the sociological

are alvzays making
the man in Aristotle's cited case chose the well being of his family

However, even having said that, we

This is the sense of 'compel' that

'compel' is the more

Hence, the disagreement between the two scholars

T-Then we come
to apply; that only those who are capable of knowing the moral quality 

responsible, we realise that this is a direct 

view that general ignorance of what one ought

than factual.
from moral responsibility for his actions,
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role responsibility, which tend to dovzn-play the intentions in making

moral judf$rr.ents over actions.
We have attempted at a definition of the term ’moral responsibility’

usually used to absolve one from responsibility (the factors that

contribute to
But we still ask the question; Wliat

is the utility of the concept

context?
cited as regards ths social benefits of

the concept of
It isof blame and praise.

that, whoever is disapproved couldso

stop
(what we approve).

be inclined to performothers who may
of enhancing the wellsimilar actions.

Glover pointsand the society at large.
to have awhether it is possible

we

of moral

responsibility

praise.
is suggestedsocial practices

from what we

of moral responsibility isthat the concept

being of both the individual 

even if we do not know

might act as a warning to
All this is done in the name

One of the justifications
moral responsibility is illustrated through the practices 

claimed that blame is supposed to be a

illness and bodily weaknesses).
of moral responsibility in a social

and we have also roughly outlined the general conditions that are

these general conditions includes immature minds, mental

are useful as

still make moral judgments upon
Following the same line of

out that,
world where blame never existed,
others and upon ourselves (self-reproach).

moralists claim that, without the concept
difficult to blame or

registration of our disapproval
from doing the disapproved action, and change for the better 

At the same time, our disapproval of the man

If blame and praise as
have Just said, it seems to be equally correct to assert 

useful in the social sphere.

a r gumen t, many
in the background, it would be
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Hen^e, blame and praise provide
concept of moral responsibility and morality.

other moralists (those who take
method of deterrence and behaviour-change

However, arguments for and against the concept ofrespons ib ili ty.
regards behaviour modification will be treated

discuss the concept of punishment and itsin more detail when we

practices.

Discipline3.20
clarify the confusion that is inherent in

with human actions.

as
social devices of behaviour

Here, punishment

is meant to be

situation.

George Allen &(London:

. -’J.

that punisliment and praise
subsumed under the term discipline.

Similarly, praise will

is etymologically rooted in
the idea of conforming to

rules,

argued that blame, 
is inefficient, hence, the uselessness of the concept of moral

are among the

an appropriate link between the

a deterministic approach) who have

a learning

We have attempted to
the concept of moral responsibility in general and its connection 

In this section and the next, we shall try to 
moral responsibility is usually presumed 

Again we hope to establish

R.S. Peters, Ethics & Education, 
rrnwin Ltd,, 1966), p. 267.

moral responsibility as

Of course, there are

Thus, it is

as a

argue that the concept of
the basis of punishment and praise.

towards punishment.
The term ’discipline’

Its core meaning is related to
norms or orders? Thus, it is argued that in the process of

will include
mean both formal and informal commendations, 

unpleasant while praise is meant to
Pinally, our discussion is biased

nature, punishment
be pleasant to the receiving end.

modification
both formal and informal blames.

So, whatever is their



acquiring knowledge, it is essential that we learn the basic rules

In logic, we have to command the

fundamental rules that usually govern our thinking procedure. Again,

observe that the individual members ofin a rather different way, we
of the time trying to conform to some normativea society are most

This is a rather more social ideathe laws of the land.or

It is in this idea of discipline that

in our discussion.

is forced to conform to certainillustrated in a case where one
This is what we normally mean when

Again, we do talkwe say
On the other hand.

intenial discipline
find a teacher imposingIn a learning situation, we mayself-control.

In mathe-inherent in various subjects.conformity to rules that are
could provide the students with a lota teacher

The teacher expects
use-that the

Later the students arefulness.
without the teacher’s assistance.

taught to conform to some norms, although they are not mature enough

that govern each discipline or form of knowledge and adhere to them.

In language-learning, we have to be disciplined in the rules of

of a disciplined class in
is sometimes referred to as self-discipline or

external rules by an authority.
that the soldiers are well ’disciplined’.

matics, for example,
the multiplication of fractions.of exercises on

students command the rules and may be comprehend their 
expected to be able to use the rules

However, in both senses of discipline,
External discipline would be

we recognize what we refer

we are particularly interested

a school environment.

rules, 
of the term discipline, which is connected with our moral systems.

grammar of the particular language.

Further, in the process of rearing, normally the children are

to as external and Internal discipline.
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to understand why the parents or even the teachers require that
The parents or the teachers cannot let thethey conform to them.

children free to do whatever they want simply because they (the
children) do not understand why they have to conform. For example,
the children have to be taught to obey their superiors even with

The parents and the teachers forcetheir immature understanding.
the children to conform to certain norms in the expectation that
when they grow up, they will come to understand and even appreciate
the importance of some of the norms they vzere forced to conform to

it is argued, would be the appropriate stage whenThis,externally.
we

and

contend that external discipline should be justified only if it
So far, I do agree with them by addingis a means to self-discipline.

that whether it is in learning situations
externally Imposed discipline should always presuppose self—discipline.

all the methods applied in externally imposed disciplineBut are
shall here only treat the institution of punishmentWe

mention that
teacher may be heard to say ‘I am going to discipline

132.

7

justifiable?
which is regarded as one of the popular methods for keeping externally 

However, it is important in this connection toimposed discipline.
sometimes people try to equate discipline with punishment.

or in moral situations,

a student.

self discipline or Internal discipline.

Nash

could say that they (the children who are now mature) have gained
On the same vein, Reid

op. cit., p.

An introduction to the philosophy 
John"Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1966), pp. 110-114.

^Reid,

For example, a
you’, when he is in the process of meting out corporal punishment to 

I would say that this is a loose way of using language.

P. Nash, Authority and freedom: 
of Education. (New York:



Perhaps the assumption behind the statement is that the punishment is

going to make the student conform to the rules he has contravened.

and reward, among the methods of making people submit to rules.

3.30 Punishment

There are many definitions that have been proposed as to the

meaning of the concept ’punishment’. Ty^o examples will be cited to

illustrate some of the important notions inherent in the concept of

Benn and Peters have identified the following criteriapunisliment.

for the use of the term punisliment; that:

(i)

it must be of an offence (actual or supposed);(ii)
It must be of an offender (actual or sitpposed);(iii)

(iv)

(v)

the above five criteria (which wereThe two authors add to
work ’The Justification of Punisliment’)

essential part ofanother one; that

what is
In the same V7ay, Hart argues

considered(i)

intended and not merely incidental to some
that the central elements in the

it must be the work of personal agencies (i.e. not 
merely the natural consequences of an action);

it must be imposed by authority (real or supposed), 
conferred by the system of rules against which 
the offence has been committed.

are that:concept of punishment
it must involve pain or other consequences 
unpleasant;

it must involve an ’evil, an unpleasantness 
to the victim’;

So, the term discipline is wide and includes blame, punisliment, praise

it must be imposed by authority (real
8

quoted from Professor Flew’s
the unpleasantness should be an

other aims.
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offence against legal rules;it must be of an(ii)
actual or supposed offender,(ill)

(iv)

(v)

element

punishment is an

to an individual or
infliction of pain or unpleasantnessTherules.a breach of a rule or

the well being of the offender in

particular
Of course, wein future.

Hart’s criteria are
the above strict

used in law and in
it in another way.would like to define

the following two quotations:exemplified by

5.
Jonathan(London:Preedom and Dignity.

it must of of ar. 
for his offence;

However, rather than
morality in general,

intentionally ad^iinistered by human 
than the offender;

Punishment 
learn a great

important or rather the core 
intentional infliction of pain 

authority (actual or supposed) for
or unpleasantness

^Hart, op.cit«> p.

it must be
beings other

' imposed and administered by an 
constituted by legal system against 

is committed.-'

a group- by an

I suggest, is 
and the whole

This somewhat loose definition

is very common in nature and we
- deal from it. A child runs 

:;A...rdly, falls, and is hurt; he touches ^i^is stung; he takes bone from a dog^nrls bitten! and as a result he learns 
no! to do these things again.

f‘n,°mlehiBent is a noxious stimulus, one 
which will support, by its termination or

supposed to be for
society in general, in that a greater evil

note that

it must be 
authority « 
which the offence

From the above two quotations, it is manifest that the most
inherent in the concept of

there are other scholars vzho

Skinner, Beyond 
Cape Ltd*., 1972), p. 60.

of the terra punishment is

or pain is prevented
strongly
to occur

biased towards legal punishment.
definition of punishment
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From the two quotations (10 & 11), it is evident that the term

punishment defies all the criteria given by Hart (punishment as

applicable in legal and moral situations), x^ith the exception of the

criterion that punishment entails some kind of pain or unpleasantness.

In fact, only this unpleasantness criterion that is recognized as

applicable to punishment in the second sense. This second definition

of punishment is rather deterministic and is generally used by the

social scientists who are inclined to denying the utility of the

concept of moral responsibility and consequently their denial of

It is also noted that thisthe doctrine of free will in man.
deterministic definition of punishment would be justified as an

efficient method of deterring an organism from behaving in certain ways.

Finally, there is another sense of punishment which is used in

ordinary language'by the layman where
that ’ the x-zeaker boxer is receiving a lot of punishment from his

Here, although punishment is equated with pain or sufferingopponent’.
have referred to as a deterministic definition of

used in legal and moral situations.

But hox-7 are we going to justify the infliction of punishment

applied in legal and moral situations which are based

in R.H. Walters, J.A, Cheyne and 
(Cox & Wyman Ltd.,

omission, the growth of nex-? escape or 
avoidance responses.H

Solomon, ^Punishment’ 
R.K. Banks (Ed.), Punisimient: Selected Readings. 
London, 1972), p^58.

concept of punishment as

just as what x-ze 
punishment, it is different in the sense that it does not seem to be 

based on any principle; punishment is just another x^ord for suffering. 

In the following pages, we are going tc put more emphasis upon the

(punishment as

one for example would simply say
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of moral responsibility) to others, especially whenon the concept

of its important elements is unpleasantness? Trad-we note that one
have been proposed for the above question.

There are some
reformative device subsumed under methods ofdeterrent as vzell as a

is related to the utilitarian view propoundeddiscipline. This answer
Thus, the utilitarians hold punishment as a

As a

As a reformativefrom doing whatand others
modify the behaviour-pattern of thetodev ice, p un i shmen t

individual punished
However,

retribution is sometimes described as anretributive.
the idea is based on the

what he is worth or he deserves;
principle of justice

To distin-

ment as retribution is
is interpreted to mean that in retribution oneforward-oriented. This

considers the offence committed, with an aim of meting out the same

On tue other hand,is done to him and the offended person.justice

’Retributive Punishment*, in Hind, Vol. 87, No. 348,
1978.

guish between the two vievzs
backward-oriented while the utilitarian view is

iI t

a more serious evil that

scholars who have argued that punishment is both a

by Hill and Bentham.
necessary evil; that it is used to prevent

if it (punisliment) was not inflicted.
is said to discourage the, wrong-doer

might befall a man 
deterrent, the aim of punishment

is considered to be ^-Trong.

12J.P. Day,

in that one gets
failed to administer punishment to an

12 unfair to the offended.

Punishment as 
conceded that.

or almost the equivalent of what the offender had done, so that

there are others

itionally, three answers

eye for an eye for it is

is supposed
who witnessed its infliction.

that is, if the authority 
offender, then that would be

of punisliment, it is argued that punish-

and those
who often argue that punisliment is



in deterrence and reformation, one is always looking forward to

what the given punishment is going to affect the offender and those

witnessing the punishment.

Having outlined the traditional justification of the institution

question that is sure to emerge is whether

If

be rendered redundant.

Of the two views, punishment

it is described by its opponents?

of the core elements inherent inlike first of all to consider some

punishment.
to andeliberate infliction

So, since it is considered

offender beWould
or

of punishment does not
whether it is right

think that we wouldor offender.Wong to
could succeed in showingis right

as
of values than

is higheron

for retainingthe argument
All the we

nnpleasant, 
butive

same,

be forced to ask, is punistaer.t
To answer this question, we would

This approach becomes
of pain or unpleasantness

innocent of the alleged offence

But we may as retribution as bad as

that a

as regards

for was painful or

of punishment, one

not be fair that the
Thus, loglcaUy, it seems

Of course, the meaning 
ethical question as to

I

on the

’offender' when believing him to be 

could not be termed as 'punishment . 
that what the offender is being punished

the principal of justice, it

even more useful when we note

that is possible, the other viexizs may
as retribution is the most attacked.

by definition.
’binder us from raising an

only be sure

punishment could be justified solely on one of the above views.

inflict pain to en

ibat the principle of jnst.' 
retribution is based ------- " the hierarchy

„ the offender.
the related values such as happiness c

could strengthen

that punishment
beyond doubts

if we
which punishment

unpleasant to the offended, following
repaid with something painful 

that punishment is retri-
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punisTjuent as retribution by contending that its retributive element
does not necessarily exhaust its (punisliment) potential utility. So,
rather than being retributive, punishment could at the same time serve
both as a deterrent as well as a reformative device. I think Nash
puts it aptly when he concedes that punishment is retributive in

nature and that its justification could be seen in terms of its

1 Thus, it seems to me more reasonable to argue that the above elements
(retribution, deterrence and reformation) do enrich the institution
of punishmeni,. And that we cannot do without any of the elements

time distorting this meaning of punishment. In

pronounced than the others depending on the nature of the offence
committed.

of the elements at the expense of the others that we encounter problems

serious arguments against the institution of punishment of which we
are going to treat in more details.

3.31 The Elimination of Punishment Campaign
Without further arguments, we have in the previous section tried

to argue that the institution of punishment is important in social
life. That the three traditional elements; retribution, deterrence
and reformation are inherent in it. there are those

s i
!

1
I 
I
I

II

without at the same

on the justification of punishment.

But today.

13Nash, op.cit., pp, 115-116.

I suspect that it is when we unproportionally elevate one

However,

Thus, in any one particular punishment, one element is likely to be more

13 deterrent effects, meanwhile reform is taken as its ultimate aim.

there are still more

the same way, we would see punishment as having more than one purpose.
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in Llie noral ar<c1 legal sense should be done away with.

abolitionists of punishment (as they are commonly referred to) is
composed of the psychologists, the psychiatrists the sociologistsf

scientific outlook which is essentially
Although these abolitionists differ in many respects,deterr-iinistic..

they are brought together by this contention they hold that punish
ment as is commonly knovm traditionally is irrelevant as a social

institution.
Eut before we can get dovm to discussi.ng the above contentions.

it is important to be clear as in our mind as to what the abolition
ists mean when, they concede that punishment be eliminated in the soc-

As one of the staunch supporters of the abolition of punish-iety.
Taent campaign, Skinner as we saw earlier (footnote 10) defines

punishment as any unpleasant stimulus vzhich is likely to cause an

Thisanimal to avoid or escape a particular behaviour pattern.
definition indicates that the term ’punishment’ is not exclusively

So, iffor human being alone but involves also other lower animals.

we

that punish-I would agreeeliminated.

14 69.op.cit., p.

unpleasantness for a disapproved intentional behaviour,
asking that the

notion of blame, which is associated with
with Ross when he states

is the target of

perhaps come to realise that the abolitionists aie
intentional behaviour, be

Ross,

k
" who, contrary to the above position argue that punishment defined

and other experts with a

take that punishment is a deliberate Infliction of pain or
we shall

This group of

Thus,
as sufferingment as disapproval and not punishment

T4 . r-lJ for the abolitionthe abolitionists. Consequently, this >



the idea of

disapproval or blame. But

stand?
the elimination of punishment,There are many arguments for

The first argument propoundedhowever, there are two basic ones.
of moral responsibility

redundant if we

This has the implicationsconcerned.

relation to an offence is on
This relationship between an offender and his offence

as a

cause and famine as an effect in our earlier example.

autonomous nature of man with regard to his behaviour.
to be exercising is

The above argument is

Therefore,

means of preventive and reformative social

of moral responsibility is eliminated,
the level of what we defined as causal-

or/and possibly to reform the behaviour patterns of
that the notion of capacity-

of the concept of moral responsibility presupposed by
how do the abolitionists support their

(which is taken as the
take that the purposes of punishment are to deter 

an individual

responsibility, which we

they are arguing that the free will that man seems

with a system designed as a

argued that it is inherent in the concept 
so that the offenders’

(in Chapter two) that man is 
environmental elements which he may not have control of.

as a deliberate inflictionthe abolitionists advocate that punishment
of pain for an alleged intentional disapproved behaviour be replaced

by the abolitionists states that the concept
basis of punishment in the moral sense) is

abolitionists usually seem to be denying the relevance of the seemingly
In other words,

responsibility.
would then compare well with the relationship between drought

Essentially the

not relevant to warrant him to be blameable.
supported by what is already discussed 
determined by both his biological and
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This is because they argue, when ve know that someone is
sick normally ve do not blame him for the sickness though ve are
ready to do everything possible (even inflicting some suffering as a

Thus, instead of1 means) to make sure he recovers from the diserse.

categorising people as offenders and non-offenders, we are advised

to see them as sick and healthy people respectively» The reason for

this contends Oruka is that:

In my view, if the abolitionists are arguing for the elimination
of moral responsibility (hence the elimination of the Institution of
punishment in the traditional sense) on the premise that the truth of
the determinism thesis necessarily denies the truth of what we defined
earlier as psychological freedom (free will), then the foundation
of their argument is faulty. The reason for so saying is that it

equating the biological and
the environmental influences of man with what we defined as metaphysi
cal determinism whose core element is the principle of causality. I
take the argument to be faulty in that however precisely the metaphy
sical determinism thesis is formulated, it defies a straight-forward
empirical proposition. In other words, the thesis can neither be
confirmed nor be refuted conclusively for the truth of it transcends

(Nairobi;

ihid., p. 87.

both disease and crime have causes external 
to the ’will’ and desire of their carriers 
or promoters. It would therefore follow 
that the right way to reduce crime is not 
to punish the criminal but rather to 
’punish’ (if this is possible) the factors 
(the criminal forces) that breed criminal 
behaviour.

would seem that the abolitionists are

, . 15hygiene.

15 H. Odera Oruka, Punishment and Terrorism in Africa. 
East African Literature Bureau, 1976), pp. 8~6—87.

16^ 1Oruka,
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But at the same tine, I think the

behaviour.

that to eradicate an

hisconstituents as the causes:
that most of the legalThis is perhapsfactors.

And 1 feel

of behaviour-control.cient as a basic instrument
elimination of moral responsibilityThe second argument for the

disapproval is ratherand therefore
Xn itself, it does notmoderate as

aim.

if the min

prevention

That is
withoutpun i shnent (pun ishment

in theor a

underscoring an important point 
individual’s criminal behaviour, rather than

considered his basic

compared with the first one, 
punishment in principle but finds 

its alleged

offender* is.

punishing him,

necessarily deny the institution of
sustain with regards to

an offender.

to maintain that the concept

an aspect of man

a basis of punishment.

the elimination of punishment as

are the basis of human

it would be only fair that we 
biological and the environmental

to ask whether an

or is not a

to say, she further argues, it is unnecessary
free agent or a responsible person

institutions tend to ignore when dealing with
this is perhaps why traditional punishment has proved rather ineffi-

all finite bounds of experience.
abolitionists arc articulate enough to realise that whether meta
physical determinism thesis is conclusive or not, it remains a fact 

that biological and environmental factors
In this light, I would say that the abolitionists are

(though they tend to overdramatize it)

Tor her,
and not retribution, then, whether the concept of moral 

responsibility is meaningful or not, it is not a conditio 
the element of retribution).

we do not need to prove
of moral responsibility

aim of punislmient is

its practice a difficult one to
Thus, Barbara Wootton, another staunch abolitionist aigues that 

that the determinism thesis is true in order 
is irrelevant as
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sense that he could have done othervise than he did,

Barbara Wootton’s argument is faulty for it is based on the
premise that the aim of punishment is always

retribution.

that although Barbara Wootton is entitled

contexts, this

This is perhaps
evident in most complex societies where two types of laws exist under

criminal and civil lat^s. Consequently, we have
in such societies criminal and civil offences respectively.

a

he (the accused) might be
convicted under criminal laws; But

the
culprit might be asked to pay back all the

gets are fundamentally
preventive, nevertheless, the civil laws do stress the notion of
retribution or compensation.

disapproval in punishment is
important for it is in itself a form of behaviour-influencing
i^eaction. Furthermore, in many cases, especially when disapproval is
expressed by

the

offender, taken up in his o\jn moral consciousness, and perhaps in this

Social Science

faulty only when viewed
against the traditional sense of punishment.

quoting Barbara Wootton's 
2A7.

So,

an offence against the state.

one legal system:

^^Ross, op.c-it., p, 88, 
Social PaLhtology, p.

However, the argument seems

In the light of this consideration, I 
would still maintain that the notion of

money he had misused.
even if the tvzo types of punishment the offender

civil laws so that,

KTiat we are saying is

to her moral position with 
regard to the aim of punisliment in moral and legal 
does not square well with the ordinary usage.

prevention and never

KNtVEjRSIXYj OF NAIROBI 
iXBRARV

if he wished.

Thus, if 
a person is accused of having misappropriated money belonging to 

certain firm or a co-operative society,

the same offence could be treated under the

a respected authority, for example a father or a 
Churchman, its effect may be such that the judgment is accepted by
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way become a delciTiining factor in his own', future behaviour not just
because of fear or unpleasantness of punishment (disapproval) but
from the respect for what is considered as right and just. In this

use punishment as disapproval when we
have reasons to believe that the offender was morally responsible
not in the sense that he had the ability to do other than what he did
but rather in the sense that our disapproval-reaction would have a
chance of influencing his future actions. But although we have
argued for the retention of the concept of moral responsibility as the
basis of punishment entailing moral disapproval for certain actions,

The second part of the above argument against the institution
of punishment due to its impracticability, states that even if the

ment as disapproval uo objective method of finding out
whether a certain action

T'Jhat the abolitionists

if we are able to determine objectively vdiether one had the capacity
to control bis actions, it would still be difficult to award
punishment proportionate to the offence.

we judge him an offender.

way then, I would suggest we

I must say 1 find this argument rather intriguing for it seems

Furthermore, even

are Sciying is that we have no 
objective (scientific) way of penetrating the psyche, of the alleged 
offender in order that

punishable; that is, our disapproval is likely to positively 
influence the behaviour of the offender.

was punishable; whether our type of dis
approval would be likely to change the behaviour-pattern of the 
offender.

the criteria we would use to make sure that such and such actions are
vze have still to make an effort towards the task of establishing

> we have

concept of moral responsibility is meaningful as a basis of punish-
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trve that we do not have any objective method of the likes of

science to determine v’hether one for example h:^d his psychological

freedom when he acted in a certain v.’ey and if so, what type of

punishment woujd have deterred the offender from committing the
same offence in future. However, 1 again note eoine weaknesses

inherent in clil« argument especially v;hen it suggests that since

cannot determine clearly punishable froa unpunishable actions, thenwe

we have to treat all disagreeable actions as being a result of sick
ness.

are punishable, and what are unpunishable actions. Our basis in so

If x-7e have evidence

then we
On the other hand J

to believe that certain actions could not be modified by the notion
of disapprova.l assumed in punishment,

isable.

try to use punishment For the actions
categorized as unpunishable
behaviour control.

psychological treatment.
VIhen we co:ne to actions which we ordinarily term

such as a case where a driver drove faulty car and caused the deatha
1 should think that

more careful not to

still could roughly identify 
through experience and modern breakthroughs in the study of man what

some disapproval might help the 
driver to bring to focus the importance of being

likely to bo positively modifiable 
would term them punishable.

as negligences

doing would be the applicability of disapproval, 

that certain actions are

as a modifier of behaviour.

of a person.

To overcome it, we are advised

if we have reasons

late, it has been realised that it 
cannot be modified by disapproval.
to use

For me, I would suggest that we

lor instance, bedwetting was thought to be a 
punishable behaviour hut of

Thus, for those actions earmarked as punishable, we would

we would have to apply other means of

then we would call them unpun-
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But here we still have a problem. Oneevei; drive faulty cars.
could rightly argue, that the driver might be upholding the same
principle as the punished; that it is morally v’rong to deprive some

one’s life as a result of negligence. If so then, punisiiment is not

going to teach the driver anything that he did not knov.' before. I
would agree with the argument but I thin': that perhaps an appropriate
punishment could serve a.s a vivid reminder of the seriousness of the
consequences of the driver’s negligent action.

A more complicated problem arises when we attempt to analyse
punishment in relation to what we usually categorize as deliberate
actions. for instance when an offender does something wteong although
he knows that it is disapproved by the society. In such a situation
I do not think there is

Thus, although the offender might stop
his action.

To succeed in modifying the
perhaps it would require that we

con.sider the reasons (the. abolitionist would like to call them causes)
behind his stand.

punishable behaviour where punishment as
disapproval is likely to be an effective tool of behaviour-
modification, and unpunishable behaviour where punisiiment as dis
approval is not likely to work as a tool of behaviour-modification
simply because the person concerned has no immediate control

as

any type of punishment that would stop this 
kind of deliberate offender.

over his
disapproved behaviour, and unpunishable behaviour where punishment

he is right and the society is wrong, 

behaviour of the above offender,

So far then, our argument has led 
behaviour or actions:

probably because of the fear of the anticipated punish
ment, he is still a potential offender as far as he believes that

us to identify two types of
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disapproval is not likely to work as a tool of behaviour modification,

because the person concerned is convinced that his behaviour is

right.

for any behaviour-pattern that we inay wish to modify, itThus,

When we are sure the behaviour pattern is punishable. then we would

need to assess the type of punishment that would he most appropriate.

VJhen the behaviour-pattern is unpunishable because the person involved

has no immediate control, we would try to look for causes beyond him

But when we discover that the behaviour pattern isas a free agent.
to think thatunpunishable because the concerned person has reasons

To betive as a tool of behaviour modification, its success is low.

be reinforced with other methods of behaviour

is expressing the same point when hePerhaps Hartmodification.

says;

surrounding the theory of punishment.

183.

’Whether he has a point.
in situations where, punishment as disapproval is likely to be effec-

To conclude, we have considered the
We have also

seems always advisable to consider whether it is punishable or not.

But it is important to be realistic: to be 
aware of the social cost of making the social 
control of anti-social behaviour dependent 
on this principle punishment and to recognize 
cases where the benefits secured by it are^ 
minimal. We must be prepared both to consider 
exceptions to the principle on their merits 
and tr be careful that unnecessary invasions 
of it are not made even in the guise of - 
’treatment' instead of frankly penal methods.

philosophical problems 
looked into f

^^Hart, op.cit,, p.

sure, it has to

he is right, then it would be advisable if we tried to find out

Perhaps it is important to point that even
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practical problems involving punislmcnc such

be considered
able and unpunishable, or if actions what
measure of punishment is to be meted actions
were

control are effective. problems
with regard to the practice of punishment, still I find no any force-

is better to make the best of s bad situation rather than giving vp.

3.50 Conclusion

We have observed that the concept of moral responsibility is
connected with psychological freedom which is presupposed when judging

human actions. But our attempt to be precise about what human
behaviour that the concept of moral responsibility could appropriately
be applied to has just succeeded in citing some general criteria,
noting that each particular action has to be judged on its ox-ni merits

as regards vjhether the person involved was morally responsible or not.

it is only when we could judge a personFurther,
etiher directly or indirectly that we would gosible for his actions,

Again, I

actions.

ment and replacing it with treatment
morally responsible andcontext.

as the problem of 
accurately identifying what human actions could punish-

are considered punishable,

to .equate punishment (as disapproval) 
with ’treatment^ as propounded by the abolitionists.

behaviour-
Even if we have to accept the above

removal of the concept of moral responsibility
cannot succeed in a social

alternatively, if 
to be considered unpunishable, what other methods of

ful argument that would incline me

as morally respon-

out, or

ahead and blame or praise him whichever is appropriate.
think it would be vzrong to hold man morally responsible for all his

for theThis is perhaps why the abolitionists arguments
as a basis of punish

in a word, it

Thus, the distinction between
morally non-responsible actions is alvays there, though it is sometimes
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of moral responsibility isand that the concept
Buthave defined as psychological freedom.based on what we

necessarily defy social freedom.

and blames with respect totalk intelligently about praisesand yet

human behaviour•
succeed in identifyingAgain,

rightis based on an

and wrong

and praises)
will be an

Finally*
conform to what we

shall attempt towe
ofThisschool environment.

establish what this per 
will be in the area

obscure.
/Ml in all, in this chapter we have been trying to argue that

blaming and praising
actions in society.

would be able to justify why

the basic question why
consider to be wrong.

assumption that there are
assumption

that perhaps we

blames and praises are based on the ccaicept of moral responsibility

on the other htcnd

others to behave in certain

psycbologiccil freedom does not
ethlc.n] determinism, social determinism, or even metaphysical deter-

Alternatively, there is no way that

in trying to

persuade others to

in a manner that we

our next chapter

punish (blame) someone
I think our practice of

rainism, for it is within them.
we could affirm the truth of metaphysical freedom (uncaused effects)

even if we could reasonably

consider to 
suasion x.ould mean in the 

moral education.

punishable from unpunishable behaviour, still we have not answered 

we have to someone for behaving

It is only within such an
we have to try and

attempt to find out

persuade (through blames
In that light.

reasonable grounds
be right.

ways and not others.
whether we have
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4.00 Mornl Fducai inn and D5sc.-ipl.inc jn J^cljool

Bt-'-fore VC could even djsciiss moral education,

grccjt deal oi trouble if ve first defined ’.'bat m.oral.itv is.

remarks made by those v.’ho .have been using it in such

phrases 'moral rules’.

moral philosophy, Ikire has
maintained that in any moral judgment. there are tv.'o notions that art.
always presupposed. The fir.st is the notion of ’universal i. z a b 11 i. t y ’ .

person and
myself. The next is the not.ion of ’prc!scriptivity ’ . Here, Hare v;ants
to say that moral judgm-^uts The action-guiding

one ought to do X couanits me to
accepting the imperative:

1
la the article ”0n Defining VBiiteley asserts:

(Oxford:

127

let me do X: and again my accepting the 

2 to doing X in the appropriate circumstances.

hui.;nn life 
matters Ou" 
matters of taste

Anyone else ought to do 
are relevant difjferenccs between the other

The Clarendon Press,

tne fact that they entail imperatives: 
my acceptance of tiie principle that

this is a

In one of his famous \;ork.s on

it v.'ould s.-jvc us a

'Morals’

Thus, to get vur functional definition of the term, it is important 
to examine some

Ccrte.inly, 
term that has occup.!cd mora.l philosophers for a long time.

By this he means to .say chat if I naintair. that I ouRht to do X, then 

I am committed to maintaining that morally.

X unless there

K.H, Hare, I'repdom. & Reason. 1962). --------

are action-guiding.
force is said to be derived from.

imperative emits me

as 'moral behaviour ’ , ’moral judprients’ or

I shall assume that any acceptable way of 
defiTi:tjig ’moral and ‘morality’ must isolate 
somethhig vdiich plays a distinctive part in 

-- ---!, and mimt enable us to distinguish 
morality (right and v/rong) from 

or preferences, and matters 
of convenient or expediency, sic'.e it is with
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tlie morality of a community consists of those v^ays of

Baier seems to be echoing Hare vjhen he concedes that morality

is always acting oi; a principle
not on any lule of thumb. Further, a moral point of view is
characterized by greater universalizability in that it must be thought

of

detectable. Thus, for him:

From these f^w definitions. it is evident that whenever vze X7ou.1d
wish to talk about morality. we would have to remember that it pre-

"On Defining ’Moral’ in G. V’allace & A.D.M. Walher

"The Moral Point of View", in G. Waliace A.D.M,295.

Univ/ersity of1. (Chicago:Reason and Morality

For liim,

core, meaning may be or is

of as a

defies self-interest and that one

standpoint from which principles are. considered as being 
acted on by everyone.^

principles in a society that are supposed 
to guide members of that particular—

C.U. hliiteley 5 'T -- 
(ed.). The Definition of Morality, 
p. 21-22. ■ ~

3
C.H. Hiiteley, 

(ed.) , Jhlcl. , p. 22. 
4

Kurt ]‘.aier, 
Malker, Jbid., p.

^A. Gewiitli, 
Chicago Press, 1978)

society as regards what is right
On Defining ’Moral’" 

. (London: Methuen & Co. Ltd.,

supposes certain rules or

...a morality is a set of categorically 
obligatory requirements for actions that are 
addressed at least in part to every actual or 
prospective agent, and that are concerned 
with furthering the interests of persons or 
recipients other than or in addition to the 
agent or the speaker,^

in G. Wallace 6i A.D.M. Walker 
1970;,

behaviour \.'hich each member of the community is taught, bidden and
3 encouraged to adopt by the other members.

Finally, Gewirth indicates that though there are diverse p.ieanings 
’morality’ and ’moral’, a certain

2 this matters that morality is usually contrasted.
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The prJhcjples should be binding both in the eyesand what is vn’ong.

of tiio individual and the society in general. Again, morality is

good of the society concerned. However,

though no doubt the tv7Omorality is not to be confused with customs.

inlikc customs, moral principles seem to be grounded inare related.
On the other hand, moralthat could be reasonably explained.a way

principle.^ are not like legal rules tl.oug.. they may be aiming at the

While legal rules are more particular, moral principlessame thing.
seem

Thus, morality is

intelligent following of rules to the point ofto be taken to mean an

v.’hich is understood and upheld for the good of all in a society.

follows moral rules should be ready to justifyThat is to say, whoever
his action in connection with what is right and what is wrong, we

Although we realise the inadequacy ofassume.
ready to discuss the topicterm r.orality, nevertheless.

of the. chapter; moral education.

Horal EducationA. 10

If thf.re are controversies in the term ’education’ (the technical

the term) then these become much more complex whenand ordinary use of
First there is an analytical

problem.

in the phrase

to

It is to be

Chapter VI warns us not to 
system must always conform

our definition of the

supposed to aim for the common

are rather genera],.

we are nov?

Sl.L.A. Eart, in The Concept of I.av, 
make the mistake, of thinking that a legal 
the morality of a society.

^The term ’moral* is prescriptive .in this context. It is to be 
understood as being tTie opposite of the term ’immoral' and to be 
dlstiiigulshed from the term moral in conLexts such as 'moral respniisib ’ J ’ t' '

■vje have to discuss nioral education.
That is, if vze take Peters' definition in which ’education’

entails semething worthwhile, then the term 'moral

Moreover, in most cases, moral principles 

to form the basis of a particular legal system.
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This is because, both the terms’moral education’ becomes redundant.
However,’education’ v/ould mean something worthwhile’moral and

much wider than what is entailed

Education in this sense of beinby the ’moral education’.
On thewould include both moral and non-moral values as its content.

would include values mostly concerned'moral education’

weBut even after
Thesesubstantial problems involving moral education.still have more

role that our

moral education by some of ourapproaches to what is referred to as

contemporary scholars.
approach to moral education inThe sixties saw the birth of a new

The method is simply termed

of this approach is toThe main purpose’Value Clarification’.as

According to the proponentsothers in importance.
to be held asvalues are
This position isadhered to by everybody.
of the supporters

other hand,
with interpersonal relationships such as honesty, freedom and justice, 

overcoming the apparent analystical problem

problems are mostly related to the content, the procedures and the 

school system is supposed to play in moral education.

out illuminatively if we considered various

individual or institution’s

g worthwhile

as overriding

or good.

teaching, no

Perhaps this fact will come

I think this objection could be overcome by saying that what is

entailed by the term ’education’ is

clarify values that individual students are committed to without, at 

the same time, trying to advocate any particular values
of thia method of

examples of what is to be 
exemplified by the justification given below by one

of the method 'when he says:
Since we see values as growing from a person s 
experience, v/e would expect thtT.t different 
experiences would give rise to different values

the Western world (mostly Horth America).
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elements in moral .

education.
Second,

terms
Clarifion approach are ready to accept anything that

student has considered to be a value.
method of teaching moral education to be considered isThe next

This approach is associatedthe Cognitive developmental approach.
As will be evident Kohlberg andwith Kohlberg of Harvard University.

This they have borrowed from the late Jean Piagetspecific stages.

And again, that moralis always parallelled to cognitive development.

development like cognitive development comes in stages.

First, the pre-moralidentified three stages of moral development.

Second, thestage where a child had no moral obligation to rules.

heteronomous stage where tlie concept of right was equated to rules.

the autonomous stage where the purpose and consequences of

75.

"Value;; and
in n. Purp-fel 5, r,

(Cnlifernia:

different values, hence the inlierent relativity of values.
different environment in

It Comes with the Terri lory 
V"p; 75;

a progress taking

Third,
K.

Tea-chi ng:
R>iths, M. Harmin & S.B. Simon, Selection from. 

Working with Values in the Classroom",
Ryan (eds.) , Moral T'ducat_ioi'i:
A. Phi Delta Publication, 1976)

since it is obvious that we are exposed to
of geographical positions and time, then, the advocates of Value 

an individual

Thus, PiagA t

and that any one person's value would be modified 
as his experiences accumulate and change. A 
person in the Antartic w’ould not be expected to 
have the same values as a person in Chicago.
And a person who 1ms an important change of 
patterns of experience might be expected to 
modify his value. Values may not be static if 
one's relationships to his world are not static. 
As guides to behavior, values evolve andg 
mature as experiences evolve and mature.

who (through research on children) was convinced that moral development

First, that different experiences are likely to evolve

his supporters view the theory of moral education as

The above passage seems to emphasize some
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■Is bnsf.'!

The npprouf.h is called for it rccc,t,nlzQs that
moral eciccation.

the

Again.,

stages.

not be
correlated to

Specifically,

every
stage of Lioral deveicpi.ent. The next task that Koh lb er g un d c r t ak e.s
in this approach is

pforal actions are the conindtmeiiLs of

Kohlberg argues
ric-ral reasoning

a

If it is true tTiat mature moral

the school

Again, he is

students to develop moral reasoning 

convinced that at ever\ level of moral

principles.

the school play in
Kohlberg is convinced that 

should help the

a necessar\^ condition

on roci]>rv,»i i i.\

is a

just iikn intellectual e-duration, h 

wtivc Ubi„!;:ini; of a ebih] about ajral isrues and deriotens.

a necessary condiLion in

are tbe supporters of Copnitivc d.r-.lopn-rnta 1 approai.h sa.-rnr?

‘cognitive’ u’C are Lold^

has its biisis on

maturity of a pioral action, it is not

an impurtant

that although maturity of 
necessary requironent for 

sufficient condition

It IS ternud devclop.fcntai for if ronceives .noral ediical ion as an 

upv’ard movement through specific moral

rul.e-[o] loving are conaidered and oh Ilgar 3 on
9«3iid excliaige.

at every stage.
““g

^^Purpel £ Ryan^ Tbid^., p. ill, 

P. 181.

Th(u-erore, Kohlborg and 
his associates Avon] J like to arpne that al tbouph it could

to distinpuisb noral jiidp.raents from moral actions.

While itoral judgment is merely the ability to reason about issues, 

oneself to particular moral

reasoning is

■ “““ """ in,.
comes in hierarchical stages, then what role does
the process of moral education?

and its environment

a specific degree, cognitive development ph.-s 
role in enhancing moral development in an individual.

cognitive development is sa.id to be



tli-fi iriii vil s'.ts$e of 3-n?ral , the concpj>i; jglicnc'e,

conruy-ingly un-'ict one .

the ccnec'pG oC jusLlrc nndi‘r.rri-!l nariH.li

its const .i L’lenta such as JJberf'y and t fjucliLy is to be dearly

The scbtjol is sc* n

above task.
first gather thatI’roEi the- Ct ’gn i L i ve deve. J ■ 'iriisn ta I.

Thosethat’ aj'c soF’.ev’hat universal or absolute.

values which soeiii rcasoriablc for cvei\vv»ic to commit hiiTtseir to.are

of moralliiese values however,

Seccndly, in this approach to morcil educati.cn, reasoningdevelopment.

Thus, it could be- fairly said that moraltake a ke}/ position.

education in the cognitive, dcvclopnentd approach's .sense is assisting

the students in understanding the basic, niora.l principlfe^s related to the

These points will be discussed later in theconcept of justice.

chapter,

The. third contemporary mat hod of moral education to be con.sidered

is what is commonly kuovm as ’(Aignitive i\pproach’. This method seems

to have developed as a critic.isi;i of the other two approaches discussed

above for their failure to tack.le nil the prohlems in teaching aoout
the advocatc..s of the cog.nitivemoral issues in school.

pproaeh is. inadequate

This failure ofmorality'.

Value C3ari ficat i<ui approach to

betv.'ccn moral and non-moral values.

183.

a c c o r d .i p g t o Fcj h 1 H e r p ’ s

for it firils to quc.stioii the basis of our

interest itself .;itb the basis of

morality b rings about the conruslon 

^^Ibid., p.

But r.t .stage, six, v'.iich is the high^-st

are imp-ltcit during the initial stages

J a V‘'hj--ie of arcorpiishini’; the

there are some values

Seri ven, one oi

appro: ch, \.'e

seems to

dealt with is the ccircent of juat3,c.e.

approach asserts that the Value Clarificvition a

. l.i graspen.

de . Icpn.cnt, rhe. ul

educati.cn
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Th- con.-rqt-'cncG of this, confusiori is of relativiLy v/itha scase

regards to VtiJucis, Fnrthcr, Scrivcn cas; Lgatcs the developrzent

approaches to inorai cdnccitiou for i in’i r fai lore tn answer the questicn

vh e: t. her st imnone

For Scriviji,

The first stage is concerned ’.'Ith knowledge.covered in three stages.

In this stage the students arc encour<aged to gather* knu'aledgc and have

The more knowledgeunderstanding of arginnents invelving moral issues.

one has the better v.-hen it comes to moral decisions. Thi.s is because

The second

stage is to deal with the development of reasoning skills in moral

issues. The third stage is supposed to encourage students to question

the basis of ethics in general.

To assess the contribution each of the discussed approaches make

to moral education, 1 would agree with Scriven when he accuses Value

Clarification approach for its failure to distinguish moral values

from non-moral values. The reason for my support of this observation

is that normally, a latitude of relativity is allo'wed at the realm of

For instance.

it is acceptable for one to like dancing, playing soccer

In such

’’CognitiVC Mora1 Cducation'' 
Tt Cones with the Temtorv. 

■ 1976) ,“pp. 322-37

M. Scriven, 
l«or^l_Ed 11 (• t_-i5»Il:__
D e11 a rublie a t i on,

books on particular subjects even when others do not like it.
“ 12

or reading

13., a.

a viable curriculum of morzil education would be

Scriven, Ibi,d ., p. 323.

non-moral values even for people in the same community.

real understanding tends to bring about sympathy for others; that is,
13 the modification of tlw affective dimension of man.

on r-in ’ intermudJate^ level of moral devclopnerit is more
12wrong on moral issues than someone rit a higiier level.

in D. Purpel & K. Rvau, 
^California: Phi



InscilJ in the leveJ cl* preferences or tnstps.siluotJens, OU'.-

to ST

be cljcr thnt Lnstes and preference.'
in that it doesthe aj.'proach (V.'i Lne ('lari fication) is \-.ronSThus,

For that nai ler, I think xl vnnld be an inprovc^ient ifprefe'renccs .
discuss issues that involved otherenccura?;ed the studci'ts towe

This pjay help I.hem in theis t (idents,

not there are some moral views or vaJucs which are. h^id in commonor
Consequently, such discussions or inve;: tlgat ions m.Lght revealby all.

to the students that perhzips there are

Again, thethat Tirake it pos.sihle for peopio to live; conmitina.l J y.

approach seems faulty in that when, for oxapiple,

individual students’ personal preferencesevery
of social freedom is dangerously dramatized.actions, then the concept

That is, when the freedom to do vzhat one wishes irrespective of the

the con.sequGnce migliL be what we refer to a.swi.slies of others,

’permissiveness\ which I take to be antithesis of morality. So,

although the Value Clarification approach succeeds in making the

students sensitive to some of the important factors to be considered

in moral issues, it would be inadequate to .stop at this level. It is

inadequate in that students are likely to believe that morality

Such students would be inadequatelyindividual tastes.

rea.l moral problem

Kohlbe.rg and his asfiociates, on the other hand, seem to be

stress.ifig an .important point that has been ignored by the Value Clarifi-

that for one to grasp the higher moral principles^ca L ion app roa ch:

arc not .anon? moral values.

fact if we :i

not encourage individual students to transcend or go beyond personal

prepared v/hen confronted with a

depends solely on

our iefinition of ’mcraltcy’, then it will

ssome basic moral principles

on the level of

r investigations as to whether

a teacher respects
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n’jrshnr of vays. Fj rs t ly,

vfifjo I

mr.turf nkiral action, rbe claimjuJcncivt c!>-iii.L'y is ncccf.-sary for

seems to have been

by Koblh-.T

Llip. inabi'.itv to makeKohlbcr;' attribute^:moral jtidp.iacnL ability.

vjeakiK’SS- of vi.ll.■ir,at-ure moral daci.sio’i.s to a

revealed by cosniVivc-develop-Secondly, another v/eakness tbat Is

of reason at the

of the noralof making the students awareexpense
Sub.sequently s morali.ndividual.

education becomes just another
Vo havemoral educator seemto engage in.

c.omnlex concept
coiiiinittcd the fallacy

This is when he asserts that

Although I vwuld

to consider it as

behaviour towards
about

anoVhers.

Thns^ .students

of division by trying to reduce a 

. 14

t’.c.-rt Roriii.'fi argun-ent ih.ar Lbc ccvcTopmciit of moral

pusbe-d beyond its Ijmits.

tlie concept of justice

not deny that the concept of justice is important, I would be hesitant

one would be unable to make a

apf’ oaeb to .’^erul edacatior; fall.-? short in

r e a son t n; ab i ] i t i s n e c e s s a r v.• •

’s inability to explain why

t’Ppi’t’acb would be used.

moral problems is likely to change one's

to be Ignoring x?hat the moral

bowever, cop.nit ive.-dcvelopmental

And finally.

1 think the same criticisms
It is difficult to see how mere knowledge

mental approach is its over-emphaaizing the importance
inconsistencies and

contradictions at the level of an 
intellectual exercise for the. students

Tills is perhaps indicated

philosophers have been calling the ’ is-ouglit * problem.

A. Reid, Pb.-i !osophy__nnd Fducj^wiy: AP. (London;
Peiuemann, '1.962)’ CJv^iter Iv. ■■Fro:fessor Reid seems to be saying that 
the basis ef morality is inter-personal rel at LonuTiip.

into, perhaps one of its contintucnls.
is the bedrock ot morality.

the sole basis of morality.
For who advocate the cognitive approach to mor.al education,

levelled against the cognitive-developmental

nature raoml decision even when we could still .say he has a mature

The Cognil Ivist.s seem

KohLborg tU5 a



16£'ue but

to making <••. cl.sions on that same nnsue.fall Li/ concur v.1k-ii It eame

(kjnclus inn4.20

lu be stressing theeach of the. nppro.B’bc?s seem

the ccmmitmeiiL to a Tiiornimoral issues or

is true that the students have to acquire

tools toward a moral point of viev’.as
other codeschool rules and legal rules or anyrelati onsliip between

part Jcular intcrest-greup.

they already have.
perhaps

that factualrealisation
Thus, one

not enough in
he lias the sameeven wuendifferent al ternativesbe liable to taking

This
facts tibout the

thiit moralstudent the viewto the

decision involving
a

involved are

moral .issues would
in importance.paralmost af-

that makes every

the principles

knowledge and reasoning power.
fact

It involves

situation in question.

education Involves more 

committed to

fact might again expose

than factual

necessary, it is not .sufficient.
reasoning about moral issues, using the facts

to the
to develop an ability in

At this juncture, the .students may come

knowledge and reasoning ability are
xvould-

I

Secondly5

a whole through the

certain moral principles.

1 think the

some- knowledge relevant to

a painful

one being

For example, Lliey have to be able to see school rules

The students have also to see the

moral issues,

of regulation that governs a

although general knowledge about moral ■’"ty is

The snidents have to be encouraged

co’'ld be iiaving the same kno'.’ledge abou*; a certain mora.l

Looking at the fiucstinn of i.ioral education as

rbree rri-p, oachc:; dis.-nsseti nbovc-, fw; i.'^pr,rtant points seem to stick

a moral decision-making situation.

out clearly. First, 

importance of either facts concerning moiais, reasoning ability about

code or K.srol principles. It

one especially when
school environment
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iieJlj Jir-r stu’cb. jiLs to com.'j't tbcr.st’]vts to well reasoned principles by1

In cb;-it way, tbe(.npe^ing then j’n ibe dccisior-nakirip. process.

students are bo> nd to see sone of the practical probieins involved In

riile-followin;; esi'ccially where personal values conflict with the

societal valors in sone peculiar si i.uat ic.riS.

1 bone, that for anv approachThirdly, fb has been shown-,

of freedom or openness and ato noral education to succeed. a measure

The reason behind .isof guidance or control is ossejitial.measure

that for the students to acquire internal discipline, as a result of

extern.al dis;ipline, they have to unJci.stand what is involved in ruie-

Por the students to understand what is involved in rulefollowing .

following, they have to understand their (rules) connection with the

/ind lastly, for the students to be able toassumed moral principles.

understand the c.onnection Le.tvzeen school rules and general moral

In other words, they■principles, they have to be involved personally.

have to discuss moral issues without any inhibition or intimidation.

But as indicated earlier, this does not mean that students could
Itunderstanding moral issues.

In this light, ais here that the student would need some guidance.

moral view should be exposed to them.
and ’authoritarianism’ are indeed twoKristol says:

possible polc's of moral discourse ~ they are, both of them, the poles

into existence when the centre no longer holds. The centrethat come
For Kristol, authority should mean the exercise of

toAv-ard some aorally arOrmed end in such a rea enable way as to

develop morally by just renasoning or

This point is aptly put as

"’Pel ndssivencss’

povzer

^■'’1. Kristol, 

Society", in D.

is authority".

1, "Moral- and Ethical De”elopmePi in a Democratic 
Purpcl & IC, Kyan, Op. cit ., p. 380.



the students siiouldfiycur?

Ikv/c trie i t-eeJon to clipilfiige ?..ny position put for-.zard by the teacher

oiir discussionAnolbor

of the environnent an»3 the part it has to play inis tlie iinpcfL.'ince

Dy t-n vj ronracnt bore vjc mean th*; society crr:o3 a 1

I would agree with those who(uitsicle the school bale.

factor conLi-ibuting to our success ortake society as an important

V.hnL niany educators seem to be

make students in the

school envi rcnin»2nt understand or evf'U

For e?:anip]e, it would bedo not work in practical situations.that
and getting themselves

difficult to have

an

Again, there are
Oneto be two moralities.there seemsinvolved in moral education.

for moral educationwhile the other isfor the moral educatorsmorality
thing whilebe prescribing one

Tn other words.
If vre are to

themselves to
succeed in guiding have to do awaythen vjeof view that «e

doubleTo do away
with the

conditions
standards,

v.nll be of great of relativism

thelong time.

hasand abolutlsm

educiition in srdi'jol.

intereslinc point that seems to emerge in

tr.jycd by the soci.ety is

indications that even

Finally,

committed to Lite principiof justice

unjuati fiable injustice

for those that are directly

or course,

what goes: on

Mare’s

or inequality.

a moral point 
double standards.

or any of their superiors.

saying is th.it, it would be ironical to try to
be committed to moral principles

i. accept ance and sanctjcn .

v.’e seem tostudents.
cw^itted to another, therefore, doing another thing.

cur students or youths

think is viable,

with the inherent

of universalization and pre«erlptivls,n

the students understanding
or equality while what is por-

b^.ip to us.

oeenpled t>oral philosopher, for a

to committing

failure in inorai education in school.
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This indicates that more researchTnatter has not been settled yet.
The effort would not he

Furthermore, the effort might bemoral values from non-moral values.
not moralityable to put seme

These

to an
of direction and some confidence.a sense

t.

into this problem would not he wasteful.
wasteful in that it might he able to help the educator to distinguish

of relativity do v?e

light into the question of whether or

absolute principles and if not so, what degreeis based on one or more
allow, both in moral and non-moral values, with 

efforts xizould be of great helpregard to different societies?
educator in that he could take the task of moral education with



CHAPTER V

5.00 Recapitulation and Conclusion

The main objective of this Chapter is to briefly summarize the

main issues discussed in. the thesis, outlining

and tentative conclusions of the major issues vzith regard to educational

implications.

Our conceptual analysis of the two basic terms; free will and

determinism has revealed the fact that both have many shades of mean-
That most scholars have tried to discuss the two principlesing.

without first clarifying the shade of meaning each

The result of their efforts has often been confusion, attacks and

counter-attacks between opponents and proponents of each of the two

determinists want to use otherdoctrines.
of determinism to prove the truth of metaphysical determinismshades

determinism and psychological detei.-minism) which is based(physical
On the other hand, the libertariansof causality.

all shades of freedom to metaphysical freedom. aseem to

doctrine that is
by both determinists and libertarians haveassumptions
discussion of Broad’in ourbeen

Tndeterminism controversy.to thecontributions
hasour analysisthat lightj

event including humanto thein general
ofThe advocatescause.actions has a

of the eventsmost
that they arein the sense

that are
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be elevating 
diametrically opposed to metaphysical determinism.

subscribe thesis that every
free will contend that though

some of the suggestions

was subscribing to-

have causes, nevertheless, there are events 
not caused from without.

s and Campbell’s

seem to

on the principle

truly

For example, often times,

The presupposed

well illustrated
fx’ee will versus

indicated that the proponents of determinism
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These uncaused events include human actions for if not

concept of moral responsibility would be an illusion.

Besides the two seemingly extreme positions above. there are

those who take a rather moderate position. These group of scholars

have noted, contend that with regard to human beings, a measure ofJ we

both freedom and determinism applies. And that it is in this context

derives its meaning.

But our interest in the problem of free will versus determinism

has been its relationship to human actions. This realization has

critically the basis of the arguments forprompted us to study more

and against free will and determinism respectively. We have succeeded

in this exercise I hope, by trying to understand the nature of man.

Thus, in view of the fact that man is considered ao both free and

have attempted to penetrate him through two perspectives.

In the first place, claims that man is determined are based on

In the light of thisthe scientific studies on the nature of man.

have tried to understand the nature of man by utilizing pastview. we

and present scientific findings on his biological and environmental

But our utilization of the scientific findings aboutconstinvents.
first of all, understand the basis

of the
used to explain nature in general. Our initiativeit isalso as

direction made it clear that although the method ofthistowards
the doctrine of metaphysical deterrainism, whoseisscience

iscore

cannot
we

I
J

i
!

based on
the principle of causality, its truth (scientific method)

Thus, although

that the concept of moral responsibility

determined, we

so, then the

the nature
scientific method not only as it applies to human beings but

notion
be demonstrated scientifically.

do not seem to know exactly how and when a

of man required that we
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life-process begins, nonetheless, ve nov; understand chat each individual

is a unique composition of genes inherited from both the father and the

Those penes could be analjnsed further into of the simplemo ther. some

elements that compose our world which includes iron, water and salts.

Further than th.at, an individual is continuously being influenced by

the family background, the neighbours, the ecology,his environment:

the value system and the entire concept of what is the good life.

These tv;o basic determinants of man arc

possibility of tv?o or more people born of the same parents and in the

environment resembling each other completely is eliminated.same

scientific study of man has shox-m that he is a part of

the very matrix from which his verynature and this nature is perhaps,

being is contrived and the soil out of which he is nourished.

Secondly, even when some scholars are willing to endorse the

truth of the above basic determinants of man, that admission does not

necessarily exclude them from retaining the contention that some of

the strongest ’proof*For such scholars,the human actions are free.

of the truth of human freedom is what is regarded as personal experience.

This is the claim that man seems to be free at the point of making

decisions about what course of action to take in each occasion. Hence,

moral decisions

and free at the same time poses a problem of a contradiction.dete^rniincd

scholars such as Campbellexplain away the apparent contradiction.To
how efficient the method of sc’enee is. it wouldthat no mauterargued

Campb*.ll then suggestednot
he feels or experiences at the moment of making(*reat man aswethat

so complicated that the

ar'! cited as illuminating examples of free actions.

help us to understand human freedom.

Therefore, our

But of course the proposition admitting the nature of man as
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moral decisions. see man

chat is, in terms of his pe^’sonal experiences.subjectively, In viev;

of the above contention, an impression is created to the effect that

the objective mode whichis composed of Wo modes of reality;man

could be penetrated through the method of science and the subjective

mode usually referred to as the ‘self’ which only a person himself

That is, to know the self would require a personalcould know.

encounter.

One of the major metaphysical questrLons to arise out of this

individuality and self-identityparticular conception of man concerns

of man as a person; the degree of his self-sufficiency and freedom from

The question which could be asked is this:anything else. how far is

identity submerged and over-whelmed within the totality of natureman ’ s
general, having shared his basic determinants with other beings inin

how unique and how similar is man with regard to otherOr,
The problem becomes even more problematic when we affirmhumein nature ?

self cannot be known through other means except through thethat the
through personal experience. I think it is true

cannotthat we
But this implies that we cannot understand other(objective

beings’human

experience
not in a position to judge their actions.we areit meansthenothers

This prompted us tofrom the self.assumedwhich ate
both objective and subjective modes,of man as
another model which accords well withit withreplace

dailyout

personally-

In a word, Campbell is advocating that we

and possibly to

nature?

method) .
experiences; that we can only understand what we

If we cannot understand the experiences of

others and our own actions.moral judgments about

reconsider the concept

to emanate

subjective way:
understand the self through the method of science



145

to review what Strawson has discussed concerning the metaphysical

To start with, Strawson has discussed what heconcept of a person.

to what we have called objective and subjective modes of man) vzhich

his physical and non-physical character-

Ke dismisses this theory by arguing that a notion of selfistics. as
pure individual consciousness that is isolated from any physical

characteristics of man is something that cannot exist a primaryas

Again, granted that an incorporeal phenomenonconcept of a person.

existed, it vzould be difficult if not impossible to know personal

experiences of other human beings through their physical characteristics

This position as we saw’ when discussing the objective-or behaviour.

people’s actions are based on a false premise:

To put it

there is a necessary connection between the objectivein another way

Discarding the Cartesian dualism theory, Strawson discussed the

This ic the theory that stipulatesdoctrine of self.

could only be identified with one of only they were

3hcan

other
This position.

and to create a concept of man as a series of
incon'-<‘

that experiences
connected with his physical characteristics or his body.jsally
1 Aidv actions that are connected with my body could be vzords, ou.i-j CL

Strawson argued, seems to cut out the

persona-1

no ownership

satisfactory concept of man has driven usOur attempt to have a

subjective modes of man implies that our moral judgments about other

that there is a

and subjective modes of man.

termed as the Cartesian dualism theory of man (this could be equated

sees man as two substances:

necessary connection between one’s behaviour and his self.

called mine.
real mode of man

uG'i''lv, this position raises the question as to how

io achieved. That is, is it the physical characteristics
actions.

identity
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tbf non-pbysacal characteristics that characterize a person asor? a
Ayer agreed with Strawson’s argument by adding thatunique individual?

if we accepted this concept of a person.

to the question as to v.’hat makes two experiences which are separated

in time to be identified with the sane person. Stravjson concluded

that neither of the tv?o theories of the concept of a person seem to

be satisfactory. This is because the concept of person cannot be

analysable into simpler elements and yet retain its meaning. He

suggested that man is neither his physical nor his incorporeal

This conclusion reinforced our contentioncharacteristics but both.

that man is both his external and internal characteristics merged into

To parody Weiss, each being is something on the inside and fromone.

something on the outside and from the inside.the outside,

And he is all these at once.others.

cannot be limited to what wc discover through the natural and social

We have to apply even the humanities and our personalsciences.
to understand man.experiences

In terms of actions, we have noted that as human beings.

hemmed in both by our possibilities and the contemporary actualities.

deal with these from the vantage point of our rather stableand we
The possibilities andand transient dispositions.character

shall find most

and therefore v.’hat is the range of material with vzhich we

in
(New York: H. Holt & Company, 1947),

P-

those ranges
Weiss, Nature and Man . 

39.

independent individual reality encountering and taking account of
1

appealing

shnll deal vith;

we are

He is an

then we would have no ansvzer

actualities dictate what items in those ranges we

Therefore, so regarded, man

we shall find most appealing and therefore what it is

cur character and dispositions dictate what items
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2 The upshot of this concept of nan isth t xvc shall in fact deal vith.

that human beings’ actions are precise.ly unpredictable not because

they are mysterious beyond our probing> but because they are more

dynamic, more private and individual than ah5» complete prediction

would cillow.

Therefore, granted that man is both determined and free in the

sense vye have already shown, we have still to deal vzith the question

to allox7 in judging one as either morally responsible or morally non

responsible for his actions. As we have noted, the first hurdles for

any philosophical discussion to clear are tiie conceptual Inones.

are

usually attached to the term ’responsibility I and its various cognates

The outcome of the analysis has indicated thatin various contexts.

there are many uses of the term responsibility and that the notion of

moral responsibility in general presupposes the existence of free will

which one exercises when performing acts which we categorize as free

We have clearly shovm, I hope that this free will that aactions.

normal human being possesses is nothing more than what we termed as

psychological freedom, which is not in any way diametrically opposed

the basic determinants of man, both biological and environmental.to
generally judge one as morally responsible for his actions if

have good grounds to assume that a person was psychologically free.we
Subsequently, we generally blame or praise someone for actions which

belic’-v® he was morally responsible for in the sense that hevze
.d his free will at the time of his deliberation.eX

(Carbondale: South Illinois University

that respect,

as to what degree of determinism and what degree of freedom wo have

Thus, we

we have sought through analysis, the meanings that

erciS'^ 
^Ibid., Man's freedom.

_ „,.c; "T95OL P- 63 •Press f



we have no illusion about the existing problem of

precisely stating the conditions for absolving an individual from

moral responsibility for particular actions. The problem becomes even

V?e have then argued that although we are confronted withsituations.

this problem.

disapproval, based on psychological freedom. We have opted for this

position due to the understanding that blame is usually taken a device

actions which have the disapproval of the society. Of course, the

contention that the utility of punishment as

During our discussion on discipline and punishment it dawned on

that if we have to justify why we have to prescribe for othersus

that are considered worthwhile in the eyes of the society. Vfe

have

is right
The students ha^’e to be made to under-the best device.notis perhaps

This understanding of theinvolved in rule-following.stand what is
following has to be acquired through moral education.

b aS is

basically
thisThat

And that it is only when we assume thatfreedom.

actions
argued that if it is true that the society has distinguished what 

or wrong, which seems to be actually the case, then punishment

Nonetheless,

v.’ithin

especially

it would mean that perhaps there are certain kinds of behaviour or

a social deterrent device

out\7eights the problems incurred in its use has been critised by a

for deterring individuals from engaging themselves with behaviours or

we have to retain the institution of punishment as

of rule-
tshell, the conclusion of the thesis Is that man is

the students to conform to certain modes of behaviour, then

number of scholars, among them the ’abolitionists’.

In a nu
detei'niined by his biological and cnvii^nracntal influences, 

framework of determinism, man does exercise his free

more acute when we have to deal with particular actions in particular



oHsj was exercising free will that we are ready to hold him morally

Thus, the eoiicept of moralreaponsible for particular actions.
responsibility is based on man's psychological freedom and not on

the

That is to say,

is considered the bestparticular case.

candidate as a means of behaviour
that it is rather than an end intaken that punishment remains a means

itself.
and its usefulness would not

and social interests are not x-zeli grasped.
The students haveeducation comes in x-zlthin an educational system.

In othermoral principles such
words, the students have to be prepared to live in a society where

However, there a’-e various methodsmoral conflicts are inevitable.
towards moral education depending on the environment, mental and

emotional maturity of the students.

the concept of punishment
the receiving end (those subject to thebe correctly understood by

practice of punishment) if the perennial conflicts between personal
This Is where moral

metaphysical freedom as defined in Chapter I.
be used at all as a device for

Further, even when it
modification device, care should ba

as justice, equality and freedom.

Finally,

Subsequently,

to be gradually sensitized about the necessity of some fundamental

for any use of punishment,
means) that it is the best behaviour modification device in each

behaviour modification, caution has to be exercised.
it has to be made sure (within the possible

institution of punishment if it has to
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