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ABSTRACT

Even beyond the intellectual level, the idea and feeling of
freedor is inherent in the life of normal human beings. Man feels
that he is in command of his choices and their realizations. But
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
considexing the doctrine of determinism,

Accepting the premise that human beings are the result of their
blological and environmental influences, we could still intelligently
claim that they have (human beings) freedom of choice or as it were
psychological freedom. TFreedom of choice should not be construed
to mean that 'free choices' are those actions that have no reasons as
causes behind them (uncaused events). 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
structure. And that man is aware of these free actions as his actions.

It is then within this freedom of choice that we tend te capture
the concept of morat responsibility. The concept of moral responsibility
in man forms our btasis 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
morally wrong actions. But in the process of judging human actions

the suciety is faced with two basic problems. First, the distinction

iv



between free actions (where man was aware of actions as his deliber-
ations) and unfree actions is not always clear-cut. Second, even
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,
punishment as a form of blame could only be justified if and only if
it is the bust means of behaviour modification in a particular
occasion. On the same vein the aim of moral education in schools has
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.
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INTRODUCT ION

The problem of the thesis whose title is 'Fducational Implications

of the Metaphysical Controversv between Free Will and Determinism:

With a Special Reference to Punishment and Moral Fducation in Schodls'

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

two opposing features. The first of the two features is the awareness
of freedom: our ability to decide for ouiselves and to deliberate
about what to do. On the other hand, we discover that in many cases
what we believed to be a free decision had been influenced by various
types of determinism.

Thus, it is claimed that the two seemingly opposing positions
form the basis of our morality and, to a large extent, our metaphysics.
It is further claimed that if, on one hand, we are persuaded to taking
the first position (bur awareness of free will), then the concept of
moral responsibility as is ordinarily understood, retains its meaning,
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 theilr actions. Alternatively, it is argued that if
we took the second position (that human actions are determined), then
the concent of moral responsibility would be radically affected,
necessarily requiring that we consider the theory aund practice of
punishment anew.

In the light of the above claims and arguments, the thesis
examines the premises that:

(i) Man's behaviour is metaphysically
determined;



(i) Man is a product of diverse influences:
biological and social determinants;

(1ii) 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;

(iv) Tt 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 metaphyeical determinism
(physical and psvchological determinism)
and the concept of moral responsibility
are not incompatible. That metaphysical
determinism rather than opposing free
will, is in fact its basis.

Although the main content of the thesis is about free will and
determinism, there are many types of the two concepts. The doctrine
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
determinism. All these various types of free will and determinism
are to be discussed for clarification purposes though the main
emphasis is to be placed on social freedom, metaphysical freedom,
psychological freedom, metaphysical determinism and ethical
determinism with raspect 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 irto five main chapters.

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



is composed of two major sections. In the first section (1.10),
different shades of meaning associated with free will are analvzed
with the intention of clearing the air as regards what we are precisely
going to treat. The second section, 'The problem in Perspective'
(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. Broad, P. Fdwards, J. Hospers, R.E. Hobart,
R.L. Franklin and J.P. Sartre are 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.

Chapter II, 'What is Man?: Some Theories on the Mature of Man',
is composed of four major sections. The first section (2.10), is a
brief scientific historical background which deals with the advancemernt
of science as a discipline during the 17th Century. It stresses the
major contributions of Galileo, Newton and Darwin in the improvement
of scientific method with regard to a clearer understanding of the
nature of man. In this same section, the theory of quantum mechanics
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 tle empirical dimensions of man, that is, what is
known about man through the method of science. Thus, the biclogical
and environmental determinants of man are discussed, Section three
(2.30) discusses the presupposed basis of free will in man. Here,
the discussion revulves on what is said to be the su’ jective dimension
of man; what is commonly known as the seii. Seccion four (2.40)
attempts to reconcile the two dimensions of man: the objective and

the subjective modes of man,




Chapter IJI, 'Moral Responsibility, Discipline and Punishment'
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
as a general method of conforming to rules. The third secetion (3.30)
discusses the concept and the justifications of the practice of
punishment as a particular method under discipline, of making one
conform to rules, The fourth section (3.40) is the conclusion of the
whole chapter.

Chapter TV, 'Moral Education and Disciplime in School' is composed
of three major sections. The first section (4.10) is a brief
discussion of the concept of 'morality'. The second section is a
discussion of the content and procedure of moral education in schools
as presented by various contemporary educators. The third section is
a conclusion of the major findings in the chapter.

Chapter IV: 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 kxsically a conceptual analysis of the problem of
free will and determinism. This is prompted by the author's conviction
that before we can successfully tackle the major problems pertaining
to morality, legal rules and moral education, the inherent philosophical
assumptions have to be understood, particularly at t'.e policy-making

level in our educational system.



CHAPTER I

1.00 The Definition of the Tree 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. uvefore we define precisely
the problem we wish to investigate, it is important to elucidate the
two doctrines: 'free will' and 'determinism'., 'Free will' is a compound
term of 'free' and 'will', To have a better understanding of the
compound term, we have to define what is meant by the terms 'free' and
'will'.

Freedom, a noun from the word 'free' is in a class of complex
multi-functional terms. When the context of use is not indicated, the
terin becomes most ambiguous. Originally, freedom and liberty designated
the status of a citizen, that is, one who was not a slave.1 In a state,
a citizen had among other things, political freedom whereas a slave had
none.

It is observed that even with its different uses, the term 'freedom'
usually entails a negative connotation, in other words, the main notion
inherent ia the term is an 'absence' of something., When someone says
that 'he is free' it will ordinarily occur to our mind that he is missing
a certain thing either formally or in actuality. However, we shall have

very limited inform~tion if the person concerned does not tell us what

lﬁ- Gibbs, Freedom and Liberation. (London: Sussex University
Press, 1976), pp. 10-11,




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,

A few scholars have noted that the term freedom is neutral as
regards value.2 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 discuse, it will be taken tc mean that he is free from a
certain thing which he does not like, e.g., a disease. Again, if one
says that he is free from 'want', we would understand that, 'want' to
him is a constraint and what he might atiain 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. Cramnston underscores the point well
when he asserts that constraints in life are as various as the things
that we would like to acquire. Hence, there are many types of freedom
rather than just one.3 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
positive freedom is directed towards what one wants to achieve when the
constraint is not thc-':e.4 Berlin's dichotomization was probably prompted

by the common uses of the phrases 'free from' and 'free to'. It can be

2L.A. Reid, Philosophv and Education. (London: Heinemann
Educational Book Ltd., 19G2).

3M. Cranston, Freedom: A New Analysis. (London: Longman's Green
& Co. Ltd., 1967).

41. Berlin, Four Essays on Liberty. (London: Oxford University




easlly realized that his dichtomy does not defy what we have already said
about freedom as an absence. This is because the phrase 'free from'
stresses the constraint present while 'free to' stresses the thing we
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 distinpuish 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 thz traditional problem.
The freedoms to be discussed here are: Social freedom, psychological

freedom, theological freedom and metaphysical freedom.,

(i) Social Freedom

This involves being free from certain constraints in order to
achieve some of our desires., Most »f these constraints and desires are
social and vary from one society to another. It is , for example, common
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
governments. An association could claim to have poiitical freedom if
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 govermnment by the act of voting.

Again, a counlry could claim to have acquired political freedom if
another country which used to govern it ceases to have any politiecal
control. It is a historical fact that most of the so-called third world

countries have been politically and economically controlled by foreien



governments. Today, most of the third world countries are politically
free though it would take them time to be economically free from the
foreign comination. However, some of these social freedoms may mean
different things to different people even when the same terms are used.
To exemplify the point, economic freedom may have different nmeanings
when used in an actual social context. Quite often we hear pronounce-
ments to the effect that the new indepandent states (politically
independent) take a long time before they achieve economic freedom. What
it really means is that even after gaining political freedom, new states
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. This is perhaps the meaning conveyed
by the economic freedom in countries that are said to be run by govern-
ments based on capitalistic ideologies. But in the so-labelled
gocialistic countries, the phrase "economic freedom" is likely to be
interpreted as the absence of economic needs of an individual, one of
them being poverty. Treedom of worship and freedom of expression,
(included in social freedom) are among the human rights stipulated by
the United Nations Organization. The two rights are supposed to enable
an individual to express himself and worship without the interference of
the government.

Thus, in all these different types of social freedom (both discussed
and those not discussed above), we realise that, like any other freedom,
the constraints and the desires in any particular case are yuite explicit,

Therefore, since man's needs are many and the constraints of varied types,



it is intelligible to say that one is politically free but not
cconomically free. Related to the above freedom is what R.S. Peters
liles to call formal and actual frecdom.s The idea Peters wants to bring
to light is that sometimes one is cocnsidered fres although he has no
ability to utilize the particular frecdom. One, for example, might be
considered free to join any of the religious groups in a state but still
joins none ol 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
constituticns. In the United States of America, for example, any mature
citizen is free to become the country's President, but only a few
actually manage it. Actual freedom is achieved when one utilizes formal
freedom. In our earlier example, one actualizes freedom of worship when

he joins one of the religious groups of his choice.

(ii) Psychological Trecdom:

This is centered in our consciousness. It may be understood as a
feeling an individual has of acting freely when his achievements seem
to correspond to his intentions or purposes. D. Bidney asserts that
psychological freedom could lLe 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 wroduct or consequences of

one's activities. Psychological freedom could be exemplified by the

feeling of a man wakiug up on a Sunday woraing, he decides to go to

5R.S. Peters, Ethics and Education. (London: George Allen and

Unwin Ltd., 1966), pp. 186-192,

o |
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church and he goes. Ve notice that all along, the man seems to
experience no constraints in his decisions and the execution of his

intentions,

(iii) Theological Freedon:

This type of freedom is what is mostly presupposed by the Christian
theology when it fries to reconcile two beliefs that seem to be opposed
to each other. The first 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
freedom "...seems to involve the denial of God's ommiscience and
omnipotence or his justice. For, if men are truly free, then God cannot

be justified in punishing or rewarding them for their deeds".6

(div) Metaphysical Freedom:

It is due to lack of a bette:r term that 'metaphysical freedom' is
used here, This is the sort of freedom that is opposed to the pPrinciple
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, moral decisions are cited as the most
important cases of uncaused or undetermined events in human beings.
Outside human actions, metaphysical freedom is referred to as 'chance'.
However, the term 'chance' has many uses. In his analysis of the term

'chance' in physics, Nagel identified five senses. For the first four

?ggcyclopedia Britaunica Vol. 9 (Chicago: William Benton Publisher,
1971} . :
VERSITY OF NAIROBE 2
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sentes of the term 'chance', Napel asserts that they are not incompatible
with the principle of Causality., This is because most of the time we
use "chance occurrence"  to denote that we are ignorant of the deter-
winant conditions of events. The last sense of change discussed by
Nagel is what he refers to as 'absolute chance' or an uncaused event.
This sense of 'chance' is incompatible with the principle of causality.
So, metaphysical freedom is used here to poriray total freedom or abuol-
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, in its widest sense, 'will' is synony-
mous with conation and conation is a voluntary activity. 1In a restricted
sense, 'will' designates the sequences of mental acts eventuating in
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 intellect, the
faculty (the intellect) does not determine 'will' which may still act

against the intellect's judgment.8

7E. Nagel, The Structure of Science: Problerz in the Logic of
Scientific Explanation. (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd., 1961),
pp. 324-334.

8D.R. Dagobert (ed.), Dicticnary of Philosophy. (Otawa, New Jersey,
Little Field, Adams & Co., 1962),
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From the above description of the term 'will', it is evident thar
different people use the term differently in order to suit their
purpose. It is my contention that the proponents of the free will
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
'will' is always used where human actions are being referred to. This
is consonant with the problem of free will versus determinism in which,
though 'chance' events in the physical world are involved, man's actions
are central.

The doctrine of free will is always seen as opposed to the
doctrine of determinism. As in freedom, there are many types of deter-
minism. For our purpose, we shall identify the following: 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, argue
that even when man seems to be doing what appears to be contrary to his
wishes, the end is always expected to be for the good. Unlike many
types of determinism, which seem to debasc man's freedom, ethical detar—
minism appears to enhance it. In this sense, freedom, is seen as the
determination of the wiil of man's actions or choices by what is assumed
to be good. To have one's choices determined by what is bad is
considered as being enslaved. Ethical determinism has many supporters,
Thus, if correctly interpreted, Plato seems to be applying ethical

determinism in his epistemological theory which is based on a metaphvsicean)



good. For Plato, our knowing is determined by the good and at the same
time, knowing is considered as a process which liberates us from our
ignorance which prevents us from reaching the good.9 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:

Freedom in this ... sense is not simply sone
meisure of freedom from internal or extermnal
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 aid choosing, one
attains, or 'wins' or enters 'into' a state

of 'freedon' which is achieved through voluntary
acceptance of some kind of 'owder' or 'law'.

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

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 what is good and what is bad, I

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

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

9F.M. Cornford, The Republic of Plagp: Translations and Introduction
Notes. (London: Oxford University Press, 1941), p. 2:22.

10

Reid, op cit., p. 125.

11Gibbs, op cit., p. 7.



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.

(ii) logical Determinism

This type of determinism is involved with logical arguments that
are used in Logic. In the early development of Logic as a discipline,
it occurred to certain thinkers that logical laws could reveal that
the world is already ordered and cannot be changed, and subseguently,
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 asscrting that a certain event ociurred 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,
was false even before it failed to take place. Again, Diodorus Cronus
is considered to have been the most polemical advocate of logical
determinism. His fundamental principl> was that, it always follows from
the fact that something has happened, that it was going to happen before
it happened. From this premise he argued that it is never within man's

d 12
power to do anything except what he actually doesz.

L, Wittgenstein's logical atomism in his Tractatus is a good

235 Edwards (ed.), The Encyciopedia of Philosophy. (New York:
Collier MacMillan Publishers, Vol. 1 - §, 1968).




representative of logical determinism in the contemporary western
philosophy. In his 'picture - theory' idea, Wittgenstein claimed that

a factual proposition gets its sense only because its words either
themselves represent existing objects or are analysable into other words
representing what exists. Thus, for him, propositions are pictures
constructed by man according to and therefore reflecting the necessities
which govern the structure of reality. This is to say that, even before
a language exists, the reality is already there and cannot be changed by

the propositions of a language. However, Wittgenstein changed this

position in his Philosophical Investigations.13 F. Hegel and G.VW.
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. Hence, man's

actions cannot change reality for they are themselves accommodated in

that reality.

(iii) Theological Determinism:

This is the doctrine opposed to the theological freedom that we
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

man responsible for the actions or choices he makes.

13D. Pears, Wittpenstein. (London: Collins Sons & Co., Ltd., 1971),
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(i)} Physical and Psychological Determinism:

These determinisms are both based on the principle of causality.
Although the principle is an o0ld 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. Tt should be clear that
psychological determinism is the principle that no human action is unde-
termined. Metaphysical determinism in general claims that we may be
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 between them is all about, we have to look into
the concrete arguments for and against free will and determinism. We
can only succeed in doing that, I hope, by citing works by scholars who
have devoted some of their time in order to contribute to the debate.
However, we can only cite a few scholars whose woiks are to be viewed
as representative of many others who have attempted to resolve the

problem.

1.10 The Problem in Perspective

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

philosopher, Franklin is a fairly recent ome. It shall be realised
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through their works that they attempt to resolve the problem of free will
and determinism from the poinc of view of psychological freedom. Campbell
has written three essays (1938, 1940 and 1951) which are directly connected
with the problem of free will and determinism.14 In his first essay (1938)
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. Unlike Campbell, Broad attacks the problem from
the point of view of the notion of obligability.15 Using the conceptudl
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
are engaged in the same problem, each is taking a different aspect of it.
Thus, while Broad is arguing against vhat we earlier defined as meta-
physical freedom, P. Edwardslﬁ, unlike Broad, argues that all human actions
are caused. He adds that his position does not invalidate the contention
that human beings feel responsible for certainm actions. More than being
determinists like Broad, J. Hospers and R.E. Hobart represent a group of
scholars who argue that the doctrine of frece will is based on the doctrine

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

140.A. Campbell, In Defence of Free Will: With Other Philosophical
Essays. (London: George Allen & Ungin Ltd., 1967).

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

16P. Edwards, Hard and soft determinism, in $. Hool (Ed.),
Determinism and Frecdom: Tn the age of Modern Science. (New York:
New York University Press, 1958),




determinists, support metaphysical determinism although they do not oppose
psychological freedom.17 Lastly, we shall look at Sartre and his notion
of freedom.JB As shall be realised, the way he uses the term 'freedonm'

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, a human being hae more than one alternative from
which to ch-ose from. Consequently, the world we know or have created is

not the only possible world. TFor him, the world we have created is the

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 'seclf!.
There is almost a common agreement that 'self' is the central element
in human beings, which is supposed to control the decisions and choices;
nevertheless, the scholars differ as to the origin of 'self'. There are
those who argue that 'self' is an entity which is the essence of an
individual and that this self is determined by neither heredity nor
environment in a situation of decision-making. Reid19 is a representa-
tive of those who talk of self as undetermined by either heredity or
environment. Reid identifies three personal selves. The first and the
second sclves are composed of the heredity and environment of an
individual. These selves, he claims, could be subjected to empirical
studies. The third personal self is regarded as the base of the other

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

N7 ) \ s
Their support of metaphysical determinism does not envisage that
they have conclusively proved its truth.

18
J.P. Sartre, Being and Nothingness: An Essay ov Phenomenological
Ontology. (London: Methuen & Co. Ltd., 1958).
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This ... aspect [personal self] is in fact

the pre-supposition of there being a structure

and a history of perscnality at all even of

there being anything properly called experience

or knowledge. Knowledge, experience and their

developuent 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.Z20

Those v10 argue like Reid in the above passage, are essentially

supporters of the doctrine of free will., Traditionally these supporters
of free will are commonly known as libertarians. There are, on the
other haad, those who consider self as the formed character of an
individual. They insist that self is part and parcel of the past
influences of an individual and is composed of hereditary and environ-
mental influences. This group, as will be evident, supports determinism.
Throughout the thesis, we shall adopt the term 'libertarianism' when
referring to the doctrine of free will while its proponents are to be
known as libertarians. 'Determinists' is the term to be used for those
who support the doctrine of determinism as defined earlier. Thus, we

are now ready to review individually, what each of the introduced

scholars have to say on the problem.

1.11 C.A. Campbell

Professor Campbell's first essay entitled 'In Defence of Free Will'
was an inaugural lecture delivered in 1938. According to him, the
problem of free will appears urgent due to its connection with the

concept of moral responsibility. He thus remarks:

20 o
" Reid, op.:it., p. 98.
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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 knowuvledge that there are a
variety of considerations, philosophic,
sclentific and theological, tending to place
freedom in jeopardy, that gives to the problem
of free will its perennial and universal
appeal.21

Campbell discusses free will from the point of view of the
experience of moral responsibility that is apparent in a situation of
decision-making. He identifies two conditions which he considers crucial
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 while the second
condition is that, there exists an option for the agent to exert his
causality in any altecrnative way. 1In 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 by the
past: heredity and environment?

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 freedonm

is most evident in what he calls a situation of 'Moral temptation'. A

21Campbell, op.cit., p. 36.



situation of moral temptation, if we understand Campbell correctly is
where the agent has two or more alternatives from whizh he has to take
only one of them. The determinists would not disagree that we do
experience a2 kind of freedom at the time of making a moral decision,
but they would like to question whether this feeling of freedom is real
or an illusion. To answer the determinists, Campbell asserts that:

.+ formed character prescribes the nature of

the situation 'within' which thr 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 ro whether we shall exert effort

or take the easy course of following the bent

of our determining nature: {ake, 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

From the above passage, the programme of decisilon-making in a sit-
vation of moral temptatlion 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
seems to be that: the concept of moral responsibility is real. Moral
responsibility entails metaphysical freedom. Therefore, metaphysical
freedom (what we exnerience) is real. As it is, the argument is faulty

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

12
’21pid., p. 43.
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moral responsihility entails a metaphysical freedom. Campbell summarizes
his essay by answering the obhjection put forward by determinists against
the deztrine of free will. The objections are in form of the argument

on predictability and the argument on unintelligibility.

On the argument on predictability, the determinists argue that if
our behaviour is not influenced by our self as formed character, then it
would be difficult to even roughly predict how an agent is likely to
behave in a certain occasion. Canpbell counter-argues that the agent
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 will 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 i5 safe to hold the doctrine of determinism
withont mecessarily advocating complete predictability of events or
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 mature which constitutes its
character., Campbell discounts the accusations by arguing that the
determinists are confused in their analysis of the situation. Looking
at the situation from the point of view of an outsidexr, Campbell
contends, one would realise some determining influences but when the

agent is engaged in a real situation of moral decision, he experiences

freedom.

22
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In his second essay (1940) entited "The Psychology of Effort of
Will'ij Canpbell 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
argue, comes about when the agent is confronted by competing desires.
But Campbell warts to argue that we only experience, or are conscious
of making an effort of will only when we choose a course that is
contrary to thae course towards which we feel that our desiring nature
most strongly inclines us. In other words, we are conscious of effort
of will when the self as formed character opposed the self, present at a
moral. decision-making situation. Although he does not disagree very
much on what the psychologists are contending, he says that what they
propose is just one of the methods of overcoming a moral temptation and

his method (Campbell) is another.

Campbell's third essay reads, 'Is ¥ree Will a Pseudo Problem?'
(1951).251 As already indicated in the title, this is an attack directed
towards Professor Schlick and others who argue that the problem of free
will and determinism is a pseudo one. Campbell insists that the problem
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

normative laws do according to Schlick, but simply tl.. belief that the

231pid., pp. 56-76.

¥
28411d., pp. 17-34.



admission of unbroken causal continuity entaile 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
agent is affected by the natural Causal Laws when acting, then he is
answerable to his acts. Campbell, on the other hand, concedes that over
and above Schlick's condition for one to be held morally responsible,
one should have been able to do otherwise 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: First, the formed character of ai agent is not involved in
decision-making in a situation of moral temptation. Secondly, the
effort of will, which is presented as a mysterious power can only be
experienced by the agent but is not analysable objectively by an
observer. Thirdly, to be held morally respongible for an action, the
apent 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). All in all, Campbell's
remarks that the self as formed character is not involved in decision-
making puts us in a very absurd position, for it is normally expected
that, to be held responsible for an action, the act should have emanated

within the agent. TI¥ we detected that the agent was not the cause of

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

fs2
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as we noted, has tried to 'prove' the existence of a metaphysical freedom
by using what we earlier defined as psychological freedom. I think even
by trying to split the self into two: the self as formed character and
the 'self as a mysterious power', Campbell does not so far succeed in

resolving the problem of free will and determinism.

1.12 C.D. Broad

In his early essay 'Determinism, Indeterminism and Libertarianism'
(1934),25 Broad starts with the analysis of the concept of obligability.
When one has done action X instead of Y and it is said that he ought to
have done Y instead of X, then we infer that 'ought' means that the
action X could be substituted for action Y. But if, on the other hand,
the person said that he could not help doing action X instead of action
Y, then it would mean that the term 'ought' could not be applied. In a
word, 'ought' and 'ought not' are only applicable tc¢ obligable actions.
This then would lead us to sugges: that obligable actions are those
which either were done but could have been left undone or were left
undone but could have been done. But if obligable actions are substitu-
table actions, then what is involved in the term 'substitutability?'’
Broad asks.

Broad notes that an action could either be voluntarily substitutable
or involuntarily substitutable. A voluntary substitutable action is that
which the agent either could have done what he did not do or could have
left undone what was done. If the agent could not have helped what he

did or what he left undome, then the action is not voluntarily

ZSCheney, op,_cit., p. 82-105,



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

Suppose that, on certain occasion and in a certain

gituation, a certain agent willed a certain alter-

native with a certain desree of force and persistence.

wr may say that the volition was substitutable if

the same agent on the same occasion and in the same

cireumstance could instead have willed a different

alternative or could have willed the same alter-—

native with a different degree of force and
persistence.20

Broad finds it difficult to admit that we could get volitions that
were substitutable in the sense stipulated in the above quoted example.
This he goes on to. ewnlain, is because we are aware that a man's,

",.. present Cinative-emotional dispositions, and what we may call his
power of intense and persistent willing are in part dependent on his
earlier volitions."27

What Broad is trying to put across, I suggest, is that man does not
act haphazardly. Man's overt actions are cansed from within. That
specific actions entail specific causes. In other words, man is not
an uncaused cause., Broad then concludes that there is only one sense
of 'could' in which we could say that volitions are substitutable, in
the sense that T could have willed otherwise than I did if on the

previous occasions I had wllled otherwise than I did. This sense of

substitutability is itself analytic in that what is contained in the

ZGIbid., p. 8E.

27Ibid., p. 90.



predicate 1g already in the subject. Correctly understood, the state-
ment docs nol give us any information as to how and why we make choices
when confronted with alternatives. However, Broad wants to conclude
that volitions cannct satisfy the condition of categorical substitu-
tability.

In one sense he notes that ‘ought' and 'ought not' are used for
comparative Turposes. In this sense. the use of the two terms could be

extended to animals ov even to inanimate objects, so that we could

intelligibly say that a car ought to be able to get from Nairobi to Nakuru

in less than three hours. What we would mean by this is that any car

that took the journey in more than three hours would be a poor specimen
of 2 car or that it would be in a bad state of repair. We are not to be
vnderstood to mean that this car, in its present state of repair, uncon-

ditionally would perform faster. In this case, we are comparing the
performance of a certain car with the average achievement of cars in

general. The 'ought' we are using here is what Broad terms as a

'comparative ought'. The second sense of 'ought' and ‘'ought not' is

usually applied to human actions. The difference it makes with the

first one is that a human being has the power of cognition in general

and of reflective cognition in particular, This means that he can have

an idea of an averapa OT ideal man. He is able to compare his achieve-

ments witnh those of the average of ideal man, as conceived by him.

cOnsequently,_this man will persistently try to approximate himself with

the ideal man he Lelieves in. Broad observed that:

When we c£2y 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 thic and

that anyone who does this falls, in this respect
below the average. And (b) that a man who does
this eithier has a very low ideal of human nature

27



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
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-
ically. Hence, if the libertarians have in mind 'categorical
substitutapility' when they are saying that actions ar: obligable if
only they are substitutable, then Broad finds their assertion an impos-
sible one to retain. In other words, our volitions are always
determined by various factors, contrary to the libertarian's conten-
tion. According to Broad, this is in line with the doctrine of
determinism which requires that every event has a cause. He goes on
to argue that during a volition, the putiing 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 te in accordance with the
Moral Law and his 'desire' to do what is right, that is, follow the
Moral Law were the causal factors which determined his 'putting forth
of effort’ on the side of the alternative.

Broad's argunrnts and the analysis cf the concept of obligability

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




beyond doubt that the doctrine of libertarianism is an impossible

one, However, it should be realised at this juncture that Broad is
opposing libertarianism using the principle of causality. In other
words, he is saying that the dictum that 'every event has a cause'

is equally applicable to volitions. From the above then, it is not
difficult to ohserve that Broad is dealing with freedom and determinism
at a metaphvsical level (as metaphysical freedom and determinism
defined earlier). Hard as he has tried, Broad does not seem to have
resolved the classical problem by advocating determinism as the true
doctrine. As shall be observed later, the principle of Causality,
that every 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 being iato a conglomeration of events. I contend that

we would still require more knowledge especially on the working of our

minds before we can be so sure that man is nothing but events.

1.13 P. Edwardszg
P. Bdwards' essay is concerned with the quarrel between what are
commonly referred to as "soft! and '"hard' determinism. As can be
inferred from the terms given, the two camps (soft and hard determinism)
are under the wings of the dnctriine of determinism in the metaphysical
That is, both camps hold that all events including human actions

level.

have causes. In fact, the two camps only differ in their regard to
the concept of moral responsibility. Edwards treats these two camps
in their relation to moral responsibility., This is because it would

be difficult to consider the concept c¢f punishment without talking

29Hook, op.cit., pp. 117-125,



about moral responsibility, he argues.

Edwards' first task is to identify precisely the quarrel between
‘soft' and "hard' determinists which he thinks is not well spelt out.
To do that, he uses what he calls 'Hume-Mill-Schlick Theory' to
represent the views of the soft determinists in general. What is the
contention of the 'soft' determinists? They argue that there is no
contradiction between the doctrine of determinism and the assertion
that human actions are sometimes free., This is due to the fact that
when we call an action 'free' we do not necessarily mean that it was
not caused. For them, a 'free' action entails the condition that we
could make a moral judgment upon it. It means that the agent involved
in the action was not compelled or constrained to perform it. But
Fdwards notes that sometimes people act in certain ways due to
threats, drugs, hyponotic suggestions or even over-powering urges of
In such cases, the agent would not be said to be free,

kleptomaniacs.

Tt is only when the agent is able to exercise his rational desires,

with an unimpeded effort, choosing to act the way he wants, that a

human being could be said to be free, though his acts are caused as
much as acts that are not deemed free. How then do we distinguish
unfree actions when we hold that both are

between free and

caused? The soft determinists are likely to answer that we do not
distinguish the two types of actions by the absence or the presence of
causes in them but by the 'kind' of causes that are present in the
actions. The second premise endorsed by the soft determinists,

Fdwards contends, is that there is no anti-thesis bet.een moral
responsibility and determinism. When we say thau a person is morally

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



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

This dons not in any way presuppose that the agent has a contra-casual
freedom as the libertarians would have us believe. As indicated
earlier, hoth soft and hard dcterminists admit that our choices and

desires spring from our inherited tendencies and the environmental

influences which we are subjected to at the beginning of our lives

and which we had no hand in shaping. The bone of contention, between

the two camps comes about when the soft determinists are willing

to hold human beings responsible for some of their actions and choices

while the hard determinists are urging that the concept of moral

responsibility is non—-functional.

Edwards goes on to discuss the problem-area between the two

camps by citing the work of Professor Campbell;. 'Is free will a

Pseudo Problem?' (the essay was discussad earliery 24). In that

essay, Campbell states that there are two groups of people; the

unreflective people and the reflective people. Each of the two groups

required different criteria for judging one as either morally respon-

sible or not as regards an action. The unreflective group of people

{people who are not acquainted with theories of science, philosophy

or religion) would hold a person morally responsible only if they were

sure that he was not impeded when acting. For the unreflective group,

the fact that the person acting did not cause his character, does not

arise when they are making a moral judgment. On the other hand, the

reflective people (those that are acquainted with theories of science,

philosophy and religion) have another additional criterion besides

that usced by ihe unteSlective people. This reflective group subjects

an agent to a moral judgment only if he was able to do otherwise than
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he did.

Canpbell then concluded that the doctrine of determinism is
compatible with judgments of moral responsibility in the unreflective
group's sensc bhut incompatible with judgments of moral responsibility
in the reflective grOup's sense. Edwards agrees with the two senses

of moral judgments but differs with him(Campbell) when he assigns

the two senses to different people: the reflective and the unrefiec-

tive. Edward- contends that it is when the agent is dominated. by
violent emotions, anger, indignation or hate, especially when the

moral judgment to be made isiqjuv;ous to him, that an agent is

likely to employ the unreflective sense of moral responsibility, The
same agent is likely to use the reflective sense of moral responsibility
or moral judgments when judging the same situation calmly, and when

the fact that the person to be subjected to the moral judgment did not

shape his character is brought to attention. Edwards then gives two

conditiong for the proper use of moral responsibility. He points out
that for any judgment to be considered moral it should be 'impersonal'
and secondly, it should be a judgment which can be supported in a calm

and reflective state of mind. Consequently, what Campbell calls the

reflective sense of moral responsibility is the only one that qualifies

as the proper use of the concept, Ldwards claims.

Edwards' analysis of the diffevence between soft and hard deter-
minists is good but not free from problems. The idea of holding an
agent morally responsible only for actions which he did in a calm and
reflective state of mind is helpful but difficult to apply to in
borderline cases such as an action in post-hypnotic session or the

behavicur of a kleptomaniac. With such cases one would always face



the dilemma of identifying what action is responsible and what is not.

1.14 J. Hospers

Hosper's essay entitled 'What Means this Freedom?'30 draws its
forceful argument from the Freudian psychology of unconscious motiva-
tion of our actions. TFollowing this line of thought, Hospers
contends that there are many actions for which human beings in general
and law courts in particular, arve inclined to hold the doer respon-
sible, but which he (Hospers) thinks he (the doer) should not be held
responsible. The agent may "think' that he acted as he wanted, he ;aay
'+hink' that he had control over his actions; or he may 'think' that
he could have acted otherwise than he did but the fact remains that he
is not free. Hospers is, however quick to point out that what he is

saying should not be construed to mean that people should cease to

be punished nor that blame and praise should cease tc be operational.
A1l that he wishes to 4o 1s to point out that frequently, persons

we think responsible are not properly to be taken so; for we mistakenly
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.

Hospers then wants to identify wtat criteria are commonly used
to distinguish between those to be held morally responsible and those
who are not. The next task is to analyse these criteria and see if
they hold any water. The first criterion commonly given for one to

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

meditation in an action. Hospers cites an example of an agent present

L

Thid., pp. 126-144,
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at the scene of an accident. Normallv, the agent will act swiftly
but his action would be considered moral though it is "unthinking' as
a knee-jerk. This, Hospers explains away by saying that it is as a
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. Hoswers gives an example
of a thief who 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 terwards the thieving plans stems from an unusually humiliating
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 why he thinks that the cited criterion is not good
enough. First, those whom we consider to be good in giving reasons
are to be favoured against those who are not good. Secondly, the
giving of reasons could as well be a rationalization camouflaging
unconscious motives of which the agent knows nothing about, for one's
intelligence and reascning power cannot escape unconscious motives.

Should e say that one is morally responsible for one's actions
unless they are as a result of unconscious forces of which the agent
knows nothing about, Hospers asks. This is a difficult ceriterion to
sustain, If applied, many of the actions that we hold people respon-

sible for would be falsified forthwith. We could also add that it is

possible for human actions not to escape unconscious forces as part of



the conscicus motives. This position would then force us 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. To start with, we are not sure what we mean by actions
being compelled. We are aware of both psychological and physical
compulsion. ZEBut while the physical compulsion is easier to explicate,
the psychological one is rather difficult even to identify. This is
because, whenone talks of experiencing psychological compulsion, we cap
hardly ascertain what he is really feeling. Secondly, it would alsc
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 measure or the legree to which
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, not on account of the hands being dirty.

To make him stop the irrational behaviour of washing hands, the agent
is presented with the up-to-date medicsl reasons as to why he shoulgd
discontinue this habit of washing unless the hands are dirty. 1If the
agent refuses to change this habit when we believe that we have
presented him with the best reasons, then we should think the 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 one is morally responsible or not. However,
he is of the opinion that the criterion, good as it is, has to be
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supplemented, probably with the other criteria discussed earlier on.

Tt should nevertheless be mentioned that Hospers supports the criterion
of the degree of modifiability of actions, bashing his argument on
neurotic cases. Normally, most of the neurotics seem to be immune of
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 argves that, the
more thorough and detailed knowledge we have about the causal factors
that leads an agent to behave the way he does, the more we tend to
exempt him from moral responsibility. Tor example, it is common to
hear that "She is nervous and jumpy, but do excuse her: she has a

severe glandular disturbance."31

Hospers concludes his essay by asserting that we operate on two
planes or levels. There is what he calls the upper level which is the
level of action of behaviour. In this level, terms related to the
concept of moral responsibility are properly applicable. It is at this
level that we apply moral judgments to human actions. At this level,
Hospers continues, all the distinctions made about compulsive and
noncompulsive actions are valid. This is the more important level for
practical reasons, since it is the onme that deals with the behaviour-
change phenomenon. The lower level, on the other hand, is the domain
of desires and choices. At this level there is no urgency of action.
It is at this l2vel that we realise that wc aré not the characters
that we have chosen to be. Counsequently, it is at this level where
moral discourse does not apply, Hospers argues. We are then warned

not to confuse the two levels that we operate on at the time of judging

3ip4d., . 133.



othar agents. But though the lover level is not directly affected wheun
we are making moral judgments it is still important for the simple
reason that we would avoid many unnecessary human miseries commonly
afflicted to human beings when we are igncerant 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),
with some modifications here and there. Punishment should be a device
for the changing of the behaviour of an agent so that he could eliciz
what the society considers to be right. Therefore, we can easily say
that Hospers' concept of moral responsibility hinges on the notion of
behaviour—-change. This, I think is the best idea that Hospers has
contributed in the essay so far. However, it should be noted that the
notion 'responsible for' is bound to be interpreted differently. A

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

1.15 R.E. iHobart

Hobart's essay, 'Free Will as Involving Determinism and Incon-

ceivable Without It' 2 supports those scholars whe argue that the

doctrone of free will and determinism a.e not incompatible. He goes

on to say that in fact, free will is based on determinism. For him,

the incompatibility between free will and determinism is based on

a misapprehension. But Hobart is aware of some ~ther scholars who

3ZR.E. Hobart, 'Free Will as Involving Determinism and Incon-
ceivable Without It', in B. Berofsky (ed.), Free Will and Determioism,
(New York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1966), pp. 63-95.




seem to be hammering the same point but who, however, 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. Dradley 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. For Hobart, the terms 'free
will' and °leterminism' should be understood as they are ordinarily
used.

In our daily lives, Hobart notes, we experience some freedom
especially when msking decisions. This experience seems to be
surer in us than any phileosophical analysis of freedom when we consider
ourselves as whole beings. It is only when we try to analyse what
freedom that we experience entails that we realise that one of its
important features is determinism. We are forced to examine the
notion of free will, by what Hobart calls 'our analytical imagination®'.
This he explains as our hunger to conceive the 'ultimate', or that
the 'inner most' liberty persuades us to carry out the amalysis. What
is needed to understand the compatibility of free will and determinism
is mot 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. 1In 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 will conceived as inveolving indeterminism
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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 terms as 'self'

' Hobart claims. He goes on to arpue that our stress

and 'character
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 “... the sum of
man's tendencies to action, considered in their relative strength;
that sum insofar as it bears upon mora]s."33 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 arpue fthat the causing self is distinet 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
an agent, the self as our formed character and the self at the time
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.
When praising or Lblaming someone, Hobart avers, we are normally
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 apnrove (Hobart seems
to be an ethical relativist). From the above contention, Hobart

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

is composed ¢f two selves, the 'self as character' and the 'self that

Busa.. 7 66



wills', 1If we detach the self that wills from the self as formad
character (our tendencies and motives), what is left in an action
would be neither praiseworthy nor blamable., According to Hobart
then, the libertarians are confusing metaphysical freedom with what
we defined as psychological freedom. While psychological freedom

is possible with human actions, metaphysical freedom seems to be
impossible. he says. So, the point of difference between Hobart and
the libertarians is that while he accepts the poscibility of psycho-
logical freedom in human actions, he is wot prepared to equate it
with contra-causal (metaphysical) freadom, 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). 1In fact,
even if contra-causal freedom was possible Hobart contends, this in
itself would not help the practice of moral judgments, rather, it
would destroy it. Thus, free will should be understood to mean the

consciousness an agent possesses in an acting situvation. In that

case, we should only be held morally responsible for an act if we were

conscious of it. This is in a situation where we are able to say
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 otherwise than he did. Blame and praise should be viewed as
educative devices. This is the conclusion that Schlicik had arrived

at. Hospers, whom we discussed earlier, seems to be towing the same

line.
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1.16 R.L. Tranklin

Franklin views the problem of free will and determinism as
involving two concepts of man., The problem concerns man and his
relationship to the universe, he contends. For him, the docttine
of free will is real while that of determinism is a false one. TFrank-
lin first of all, obscrves that the many arguments advanced to show
or prove that the doctrine of free will is a possibility are
inadequate, This does not however, mean that the doctrine of free
will is an illusion, he warns. To the best of his knowledge, the
so-called common sense argument, is the most forceful if one were Lo
hold the free will doctrine. The common sense argument is based on
what we experience in our everyday life. But what is the position
of the libertarian if it is precisely put? He suggests that:

The libertarian is convinced of what we may call

a certain radical discontinuity between mca and

the world he lives in, such that the whole universe

and even the man's charicter and brain do not

determine tl.at the choice shall be so rather than

otherwice. le 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 man,
Franklin on his part, would like to assert that not in all situations
that man experiences freedom of action. The sitvwations in which he
thinks man experiences genuine freedom are as follows:

(i) At the point of a moral choice; that is,

when a final decision has been rcached,

one feels that he was responsible of his
choice,

(i1i) During a moral strugele that ensues at
the moment of deliberation prior to a
moral choice.

q/‘ R .
" "R.L. Franklin, Treedom & Determinism: A Study of Rival

Conceptions of Man. (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul Ltd., 19G8), p. 36.
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(iii) In cases of intense moral perplexity, when
all the established puidcs ox laws to
conduct fails,

(iv) Finally, in cases in which Franklin refers
to as nmovel or original,

From the cited examples, Franl:lin is convinced that indeterminism
is manifest., Whenever such situations as above occur he adds, the
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 engape in is that of
defining his notion of 'attention' and to have a phenonenological
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 & 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 instcad 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. TFranklin
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 a 'choice'.
But from this mental activity of directing attention, which is a
sub-class of the changes in our attention, there is yet another
smaller sub-sub-class which seems to correspond strictly to the notion
of choice., This arises from the moment the man consciously decides

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



such situvations that we are aware of trains of thought from which
we choose just one. It is this 'selective directing of attention'
that Franklin refers to as a 'choice' in the true sense' a choice
which 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
metaphysical freedom. Again, his catego—isation of 'active' and
'passive' realms of mind is rather confusing if we fail to understand
him clearly. I would personally be inclined to suggest that even when
one is day-dreaming, 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 Franklin ocut of
context. This is because we can with justification, accept what he
terms as 'active' and "passive' realms of mind as long as we stick
to the definitions he offers of them, which are psychological in

context. Thus, in the end, Franklin fails to resolve the free will

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. While the libertarians concede that only some
of the human actions, particularly those concerned with moral
decision, are uncaused by our past influences, Sartr. is advocating
that all human actions are free, and that man cannot help being
responsible for his actions. Perhaps it should be intimated at

once that the ideas of freedom to be explored here are contained in a
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book which was first published in French in 1943 and first translated
into English language in 1957, under the title "Being and Nothingness."35
That: was some time ago and Sartre radically changed his positicn
concerning some of the ideas before he died. It is now known that,
probably unable to sustain his version of the existentialism philo-
s ophy, Sartre opted for marxism. Nevertheless, the way he has extended
the notion nf freedom is quite illuminating and reveals a new FPerspec~
tive from which we could view the problem of free will and determinism.
To understand Sartre's notion of freedom, it is imperative that
we undersiand his ontology. 1In his ontology, Sartre avails himself
of the phenomenclogical method invented by Edmund Husserl. He has
identified three modes of being: the Being for itself, the Being-
in- itself and the Being-for-others. The Being-for itself, and the
Being~in-itself are the most important modes of Being. We can even
say that the whole book (Being and Nothingness) is about the connec-
tion between the two modes of being. The Being~for-itself is the
becoming, it is the consciousness of something while the Being—in-
itself is the nonconscious mode of being. This Being-for-itself which
we could always refer to as consciousness is not a permanent entity
but a project towards the non-conscious being or world. Sartre wants
to imply that our consciousness is always a consciousness of some-
thing. This "something' is always the object of the consciousness,
but this object is other than consciousness which is the subject,
Consciousness or the subject, knows the object but does not create

it. This then means that the object transcends wvhat the subject is

5Sartre, Being and Nothingness.
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coriscious of. According to Sartre then, the objects of consciousness
are phenomenal in the sense that they appear to, or for consciousness.
Consequently, we cannct properly inquire what lies 'behiand'
appearance of phenomenon. We can only investigate the being in
appearance or phenomenon, But if we could strip away all the deter-
minate characteristics and all those meanings which are due to human
interpretations in the function of human purposes, we will be left
with 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
action. He accuses some earlier scholars who he says started engaging
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:

... 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 tlat a

series of concatenations and connection of the

modifications affected on one of the links causes

modifications throughout the whole series and

finally produces an anticipated result.36
But Sartre quickly warns that the above are not the most important
notions of an 'action'. The most important notion is the notion of
'intention'. Ile goes on to argue that if one caused an event to
occur without being aware of it, them that could not qualify to be
an action. To call something an action would require that we connect

the result to the intention, Sartre argues. But if intention is the

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

Huthfﬂ., p. 433.
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The genesis of an action is the recognit:ion 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 with-
draws from itself in order to approach the non-being which is the
object of desire. This withdrawal of the consciousrness and the
striving for the desired object is what is referred to as freedom of
action. Hence, Sartre states that the asuvove notion of an action
displays the following consequences:

(i) That no factual state whatever it may
be (political and econom:c 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.
(ii) 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
wrenching itself away from its past in order
to cone der what it lacks.
After saying the above, how does Sartre appreoach 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. Tor 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,
are symhbols of what modes the consciousness or the conscious being
would like to be. The wrenching of consciousness away from itself

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

is (as said before) what Sartre would like to egquate with 'freedom'.

57 [bedy PP W35 O
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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-~
ists' arguments, Sartre counter-argues that our past influences
do not ever come into consideration when we are thinking of fireedom
(as advocated by Sartre). He supports himself by sayirg that the
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
means that we have as conscious beings. It is our freedom that first
constitutes the framework or order, so that, before the illumination
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 somethiny, 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 achieva.

In a word, our consciousness is not interested in what we have already
become but in what it is striving to be. To put it in another way,
what the conscious being was and is {(essence) is not in itself
important. What is important is the process of becoming which Sartre
identifies with 'Ixistence’.

Sartre is not yet through with the many problems that beset his
notion of freedom. le recognizes that man as a conscious being is
living among other conscious beings. The conscious being discovers

that he is engaged in a complex of instruments which acquired their
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meanings not from himself but from the other conscious beings.

The problem 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
some layers of reality which come into play so as to constitute a
man's concre:e situation. The layers suggested are as follows:

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

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

(iii) The other as a centre of reference to which
the above meanings (i and ii) refer. Sartre
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 down to the assertion that all the
above layers of reality would have meaning
only when they are ‘known’ by an individual
conscious being, that is, when an individual
conscious being is conscious of them (the
suggested layers) in relation to its be-
coming. How then does Sartre relate his
notion of freedom to the concept of moral
responsibility?

As expected perhaps, Sartre argues that the conscious being is
condemned to be free. Man is responsible for all his actions. He
is responsible for the world he has created. He is responsible for
what he 1s because that is what he wanted to become. Sartre warns that
he is using the term responsibility in its ordinary sense of that
incontestable autiwr of an action or an event., He gr2s on to concede
that it is pointless to complain of what one was becoming since ncihing
foreign has decided what we feel, what we live or even what we are.

There are no 'accidents' in life, everything goes according towhat we



have decided that it should go. To elucidate this point, Sartre

cites an example of an event taking place in a certain community
which suddenly involves a particular person to take part in it.

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
is thinking of war). How could this particular person refuse to

take part in the event even under threats? H ecould do that by either
absenting himself or by killing himself. These ultimate possibilities
are always present in any situation. If the particular person takes
part in the event, this could be because of inertia or cowardice in
the face of public opinion or because he prefers certain other

values more than the values related to the refusal of taking part in
the event. Accordingly, any side the man takes is itself a choilce.
For a man to take the position that he cannot make up his mind over

a certain issue,because he is determined, is what Sartre terms as
“pod Faith" which should not be encouraged by conscious beings.

Hence, nothing else except death can terminate a comnscious being's
possibilities.

At the end of his philosophical statement, Sartre does not
answer the problem of free will and determinism, although he has
given a very good description of the subjective view of a conscious
being. As Copleston37 has said, one of the problems that Sartre
confronts is that of explaining the origin of either consciousness or
the non-conscious being after having declared that comnsciousness

is a negation of being. Apain Sartre's use of the terus 'free' or

j?J.U. Copleston, Contemporary Philosophy: Studies of Logical
Yogitivism and Existentialism. (London: Search Press Ltd., 1972).
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'freedom' is so wide that their meaning tends to be evacuated. TFor

if all human actions are to be called free without exception, it would
be difficult to know what the term, 'free' adds to form what we
ordinarily cull 'free actiom’.

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 notisns 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 ccmplete.
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
Sartre and the libertarians is that while the libertarians are
@¢liberately 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. BSubsequently, our treatment of Sartre must be seen
as an attemnt to di~entangle some of the wvarious uses that the
'language of freedom' is involved in, but not as a treatment of a

philosopher who seriously discusses the metaphysical problem of free
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will and determinism. TFinally, Sartre's effort in portraying valucs
as the final end of conscious beings' actions is cemmandable and
leads him to acknowledge what we have referrcd to as ethical
determinism. But rather than strengthening Sarcre’s conacept of
freedom, this position weakens it for it means that mon is determined
by values. Of course Sartre would counter-sugue that the values
themselves originate in man., To break the apparent vicious circle,

Sartre would have to show how these values cowe about.

1.20 Conclusion
In our short survey, we have gathered awmeng 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 cvent is caused, and (iii) the 'soft' determinists
hold that the concept of moral respensibility could Le redefined in a
way that praise and blame would be used as cducative devices,

acting as instruments of behaviour change.

Paving given the conceptual analysis of the two crucial terms
(free will and determinism) in the thesis, and having also presented
some arguments for and against the two doctrines as presented by our
represen ative scholars, it is now fitting that we elucidate the core
problem of the thesis. As pointed earlier, thic object of the thesis
is not to resolve the classical problem between free will and
determinism; rather, it is to analyse the arvguments brought forward
and see if they have anything to contribute in the field of education,
especially when it comes to punishment and wmoral education. It is

my contention that each of the approaches towurds the problem of free

will and determinism reveals an important aspect of man in particular
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and reality in general. Consequently, the more we understand man

and his surroundings, the belter the education that we could provide.
The educational implications we have in uind 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, we shall only deal with a few
of these varieties which we think are more relevant in the field of
education. From the doctrine of free will we are going to emphasize
the educational implications according to what was cefined earlier
as metaphysical freedom, psychological freedom and social freedom,
while from the doctrine of determinism the emphasis is going to Le
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
which is going to feature prominently when we come to discussing
disciplina 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




environment. These studies, we concede, would help us not only to
understand the many aspects of human nature but alse how each of

these aspects could precisely be utilized in the field of education.
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CHAYTER I7
2.09 What is Men?: Sewme Theories on the Mabure of Man

n the first chapter we have defined thic nroblem of Free will and
determinisn, and mentioncd some of tha arguments for and arainst each
dectrine as prepounded by different sciolars. In the present chapter
these arpumerncs will be probed cven further by looking at their basis
as revealed by various theories about man. However, there are mMany
thecries ahout man's nature but all of them eould conveniently be
classiiied ‘nto deterministic and libertarian theories. So, for the
deterninistic theovies, we shall point out and analyse some of the
costentions pul forward by scientists in their study ou man. This
will be in form of biological and environmental determinants of man.
Put before treating the scientific arguments, a short review of thas
sclentifiec method will be in order. For Cheories that advocate rhe
autonomous nature of man, we shall seel their basis; their strong and
wealk points,

The aim of the chapter is te find out whether the twe general
theories stipulated are centradictory or whether the two could be
reconciled in any way. Conacquently, this will T hope, lead us to
discover which of the typos of freedom and determinism, C.8., Meta-
physical freedem, sccial freedom, psychological freedom, ethical
determinism and metaphvsical determinism, are appllcable to man and
which arc not. In this way, the concept of moral responsibility will
be seen in the Jight of the results of this chapter.

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

the two general theeries on man, the delerministic theory seems to take
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precedence over the theory on the antonomy of wman., The First rcason
for ithis is that many pecople today are rore inclined towarde the
deterninigtic theories dve porhaps to the success of science, honce,
theve is moere literature in that vein., The second recamon is that the
basis for the avgunents for the autonomy of man aie difficult to put
forward for thcy hinge mostly on what we feel as agents, especially

when Laking moral decisions.
2,10 The Historical Background of Lthe Scientific Method

Altheugh the free will versus deteruinism debate has been present
in theology for a long time, it is only during the 17th Century that
it took a secrvious scienbtific 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, we are going Lo krace some important brezkthrouzhe that
took place as a result of the application of the scientific method in
the hands of Galileo, Newton 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,

During the era c¢f philosophers such as Aristotle up to the middle
ages, objects in the Universe were exXplained in terms of their purpose.l
The goal of study at this time was not primarily in onrder to describe,
predict and control limited phenomena as is the case with modern
science. 'The object was to understand the meaning ot the relation of

the parts to the whole and the relatiom of the wholc to the supreme

1
Press Ltd., 1966).

T.G. Barbour, Issues in Science and Religion. (Londor: 8CM



puane . This woant that within the over—-all pattern of the ariverse,
every catity {rom Lhe greatest to the smallest was seen as having a
status apd purpose in ihe gradual hicvarchy of reality. Though the
universe was vicwed as law abiding, ths laws were moral rather than
mechonistic. From the above, it can be inferrcd that the universe
was assumed Lo be static with all jt= specices created in their present
forie, Tt was & cemplete universe with no fundamcntal novelty exeept
what was corsidered as GCod's act. 1n this type ol universe, man
was scen as the centre, so that all the other specics were to be
exp ained mainly in terms of the role they played in human purposes,

In 17th Century, Calileo almost overturuned tables concerning the
view of the universe that was common there hefore. Galileo's contri-
bution to the method of scicntilic study was his combinakion of
mathematical reasoning and experimental observaticen. While the
metaphysical and religious guestions were directed towards remote
cavees of thines, Galitco's scientific method concentrated on the
prozimate causes. This was an important landmark in the growth of
the scientific method, for it meant that teleological explanations
that vere chavacteristic of the earlier era werc to he repluced by
the scientifie descriptions and explunations. Consequently, this
meant that a particular phenomenon could be investigated as an
inolated case of the whole universe,

We can then sayv that Galileo's twe important ideas in modern
scicence werey firvst, his advocating that the universe be vicwed as
one, composed of particles of matter that were alwayes in motioa. This

idea was euviched by Galileo's exploration of spice vsing the then
-.-) - - - L. - -
“Barbour, Issucs in Science and Relipion,




Invented telescope. As we have alveady statod, before Galileo, wan
was considered the centre of the universe, but with the discovery
of other plancts and the fact that the carth goes round the sun instead
of the vice versa, and that there was a possibility of other living
beings outside the planet earth, man's esteem vas in danger of
wenkening.

The second contribution of Galileo (which could only be inferred
Eram his woirr) was the allocation of differcent duties to both Ced and
man. For him (Calileo) Gud created the universe, he being the "first
cause’, but il was the duty of man te explain the ‘efficient causes'
of phenomena by the use of science.

Newton seemad to have come to clarify what Galileo had pioneered.
He was more insistent than Calileo that the scientists' work was to
describe and that any speculations when dealing with scientific study
were to be avoided at all costs. Newton was so interested in knowing
how things worked so much that he was willing to investigate the
influence of gravity upon objects while leaving unanswcred, the
guestion of the nature of gravity. For him (Newton) the laws of
gravity seemed o he applicable to all objects in the wmiverse, from
the smallest particle to the largest planet. It should however be
noted that Newton saw the universe as a harmonious entity that was
being contreolisd 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 deterwinism in scientific study which
later generations were to adopt and dovelop further.

The impact of the new scientifiec method became very popular



during the 18th Century, so much that it was a common belief that the
universe could be explained by the use of scicnce alona., At this time,
Laplace, a Trench mathematician had beccine one of thn nost arciculate
gpokesmen of the view that the universe was self-sufficicat as an
impcrsonal roechanism, This view is evident [rom the following quota-
tion by Rarbour when discussing the ssue., If says:

T,» world was no longer scen as the purposeful

divine drama of the middle ages ov cven as

continuing ohject of providential supervisior

as for Newton, but as u set of Interacting

natural forces. If events were governed by

ratural causes, any remainiag gap in the

scientific account should b2 filled not by

introducing a deus ex wachiose, but by Further

search for physical explanacions,3
From the above, we fipure that the universe was assumed to be a completce
mechanical system of inflexible cause and effect laws, so that all the
furure events would be inexorably determined. Thus, if we are unable
to determine a happening, it is not that it cavnol be determined but
it should he taken as a guestion of our ignorance, fer given enough
time, every happening couid be predicted.

Tt was during the 19th Cenlury that anolther scientist made him-
self a name in the world of Science. Darwin come uwp with vhat is
today commonly known as the 'evolutionary theory'. The evolutionary
theorv is composed of the following ideas: (i) the idea of random
variation. 1In this, Davrwin had ample evidence (supported with data)
of the occurrence and inheritability of minute and appavently spon-
Laneous variatione among the individual members of the same species.

Though Darwin could not explain how this cawe ahout, the important

things for him was to know that it happens; (ii) Darwin had also

3Barbnur, 1hid.. pp. 58-39.



observed that in general, more younpg organisms are born than could
survive up o parenthood. And that some vaviations conferred slight
advantages in the intense competition for existence that occurs between
meitbers of the same species or between menmberz of different species

in an enviromment., This is what he termed the '"Strugple for Survival'.
(ii1) Lastly, Darwin had observed that an individual member of a
speecies that iad a slight advantoge over the other members lived

longer on the average. Over a long duratioun, this phewomcnon of
competition would bring about a corresponding reduction, and finzlly
the eliminstion of the other less advantaged mombers of a species,
hence, the gradual transformation of the species. This is what

Darwin called the "natural selection'.4 But it is important to obscrve
that some of the ideas inhetent in the Darwinian evoluticnary theory
were known even before his famous work - '"Origins of Species" (18593},
Thus, perhaps his greatest contribution was lis ambition te fit these
ideas topether into a2 unified theory and his effort in trying to
support the theory with alot of collected dota.

Darwin's work also exhibited one of the important characteristics
of the method of science. That is, with alot of observational data,
coupled with an imaginitive mind and intuition, one was able to come
up with a coherent theory. Thus, he was able to demonstrate the
dictum that 'mo amount of data constitutes a scientific theory unless
it is unified with an imaginitive hypothesis’.

Tn his later work, "The Descent of Man" (1871), Darwin tried to
demonetrate that his theory of evolution was applica.le even to man.

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

ABarbnur, Ibid., p. 85.
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of the moediflcation of the avthropold ancestois through the process ol
"natural scleetion'. To prove his case, he citod the anatomical
resemblaneos beiween man and a gorilla. Ta the end, he asserted an
idea which vas more repugnant to theology than vhat Newton had earlier
advoecated: that human beings differ from animals rather in degrees
than in any other radical way. The crnsequence of the above assertion
wes that man's own existence would thus be brought under the umbrella
of the natural laws, and could be analysed in categories applicable to
other forms of organisms, This was an important supplement to the
cientific metbod in the light of the ewergence of diverse disciplines
(iv studying the nature of man) pepularly known as the social sciences.
Darwin's universe unlike that of Newton was always being transformed
from a lower hierarchy to a higher one. TFurthermore, instead of this
universe being governed by mechanistic laws, Darwin's universe was
geverned by the natural laws of selection (statistical in nature).
Tt should be realised that even with this idea of natural selection,
science in ite insatiable intevest to discover more albout man still
retained its deterministic rigour in the sensc that complete predict-
ability was thought to be a possibility.

Tt was not wntil the end of 19th Century that the scientific
morhod was forced to adopt a notion of determinism which did not have
a strong bias towards complete predictability. This was prompted by
the discovery of the guantum mechanics in physics. In 1905, ¥instein
had shown thit light does act like waves as well as like particles,
and that the wave and particle aspccts of light compiemented each

5 |90 e , - i .
other like two sides of a coin. This discovery by FEinstein was

SEewswpgk. 12/3779.



nurscd hy cother con-coming scicentists such as Peisenberg who come up
with Lthe theory of quantum mechanics. Eence, according to Heisenberg:

.+. 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 elenents (such as
electrons) have propertics characteristic
of particles, vhile in other situations
Lhey exhibit properties characterisric

of waves. This 'dual nature' ol its funda-
wontal clements is a distinctive mavk of
the theory and has been a source of much

puzzlement,

In this regard then, quantum mechanics was cited as being one of the
indetesinistic theorics. The =upposed explanzition for this position
was assisted by a set of fermulas derived fiom what is known as the
"Redisenbery t:nct.rtnrng relations'. Although these formulas are
complicated for the ur. initiated, the most important message for our

case is that if a measurement enables us to ascertaln with great

accuracy the position of an electron at a given time, no wmeasu-ement
can assign a precise value to thic momentum (and hemce the velocity)

of the porticle at that twme. The advocates of the above theory as

being indeterministic in character, went on to argue that due to this

inherent uncerfuintﬂ relations, then:

... the cquation of quantum mechanics camrot
therefore estahlish a unjque correspondence
between procise positions and momenta at one
time and plD?qu pesitions and momenta at
other times.

But is Lhe case for quantum mechaunics as an indeterministic

theory as foreeful as its advocates put it? According to Nagel,

ﬁlt Nagel,

Sclenrjfl Zrplanat ions.
e 204 .

7Ngge1, The Structure of Sciemce, p. 295.

The Structure ~of Science: Problems in the Logic of

(London: Koutledge & Kegan Faul Ltd., 1961),
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classical mechanies as illustrated by the Newtonian physics is not
the only deterministic theory in medorn physics, In this light, he
suggpests a general definition of 2 deterministic theory and asserts
that this would include more than there is in ¢lassical nechanics.
llis definition states that " ... a theory is detcerministic if and
only if, given the values of its stete variables for seme initial
period, the thenry logically deterwines a unique set of variables for
c o 9 R 1
any cther period". Thus, we learn that, while the advocates of
quantum mechanics as an indeterministic theory (quotation 7) call for
pracise prediction of what is to come if a rheory was to be taken as
deterministic, Nagel (quotation 8) maintains thaik a detcrministic
thoory does not nccessarily call for preecise prediction of what is tc
come. So, Nagel concludes that, if we adopi his definition of a
deterministic theory, then the quantum mechanics theory is deterministic
just like any classical mechanics theory.

In that case, I wonld be inclined to say that the difference

between Nagel's and Heisenberg's definitions of deterministic and
indererministic theorics is rather on language than on content.
leisenberg is rorrect if by calling guantum mechanics theories

indeterministic, he only means that complete predictability is net

applicable Lo them. Of course, his arvgurent is based on the assump-

tion that in classical mechanies, couplete predictability of events

wag a possibility (this is an assertion that has not been proved true).

However, Lo me, Nagel's definition of a deterministic theory secms

reasonable and concurs with common scnse. This is because there are
: ‘

manv occurrences for which we are not able or we are not bothered to
-y

SNngtl, Ihid., p. 292,
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trace a one-to—one corvexpondoence &s cause gnd effect and yet we are
ready to z2flfirm that they are determined, In 2 way, whooever we
think of occurrences, therc is a tendeney to assune that they ave
canacd. Therelore, T would say that the doctyrine of dercrninisn is
composed of Lwo ideas, the idea of 'cause' and the 1dea of "predict-
ability', and that the former is the more central. This is beczuse,
it would be illogieal to affirm the idea of ‘predlctability' while

1

at the same time denying the idea ol 'cause' in an occurrence, On

the other lhand, it weuld be logical to affirm Lhe idea of 'cause'
without at the same time, affirming the idea of Tpredictabilicy',

So, while we can only think of predictability 1f we assumed that
an occurrence is caused, we most of the time think of the idea of
cause in an occurrence withoulb bothering curselves with the idea of

predictability. Furthermore, an occurrence may be unpredictable for

two jecasons: it may be vnpredictable because at the material time,

we do not know all the causal-conditions involved in the occurtence.

Here the occurrence in question is caused but we cannot precisely

predict it for we have a Timited knowledge about it. On the other
hand, an occurrence may be unpredictable becavse it is uncaused. Tn
this case we have no way of predicting. Either those who, like
Heisenberg, cquate indeterminism with unpredictabhility and determinism

with precise predictability are interested in the idea of predict-—

ability in the doctrine of determinlsm or they assume that the idea

of 'cause' iu self-evidence and therefore calls for no proof. Nagel

seems to be interested in the idea of 'cause' whieh iteads him to the

problem of whether or not metaphysical determinism or metaphysical

frocdom would be demonstrable through the method of science. In the
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» N d ducs not only disagrec with those who citoe quantum
pachanics theuries as belng indeterministic in nature (his idea of
inceterwinistic oeccucrenres would cntail "uncaused occurrences'y but
he alsgo crilicises these wvho use quantum mechanics as the basis to
prove the possibility of humsn freedom.  He puts it nicely when he
says Ll

Ir ... fellows hat cenclusions concerning

hutiun Frecder and moral recponsibility, when

hased on the alleged 'acouvsal' and 'indeter-

ninistic’ behavior of subatemic processes,

are built on the sand. HReither the analysis

¢f phyeical theory, nor the study of the

suhject mablter of phvsics, vields the conclu-

sion tkatuth're is no atrict causal behavior

anyvhere,
Later in the Chapter, we shall discuss Nagel's scepticism over whether
or not the idea of cauvsality has been conclusively proved to be true
in the physical world.

Barbour, trying to assess the contribulion of quantum mechanics
theories ta the attempt to resclve the frece will versus determinism
debate, asserts that Loplace'’s bold claim that complete predictability
is possible has been abandoned. The reason given for its ahandonment
is that we cannet predict the exact position and the exact veloeity
ol a subotowmie particle at the same time; that we can only calculate
the probubilities for the future occurrences. Put Barbour poses the
question vhwther the sald wcertudinty is to be taken as being the
result of indeterminacy in nature or it is due to human ignorance.

e cites three auswers that could be given to the above question.

The first answer is that the uncertainty of predicrion is a

(K]

Nagel, Thid., p. 336.
loﬂ#?bour, Op «¢it., pp. 298-9.
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result of temporary human ignorance. Followirg the same argument,

many scientists assert that nature followed precise laws which our
future theories were going to explain. So, what the present theories

in science express is real and given time, the scientists would

discover all the remaining natural laws that govern the world. Finstein
is among the group of scientists who took the above line of thought.

The se«ound answer is that uncertainty of prediction in science
results from the inherent experimental and conceptual Iimitations in
the observer, especially when that predictions involves minute objects
such as electrons. Those who support this argument claim that theories
are only useful tools for co~ordinating our observations in science
but not the representations of the real world. That is, we can never
formulate theories which are mistake-free to the extent that they
represented the real world. The observer is always interfering
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
feature of nature. This means that nature is indetermined and that
the uncertainty expresses the reality.

Looking at the above three answers critically, we note that each
has its merits and demerits. The first argument that there are natural
laws which we could discover using more advanced knowledge has the
merit of explaining away some instances where we discover a certain
theory was wrongly formulated due to our inaccuracies. This is
especially true wheve scientific laws that dealt with a large number
of objects were found to be inaccurate when applied in a particular

object such as an atom. But even granting the utility of this



position in science, we still find that there is not any clear
experimental evidence to prove its truth or falsity. 1In this age,
when we are still discovering new theories and discarding the old
ones, it is difficult to say whether a time will come when we shall
have discovered all the theories representing the nature of things
as they are. I guess, that would be the end of science!

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 nete to the on-coming scientists.
Taking this position, the scientists are assured of a never complete
accuracy in whatever field they are working in. Again, the claim
that we can only achieve the reality when the scientific concepts
are independent of our subjective view is rather weak. This is
because we have cases where human subjectivity is not involved and
vet there is unpredictability which we cannot explain. Tor example,
the unpredictability at the time of which a radioactive atom dis-
integrates.l1 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 thn merits of the other two arswers while discarding their
weaknesses, Those scientists who support the view claim that the
apparent unpredictability in quantum mechanics expresses the indeter-
minacy in nature. As one scholar asserted, the uncertainty in

quantum mechanics does not reside in the imparfection in our

11y 44., p. 302.



measurements nor in man's ability to know; it has its cause in nature
12 . .
herself. That is, there is no exact causal connection between
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
terms 'determinacy' and 'indeterminacy'. 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
defined 'indeterminacy' as unpredictability and 'determinacy' as
precise predictability. For Barbour's case, he contends:

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 probabilities 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

passes on the future a set of possibilities. One
alone outlgf these many potentialities can be
realised.

Barbour concludes that such relations between events in which the

range of possibilities, but not the particular occurrence, is determined
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,

Making our inference from the above quotation, we realise that Barbour

is using "indeterminacy' in quantum mechanics as Heisenberg and others

lEH. Margenua, 'Advantages and Disadvantages of Various Interpre-
tations of Quantum Theory', Ibid., pp. 301-2.

131pid., p. 304.
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useu it, to mean unpredictability. Consequently, 'determinacy' would

for him, mean Predictability, Bur he is keen enough to note that

causality is applied where we are only able to calculate the Probabili-

ties of an event; therefore, whether we are able to Precisely Predict

mechanics theory cannot contradict the jdea of causality for it is
itself based on it.

However, Barbour's terms 'weak' and 'strong' forms of causality
are rather misleading or inappropriate. For instance, ga weak form of
causality could be interpreted to mean that when an oCcurrence was
unpredictable, it was because its causal factors were weak. I do pot
think that this is how Barbour would have 1liked to be understood,
Again, even granted that the causal factors of ap Occurrence are weak ,
logically, we would still be affirming the idea of cause and only
denying the idea of predictability. All we are saying is that our
inability to precisely predict an Occurrence does not necessarily
entail that its causal factors are weak in thewselves, Essentially,
there might be no difference between what we are able to precisely
bPredict and what we are not. The truth would be that in one occur~

rence we know the necessary causal factors while in the other we do

not know. And that that does not in anyway change the nature of the

Causal factors of the occurrence in question,




Thus, in the foregoing historical background of scientific method
we have observed that neither the Newtonian mechanistic theories nor
the quantum mechanies theories defy the ductrine of determinism with
its stress on the idea of 'cause'. Perhaps the important question to
ask at this stage is whether science as a discipline has convincingly
demonstrated the truth of the principle of causality before using it
as its bed.rock. If the principle of causality, that every event has a
cause turns out to be a false one, then it would mean that we could
witness some chance occurrences or uncaused events in the universe.

Ir his discussion on whether or not there was ever a 'chance

occurrence' which we would use to falsify the principle of causality,

Nagel argues that:

... there appears to be no unquestionably authentic
cases of such events (chance cccurrences). Indeed
it is impossible in the nature of the case to
estublish beyond question that any event is
absolutely chance occurrence. For to show beyond
all possible doubt that a given happening (e.g.,
the decomposition cf an atom) is spontaneodus and
without determining circumstances, it would be
necessary to show that there is mothing 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.

The above quotat

of a chance happening although when called to demonstrate the truth

empirically we seem to be in trouble. The problem that arises when

called to demonstrate an instant of a chance happening is that we do

lf:}I\Leu,:,'-rels‘
libertarians usually call contr

freedom is *nvolved.

15

'Chance Occurrences' here would be equated to what the
a—causal events where metaphysical

Nagel, Op. cit., PP: 332-333.

jon intimates that we could not discount the possibility

%9



no. know whether it is lack of the necessary knowledge about chance
occurrences or whether they do not exist. But does this position

lead us to conclude that the principle of causality is a true one
since we are unable to demonstrate a single chance occurrence? T
think it would be a hasty conclusion to say that the principle is true
because there is still a chance that chance occurrences exist and

that it is through our ignorance that we have failed to expose the

truth. Hence, it becomes the onus of science to 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 a better position to

demonstrate the principle of causality. For example, in his attempt

(if ever it was made) to demonstrate the principle of causality, a

scientist woald perhaps cite many cases where the event is shown to

be the effect of another. FHowever, this exercise would not exhaust all

the events that there are. In most cases, scientists formulate

theories by studying a correlation sample of events. Say, when it ig

observed that after the formation of black clouds in the sky rain

falls, then when this phenomenon is repeated many times, it is deduced

that black clouds cause rainfall. This in itself, does not mean that

all the instances of rainfall have been considered. Again, if we
argued like Fume, it would be difficult to show the necessary connectian
Thus, we would be forced to conclude

between cause and its effect.

that science can neither demonstrate the truth nor the falsity of the

Principle of causality, though it is always applying it.

Fow -hen can we prove the truth, or the falsity of the principle
of causality, if scientific method cannot be of any help? The
]
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principle of causality has been discussed by many and able scholars.
Although their works will not be discussed here it s=ems to me that
no method has proved very fruitful. Most of these scholars have come
to the conclusion that neither empirical nor rationalistic methods
would be able to demonstrate the truth nor the falsity of the principle
of causality. However, the same scholars contend that it is a useful
postulate not only in science but also i~ our daily life.16

Taking stock of the importance of this section, it is reasonable
to assert that neither metaphysical determinism nor metaphysical
freedom (chance occurrences) as defined in the first chapter are con-
clusively demonstrable either through the method of science or the
rational method alonme. Thus, both the determinists and the libertarians
are forced to seek better arguments elsewhere for their support of
metaphysical determinism and metaphysical freedom respectively, in
man. Again, since the method of science is based on physical deter-
minzsm (subsumed under metaphysical determinism) and that metaphysical
determinism is based on the principle of causality; and since we have
not been able to demonstrate the truth of the principle of causality,
then, it is only fair that we caution those who tend to overestimate
what science is able to accomplish in the physical world. Those words

of caution should even be taken more seriously when the method of

science is Feing applied in the study of man.

2.10 The Basis of Determinism in Man

Ve have seen that the advancement of science in knowing more

about the physical world has given man more confidence in the use of

16Some of the philosophers who have discussed the principle of
causality include F.FE. Rardley, R.G. Collingwood, I. Kant, A.F. Taylor

and D. fume.



the same weapon (the scientific method) to understand more about him-
self. This is because man has come to consider himself as a part of
the world just like any other organism, as Darwin puts it. Fere, our
main concern is to observe some of the contributions that have been
made through the application of scientific methods in the study of
man. Since these studies are basically deterministic, they seem to
support the doctrine of determinism in man.

The scientific study on man and his environment however, is based
on two fundamental theories: the biological basis of man and the
environmental basis of man. While the biological bases are studied
under the natural sciences, the environmental basis are treated under

what are known, as the social sciences.

2.11 The Pinlogical Determinants of Man

Biologists and Bio-chemists have come to realise that the life of
man begins when the male sperm joins the female ovum to form a zygcte.
At an early stage of development, the foetus (a more advanced stage of
a zygote) of a human being is not very different from any other animal;
that is, the growth is through the method of cell-division and speciali-
sation. ©Each of the sperm-cell or the ovum is composed of genes.

These genes are in the form of Deoxyribonucleic Arid, commonly referred
to as DNA. Genes are then formed into vhromosomes which are more
complicated than the genes. The Chromosomes are found in pairs in all
the body cells. The human body is known to be composed of 46
Chromosomes, arranged into 23 pairs, one of each pair derived from the
father and the other from the mother. PRut genes are the actual carriers
of the hereditary traits such as eye-colour, brain characteristics,

baldness and many other characteristics that we inherit and which are

72



crucial to our personality. It is also a fact that a zygote brings
together various combinations of chremosomes and hence, different
genes are inherited by each child of the same parents. Only identical
twins (mono-zygotic twins) have identical chromosomes, therefore
identical gene-combinations. On the other hand, even fraternal twins
(dizygotic twins) have developed from different zygotes, therefore,
they are bound to have different gene—combinations.l7

Again, other than just being carriers of hereditary traits, genes
do have the functions of explicating and controlling the developmental
pProcesses in Living things in general. Thus, although the structure
of the genes seems to be relatively simple, the ways in which their
codes are translated into life~processes are rather complicated.
Geneticists appear too confident that life processes could be expli-
cable in physico-chemical terms without seeking answers from a
distinctive wvital substance or life-force., This is to say that life-
processes could be explicable, for example, without referring to a
super-natural power., But the problem that faces man today is that
although he seems to understand the components that make up life,
he has yet to succeed in creating life artificially. However, the
important inference that we might draw from these facts is that bio-
logical components c¢I 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,

2.12 The Fanvironmental Determinants of Mam

Having simply outlined the biological components of personality,

JlrH. Von Baller Gilmer, Psvchology. (New York: PEarper and Row
Publishers, 1970).



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 orgaaiza-
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 prohlem). Recently, most social
scientists have come to learn that the problem has been wrongly posed,
for what is evident is that both heredity and environment contribute
to what we become. But the problem becomes an impossible one when we
try to trace how much each type of determinants contribute in a
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 individwval 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,
if his ier=dity ability-potential is low, then, even the best

envivonment has its limits on how much that person can do or can be.



The theory of socialization is the most readily cited to illustrate
how an individual is influenced by the environment. However, the
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
general theory of behaviour and learning. He goes on to concaede that:

The task of the theory [socialization] ... is to
explain how a child becomes an individual who
fits into his society, who shares its wvalues, who
has acquired and uses skills that a¥§ important

for the maintenance of the society.

On the same theory, Inkeles says that:
... Socialization refers to the process whereby
individuals acquire the personal system properties
~ the knowledge, skills, attitudes, values nezeds
and motivations, affective and conative patterns

wiich shape their adaptation to the physical and
socio-cultural setting in which they live.

Though the above quotations are expressed in different words, we can
infer that both Baldwin and Inkeles are essentially saying the same
thing: that soclalization is the process of selectively integrating
an individual in his surroundings.

Further, most of the social scientists have identified formal
and informal socialization. Formal or deliberate socialization refers
to the intentjons and the actions of aii those who are concerned with
the training of the child or the young especially the parents, the

guardians and the teachers. Informal socialization could refer to all

18&.L. Baldwin, "A Cognitive Theory of Soci=lization' in D.A.
Goslin (ed.), Bandbook of Socialization Theory and Research. (Chicago:
Rand McWally & Company), p. 325.

19

A. Inkeles, "Social Structure and Socialization™ in Goslin
(ed.), Socialization Theory of Research, pp. 615-616.
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that goes on between an individual and his cnvironment without neither
the individual nor his conscious agents of socialization being
deliberately aware of what is going on. Although the process of
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
term as late childhood and adolescence states, that some of the
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
factors of the individual. For example, there might be a potential
footballer but until his legs and muscles are well developed, his
skills for the game will remain at the stage of potentiality.

The Cognitive theory which is under the general theory of
socialization does help to explicate even further how an individual
is influenced by various factors within particular surroundings. A

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 representeiinn of
which the individual himself is represented.
The cognitive reprcsentation might alternatively
be called a belief about the ccntent of the

environment .20
The cognitive representation of an individual is known to expand as he

is exposed to different raw materials which the ccgnitive picture or

represencation is constituted. Of course, the cognitive representation

of an individual is nevex static or complete, for it is always

' 20

Baldwin, QP_._cit_. s Tpe. 3281
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being modified by new values.

Again, though the direct impact of ecological patterns on an
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 dircction 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
while igroring those that deem useless. To illustrate the argument,
P.%. Dasen carried out research among the Australian Aborigines. 1In
the study, it was shown that the Aborigines had a very lowly developed
concept of number. This was attributed to the influence of their
ecological background - hunting and gathcring of food, activities
that required little counting.

Another area where we easily derive some evidence of social
determinants of man is in language. Thus, some scholars have come
nize that a language represents a wealth of experiences of a

to recog

people, that is, their culture with all its ramifications, which is a

representative of their world-view. B.L. Whorf illustrates the point

nicely when he asserts that:

My own Whorf studies suggest to me that
language for all its kingly role, is in some
sense a superficial embroidery upon deeper
processes of consciousness, which are necessary
before communication signaling ov symbolism
whatsoever can occur.22

7'1'P.R. Dasen, 'The Influence of Ecology, Culture and European
Contact on Cognitioun Development in fustralian Aborigines', in J.W.
Rerry and P.R. Dasen, Culture and Cognition: Readings in Cross-
Cultural Psychology. (London: Methuen Co. Ltd., 1974), pp.

22
241 B. Corroll, (ed.), Language Thought and Reality. (Cambridge:
Massachusetts the MIT Press, 1958), pp. 239.
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In a study which she carried out in Burundi, E.M. Albert cbserved
that the major intra-cultural variations in the uses of speech was
systematically related to the constinuents of cultural patterns
including aspects of the social structure, the cultural definitions
of situations of action, the cultural philosophy, the value system
and the patterned interactions.23 From the above study, Albert concluded
that in Burundi, aesthetical and emotional values take precedence
over logical criteria in all but a small classes of communicational
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 Westernm traditions. It is my view that L. Senghor
would iike 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 engagad
in such researches are biased even before the research is off the
ground. If we take for example, the research on the concept of
number among the Australian Aborigines, we would easily deduce that
the study was somehow biased. This is because the research conclusions
seem to equate a low development of the concept of number with a low
potentiality of the use of numerical concepts. If the Aborigines
ecological and cultural background do not call for an expansive
concept of number, them I do not think it is of any importance to
develop it. And that this should not be taken to mean that the

23E.M. Albert, '"Culture Patterning of Speech Behavior in Burundi'',
in J.J. Gumperz and D. Hymes (ed.), Directions in Sociolinguistics:

The Fthnography of Communication. (New York: Holt Rinehart &
Winston Inec.,, 1972).




Aborigines have a low potentiality for number concepts, hence, their
being categorized as 'uncivilized' when compared with the Furopeans
whose concepts of number is said to be highly developed. Again, T
think it is wrong to compare the Aborigines' values with the Europeans'
values while one has already assumed the Furopean's values to be the
standard of comparison. In the same way, if we consider Albert's
study on cultural influences of speech in Burundi, we would question
her conclusion that the Burundi people value emotions more than
truth. T think a better interpretation of the findings would be that
logic or discursive reasoning is not a2mphasized by the Burundi
people, not that given truth and emotions, the Burundi people would
go for emotions. Here again, we witness a case where a peoples'
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
which seem to be geared to discredit some societies as 'uncivilized'
usually over-react and as a result, give the wrong reasons why the
researches are biased. It would be a weak argument, I think, to try
to show for example, that Africans valued discursive reasoning by
citing a few examples of discursive reasoning by Africans, for this
would still present an undeveloped concept of reasoning that would be
inferior to the European standard. A strong argument would, among
other things indicate that both the Africans and the EFuropeans have,

as human beings, potentiality for diverse abilities that include
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discursive reasoning and emotional traits. That given the same cultural
background as the Turopeans, the Africans would be able to practise
discursive reasoning as their Turopean counterparts. 1 think, the
important point to remember when dealing with cross-cultural studies

is that wec possess potentiality for divevsified 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 cultunral background.

Criminologists have not been slow in studying and trying to find
out what factors influencing the criminal behaviour in people. The
criminologists seem Lo 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 forward 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
criminality is a learned behaviour. Essentially, the later group of
scholars is saying that nobody is born a criminal; it is the environ-
mental background that make some people criminals and others not. To
me, none of the two general theories (criminality either as an

inherited or a learned behaviour) exposes the whole truth about the




81

causes of crimes. While each of the theories contains some truth, I
think we could agree with T.M. Mushanga when he asserts that no single
theory has been able to explain all the causes of criminal behaviour
for all types of crimes.24 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 man. Thus, both the
natural and the social sciences avail us examples which strongly
ascribe to the view that man's behaviour is determined in one way or

other.,!

2.20 The Rasis 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’' seems to be offered for the truth of the
proposition that man's actions are free. This basic 'proof' is our
personal experience. So, it is often said that our most immediate
evidence that man is not just an object is the fact that he has
passions, emotions and feelings (we are mot sure whether organisms do
not have similar e.periences). 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 conscicusness.

But we do realise that any type of experience p.esupposes an
experiencing agent or subject, To explain this presupposition, the

Z&T.M. Mushanga, Crime and Deviance. (Nairobi: East African
Literature Bureau, 1976).




proponents of free will of the agent jump to the concept of 'self'.
Nevertheless, the problem remains unsolved due to the fact that
different scholars define the concept of 'self' differently, each
according to his special training. Thus, a philosopher's definition
of 'self' is likely to differ from that of a psychologist.

Again, it is common for two philosophers to give different
definitions of the concept 'self'. For if we consider a scholar such
as E. Husserl, we find that he defines ‘'self' as a trauscendental ego
which he comnsiders as an ultimate subjective source of all of man's
diverse ranifestations. Husserl's definition is perhaps prompted by
his insistence in trying to base all knowledge upon a bedrock of
absolute certainty. For M. Buber, the 'self' should be thought of as
the attainment of what we were created to be, that is, one's possibili-
ties. The other problem of defining 'self' is attributed to the fact
that it has tu 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'. However, the dilemma is
attenuated though not eradicated, when most scholars agree that ‘'self'
should be seen not as something given but as something to be developed,
indeed created through responsible choices. Sartre and his students
would certainly endorse this definition of 'self'.

In his discussion of 'self', Reid (as mentioned earlier)
identifies three aspects of what he terms as 'personal self'. The
first two aspects of personal self he asserts could be known
objectively, throogh the method of scieunce. These two aspects

correspond to the bioclogical and the environmental basis of man
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(section 2.10). The third aspect of the personal self is not only
different because it could only be known through any other means but
not through the metheod of science, but alsc because it is presupposed
by the other two aspects of personal self. Reid puts it well when he
states that:

.v. 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 ?haractig or the causal sequence

of personal experiences.
Reid goes on to cite concrete examples which he thinks demonstrate wvery
well the fact that human actions are free. He particularly points at
the act of reflection, He contends that, reflection is a free act
for if it was not, thena it would not be a reflection. He adds that
what we decide to do after our reflection should be seen as an
expression of that free reflection. T think this argument is analytic
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

free will in man by citing examples which are not very different
from those given by Reid though not identical. One of the examples he
discusses is the act of cognition. He begins the discussion by
stating that all cognition presupposes a subject that 1s conscious

of irself as cognizing. This subject is then a being which is

identical with itself throughout and inspite of the diversity of its

25Reid, op. cit., p. 98.



cognition. Thus, a person could or does experience pain, desires to
go home or thinks of his dead mother, all at different times, but he
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
why the self-contradiction, Campbell asks. He attempts an answer by
conceding that the apparent:

«e. Self contradiction rests on the assumption

chat 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 monent ago also heard

the clock strike even though I must have become

different in some respect in the interval.
To express the same answer simply, Campbell would argue that the self-
contradiction seems to occur when we look at reality from two different
perspectives. Thus, when we look at real.ty subjectively, we see our-
selves as the same subjects having different experiences, while when we
view ourselves objectively or externally, we are unable to connect
the experiences, hence, our 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
as the strongest justificatiom for affirming the doctrine of free will
as regards man, and that in doing that they are holding the contention
that the objective method of science would be inapplicable in under-
standing these type of experiences. I wholly agree with them in that
point. Perhaps we may also add that it is in principle difficult to
understand the typc of freedom that is illustrated by personal

26C.A. Campbell, Selfhood and Godhood. (London: George Allen
& Unwin Ltd., 1957), p. 83.




ex»eriences through the method of scicnce 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.

However, we are faced with a problem when we come to discuss
subjective and objective modes of reality in that we are forced to use
the same language for both. ¥For example, when Reid talks of three
aspects of the personal self, he creates an impression that there are
three ontologically existing entities of personal self. And that the
third aspect of personal self is seen as quite different from the other
two. That is to say that, the third aspect of personal self is viewed
as excluding both the biological and the environmental bases of man.

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
experiential act, it is obvious that we feel free, but this does not
mean that our reflecting or experiencing does not reflect both our
biological and environmental influences. 1In other words, what we are
experiencing in such situations is what we referred to as psychological
freedom in the first chapter. Therefore, we would have no quarrel
with the libertarians if they realised and indicaced clearly that both
our biological and environmental influences are present in our present
self.

As we argued in the earlier chapter, the libertarians go wrong
when they try to 'prove' the existence of free will in general without
having to distinguish what type of freedom they referred to. At the

same time, we would oppose those determinists who claim that all human



adclions are determined if what they mean to say is that human actions
are metaphysically determined, and hence, the psychological freedom is
an illusion. That is, the determinists go wrong I suppose, when they
try to 'prove' that man's actions are metaphysically determined by
using other types of determinism (such as what we defined as ethical

or logical determinism).

2,30 The Whole Man Model

From what we have discussed in the preceding sections (2.10,
2.11, 2.12 and 2.20), it is quite clear that we have ended up with
two modes of mani man as determined and man as a free agent. While
the determined mode of man is knowable through the objective methods
such as the method of science, man as a free agent is only knowable
through personal experiences of an individual. 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
who seem to be like oursclves. The question is, do we know other
people through the objective or 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
their other modes; — men as free agents, — the exercise is not an easy
one to explain. For that matter, there are some scholars who argue
that we can never know others through experience (subjectively) in
the same way that we know ourselves as individuals. Thus, all what
we know when we claim to know other human beings is what we have

inferred from what we experienced about ourselves as individuals.
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This is an important question to settle in that if it is true that we
cannot know the experiences of other human beings, it would be
difficult for us to evaluate other peoples' actions as either being
free or determined and therefore warranting praise and blame or none
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 nvt responsible of their
actions, using various types of justification.

Making his contribution on the concept of a person and subsequently
how we come tc know other people's experiences as free agents, P.F.
Strawson criticises what he refers to as the two common views of
man. The first view is the Cartesian dualism.

According to Strawson, the Cartesian dualism sees man as two
substances: one of the substances could be properly be ascribed
physical characteristics and the other non-physical or corporeal
characteristics; the former is the body while the later is the ego.27
According to the Cartesian theory then, Strawson contends, we should
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

that since one's own experiences are within the pure ego, which the

E?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 own experiences. And this would
naturally lead to solipsism.

The other common view of man is what Strawson labels the 'no-
ownership' doctrine of self which he associates with M. Schlick and
L. Wittgenstein., This is the theory that the only sense in which
experiences can significantly be said to aave an owner is that they
are causally dependent upon the states of some particular body. 1In
other words, experiences could only pronerly be called mine when they
are causally connected with my body as a particular body, in a
particular location and at a particular time.2

Strawson rejects the non-ownership doctrine of self in that it
is incoherent as a satisfactory concept of a person. He goes on to
argue that, if in a given person, all experiences are dependent upon
the state of his body and that this is contingent, then how are these
experiences going to he identified as his? Or, in accordance with
what principle are these experiences going to be classified as his
experiences? TFurthermore, this position would bring about the problem
of personal identity.

Commenting on Strawson's 'no-ownership' doctrine of self, A.J.
Ayer agrees that the theory has a problem in that:

Not only is it not clear how the individual
experiences are to be identified but there
appears to be no principle according to which
they can be grouped together; there is mno

answer to the question what makes two experiences

which are sepaEsted in time, the experiences of
the same self,

e, , pEp 95297,
29

A.J. Ayer, The Concept of a Person: And Other Essays. (London:




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
that it cannot be analysed further into smaller units without incurring
" 2 30 . .

some distortions. So, Ayer, concluding in favour of Strawson asserts
that:

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 would agree with Strawson's 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
physical and the non-physical characteristics. This contention could,
I hope, be supported by the common fact that when one is dead, we do
not usually address the corpse as a person nor do we call the departed
characteristics (the spirit) the persom.

Secondly, there are many theories which try to understand the
concept of a person through what is considered to be the origin of

human actions. Loocking at these theoriec In general, it is evident

that some of them are reductionistic while others are dualistic in

Macmillan Press Ltd., 1963), pp. 113-114.
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Perhaps 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 rrincipia LEthica.

Mos. cit., pp. 85-86.




nature. On one hand, most of the reductionistic theories of the origin
of human action view a person either as a cornoreal or an incorporeal
being but not both, For example, physicalisﬁ is a theory that
considers a person as a corporxeal 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 ac.ions are considered to be originating from the self which
is non-physical.

On the other hand, all the dualistic theories about the origins of
human actions usually admit the existence of a person as a body and a
mind (non-physical being). However, the dualists do differ as to the
origin of actions. TFor instance, the interactionists claim that the
connection between the corporeal and the incorporeal aspects of a
person is that of cause and effect, so that the corporeal aspect acts
upon the incorporeal aspect and the vice versa. And that just this
causality is what connects and unites the two aspects into a
person.32 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
attributes. Put, I must admit that the way the two aspects are
related as regards human actions seems difficult to explain.

Thus said about the concept of a person, we could say with some
justification I hope, that we are unable to know other persons as

free agents in the -ame way that we kuow ourselves (through our
32
1963).

R. Taylor, Metaphysics. (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice~Hall,




personal experiences). This, I think, is because, although we can
observe their physical behaviour, there is that non-physical aspect
(free will) which only a person as a free agent could directly
experience. Nonetheless, we do know about other persons as free agents
through actions that we assume to have emanated from them as free
agents. That is to say, through associating our behaviour with what
we experience, we have in the same way, learnt to associate other
peoples' experiences with their physical pehaviour. For example, when
we see someone smiling, we are likely to understand him as being in a
jovial mood, not through ourselves experiencing his happiness, but
through associating what we usually feel when we are in a position to
smile. In the same way, I think Hirst and Peters are expressing the
same idea when they assert that our awareness and understanding of
other peoples' minds 1s different from our experiences about the
physical world. Thus:

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 straightforward way, what is observable

by the senses.
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

both corporeal and incorporeal characteristics? T would argue that it
is calling our attention to the fact that man is not just his biological

and environmental determinants. Rather, he is these factors organized

33P.H. Hirst & R.S. Peters, The Logic of Education. (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1970), p. 63.
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through what we ourselves, experilence as free agents.

But what is the upshot of this concept of a person that entails

both corporeal and incorporeal characteristics? I would argue that it

is calling our attention to the fact that man is not just his biological

and envirommental determinants. Rather, he is these factors organized

33P.H. Hirst & R.S. Peters, The Logic of Education. (London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1970), p. 63.




in.o a being that is conscious. A being that experiences some psycho-
logical freedom nurtured from these biological and envirommental
influences. This being has a purpose in life that is guided by the
ideals (ethical determinism) and commitments to these ideals that have
been acquired from the society.

Attempting to acquire these ideals however, different means or
alternatives are required. Thus, we find man reflecting over the
possible alternatives, taking the one that deem more suitable in each
particular situation. It is in this sense I hope, that man is said to
be exercising his free will. If so, human freedom or free will should
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.

Of course, we have to admit that a man's potentiality is finite,
so that there is a maximum of what one could do or could become. TIn
practice, this potentiality is difficult to exhaust for every individual
since it again involves a complex of influences. At the moment however,
we could only note that more often than not, we pass away before we
have actualized all our potentialities. Furthermore, some of the
alternatives that an individual opts for excludes others which he
would have taken. This, T suggest, 1s due to thce fact that we are

temporally and spatially restricted.

2.40 Conclusion

We have observed that the scientific study which is not necessarily
based on the truth of metaphysical determinism, does help us to

understand the basic determinants of man (his biological and envirom:zental



make-up). On the other hand, we have aiso realised that metaphysical
freedom or the phenomenon of uncaused events has not been conclusively
demonstrated either in the physical world or in man. Furthermore,

even if it were conclusively demonstrated, I do not think that it would
help us to vnderstand this human freedom that we associlate with human
actions.

To understand human freedom I suggest, it is essential that we
see man no. as disconnected elements. We should see him as basically
determined by these factors but at a higher level vhere the factors
constitute an organism that experiences a type of freedom which he
utilizes in choosing some alternatives from a variety of possible
alternatives. In other words, when we talk of human freedom or free
will, we should be understood to mean psychological freedom which
includes among other things, ethical det~rminism and social freedom
as defined, which are within the framework of man's basic determinants.

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 frecdom cntails 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,
some of which he could not control. But the problem is, when we hoid
one responsible for certain actions, what degree of his present
influences or circimstances do we take inte consideration and what
degree of his past influences do we allow? To put the same question

differentlv. what criteria do we use tu hold one responsible or not



for a particular action? Subsequently, why and when do we have to

forgive, praise or blame an individual for certain actions?

problems form the content for our next chapter.

These

Sk
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CHAPTER III

3.00 Moral PResponsibility, Discipline and Punishment

Ve have attempted to argue in the previous chapter that some
types or degrees of both determinism and freedom are operational within
man., Connected with this proposition is the concept of moral respon—
sibility which 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
praises, blames, rewards and punishments. Therefore, the main objec—
tive here is to attempt to give among other things, answers to
guestions that were posed at the end of Chapter II. That is, within
what types of determinism and freedom does the concept of moral
responsibility function? And finally, why and under what circumstances
do we usually forgive, praise or blame (punish) someone or a group for
certain actions?

Thus, the first section of the chapter discusses the concept of
responsibility, the second section, the comncept of discipline, the
third section, the concept of punishment and the justification of the

institution of punishment, in the light of free will and determinism,

3.10 The Concept of Responsibility

The concept of responsibility like many other social terms is

rather elusive., The term becomes even more so when used under different

disciplines of study. A good illustration of this fact is provided
in cases where the philosophers and the social scientists attach

different meanings to the concept of responsibility in its relationship
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to he problem of free will and determinism.

Philosophical discussions over the concept of responsibility
normally show some inadequacies which I think are due to the tendency
by the philosophers to ignore what the scientists have contributed
about causes, especially in medical and legal fields. On the other
hand, the lawyers, the probation officers, the psychiatrists and the
social scientists in general move often than not hold views or
decisions whose philosophical assumptions they may not be aware of.

There is also a practical problem of defining the term
responsibility in chat in most of its various senses, it is tied up

with morality. This usually has the implications that different

societies are likely to have different definitions of morality and

subsequently different definitions of the concept of responsibility

even when the facts are the same (the 'is—ought' problem in Ethics).

This is probably why it is difficult, if not impossible to have a

universal procedure that could be used to govern all our moral juda-

ments at particular si-uational levels.

In his very commendable work, Hart distinguishes four different

senses of the term responsibility as follows:

(a) Role - Responsibility

(b) Causal - Responsibility
(¢) Liability - Responsibility
(d) Capacity -~ Responsibility

However, it should be pointed out that Hart's classification is just

one of the many +hat have been provided by different scholars. The

Press, 1968), pp. 211-212.

1H-L.A Hart, Punishment and Responsibility. (Oxford: Clarendon
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appropriateness of adopting the above classification is that it seems
to include most of all the major classifications given by many other
scholars without at the same time confusing the readers.

Role-responsibility is for example, applicable when we maintain
that a teacher is responsible for the good zonduct of his students,
or the parents are responsible for the education of their children.
In such cases, we find that a general procedure has been drawm which
indicates that whoever occupies a certain distinctive position ox
office in a social organization, be it formal or informal, is respon--
sible for the duties pertaining to that position or office. Role-
responsibility is also a very common sociological term, where every
member of a soclety is bestowed with specific duties by virtue of age
and sex.

Causal-responsibility emphasizes the causal-connection between
an event and its causes. In this sense, the term is applicable to both
aninmate and inanimate beings. Ordinarily, we usually say that the
drought last ycar was responsible for the poor yield which consequently
was responsible for the famine in the country. Again, we would
normally say that the principal's ‘no compromise position' was
responsible for the students' three days strike. This sense of the
term responsibility would be better understood perhaps if we contrasted
it with a sense of moral responsibility in general. When we hold
someone morally responsible for a certain action, it is considered
justifiable either to praise or blame him for the action, since it is
assumed that he wac free when he acted. When we praise or blame
someone for a state of affairs, for example, when we blame the

principal as being responsible for the students' strike, we are



disapproving the state of affairs in question (the students’ strike)
and at the same time disapproving the principal who freely caused the
state of affairs.

In the case of the droupght being responsible for the poor yield
and hence, the famine in the country, we usually disapprove the stateg
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. However, we do have instances where a person is held
causally responsible for an action without being morally responsible
for the szme action. Thus, if someon: killed a man, we may say that
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. If on the other hand, the killer was sane (no reason
found to justify that the killer was not free during the killing)
then we would hold him both causally and morally responsible for the
killing. So, while causal-respensibility is applicable to both
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.

Liability-responsibility, sometimes known as strict liability
has a technical touch in law. Although liability-responsibility is
subsumed under the general notion of moral responsibility in the
sense that it concerns human beings as free agents, its causal-
connection between cause and its affects need not he direct. This
fact is exemplified in a case where a shopkeeper is fined for over-
charging even when the offence is committed by his employee., Again,

in most cases of liability-responsibility, the consequences of the
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action are more emphasized that its intentions. Hence, I think we
would not be wrong if we asserted that the differences between
liability responsibility and causal-responsibility is that, while

in liability-responsibility we tend to ignore the intentions of an
action, in causal-responsibility, the intentions are simply not there.

Capacity-responsibility, I think, is the most important sense of
the term vesponsibility in a general moral sense. Tt is important
both because it is connected with the general assumption that man has
the ability to choose what to do and not to do, 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.

Causal responsibility as 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. As is likely to be realised, causal-responsibility is more
general and would be seen as including the notion of moral respon-
sibility. On the other hand, the general notion of moral responsibil-
ity would he understoud as including legal or liability responsibility,
moral. respousibility in a narrower sense and role-responsibility. Of
course, there is no strict exclusivity between these senses of
responsibility under the notion of moral responsibility in general.
To illustrate this proposition, I have in mind a case where one has

been found quilty of murder. In such a situation, it is common for tne

murderer to be held responsible both morally (in a narrower sense) and
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legally. What this means is that the murderer has contravened 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-

ance, while laws are usually formal with well spelt out procedures as

regards their maintenance. Of course it should be noted that more

often than not, laws are formulated where there occurs a high

frequency of individuals' contravention of sanctions that are

considered wery important in society. This proposition could drive

us to the logical conclusion that legal institutions are based on

the moral structures in a society. This would mean that laws are

erxpected to safeguard and te minimize what a society considers as

right and wrong actions respectively.

Of the two major senses I have identified (causal responsibility

and moral responsibility in general) therefore, I contend that what

connects them is the idea of "ecausal connection' between cause and

its effects either directly or indirectly. On the other hand, the

other senses of responaibility subsumed under moral responsibility in

on of ‘accountability' or what Hart

general are connected by the noti

refers to as 'capacity~re5ponsibility'. Thus, from now om, our

interest is going to tend towards cmne of the two ciasses of respon-
sibility: namely, moral responsibility which is more clogely

connected with human actions.
wat the notion of moral

But we have been trying to analyse wi

responsibility means without at the same time trying to precisely
indicate what conditions are necessary for the application of the
at it involved man as a free agent. However,

concept beyond indicating th



many moralists have been wrestling with this problem for a
long tine and their contributions would be of value to us.
For example, in his treatment of some ethical issues,
Aristotle conceded that, one would be morally responsible
for an action or state of affairs only if the action was
voluntary. That is to say, voluntary actions were the only
ones for which a person could either be praised or be blamed.
But what precisely did Aristotle mean by a voluntary action?
Tt is that action which the moving principle is in the agent
himself, he being aware of the particular circumstances
involving the action. To clarify the meaning of a voluntary
action even further, Aristotle contrasts it with an involuntary
action which is supposed to have taken place either under
compulsion or owing to ignorance. A compulsive action he
adds, is that whose cause is external to the agent so that
he contributes nothing to it.2

Aristotle gives to examples of acts which he considers to
be compulsive: first, when at sea, a captain is carried off course
by a strong wind; second, a captain who is forced to take ancther
course by his crew members. Further, Aristotle cites what he

considers as borderline cases (neither completely wvoluntary nor

2The discussiou is paraphrased in J. Glover, Re: sonsibility.
(London: Routledge & Regan Paul Ltd., 1970), pp. 4-12, from
Aristotle's Nichomachean Ethics Book 2.

3The contentions are quoted in J. Glover, ibid., p. 13 from
Bradley's Ethical Studies.
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involuntary actions) such as when a captain of a ship is forced to
throw his carpgoe overboard during a storm to avoid being drowned or a
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, aspecially if we attempt
to understand his definition of the term 'compulsion' from the
examples cited above. In these examples, when the ship is blowm off
course by the wind, it is true that in such circumstances the captain
could do nothing to stop the state of affairs. But it is also noted
that the example of the captain being forced to take a different
course by his crew members and the other one of a man being forced
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
altemrmatives that they could have taken. Both could have deciderd to
defy their assailants' orders and be ready to take the comsequences.
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 tak=n
as being illustrative of a voluntary action. However, Aristotle could
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 sicer the ship to a different direction, for by then the



captain would have no alternative from which to choose from. The
next condition, ignorance, that Aristotle considered as a good
candidate for absolving one from moral responsibility for an action
is not very important for our purpose. Its triviality obtains
because it seems confusing for Aristotle asserts that an action
done through ignorance is involuntary only when it causes the agent
some subsequent pain or regret. Other actions done throggh ignorance
(but causing no pain) while not voluntary are not involuntary either.

At a later date, F.H. Bradley argued that, three conditions must
be fulfilled if ome was justly to be held worally responsible (moral
in a narrower sense). The three conditions are that:

(a) One must be throughout one identical person;

(b) The deed must have belonged to him - it must have been his;

(¢c) Responsibility implies a moral agent. WNo one is accountable
who is not capable of knowing (not who does not know) the moral quality
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
in cases where a man is directly involved in an action. If we
interpret the conditfon thus, then we are likely to realise that
this rules out what Hart identified as role-respoensibility and
liability-responsibility. But it is obvious that these senses of
moral responsibility in gemeral are very much recognized and practised
in our society. An example of this is as mentioned earlier, the

commonly held view that parents are responsibile for the good conduct

3The contentions are quoted in J. Glover, ibid, p. 13 from
Bradley's Fthical Studies.
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of their children. Here the parsnts are not directly involved with
their childrens' actions and yet we are ready to hold them morally
responsible. Thus, good as it might be, this condition for one to be

held morally responsible for one's action is too restrictive to be

of any use,

Discussing his second condition for omne to be held responsible;

that the deed must havebelonged to me, Bradley distinguishes what he

calls 'absolute' and 'relative' compulsion. Abselute compulsion is

the.production, in the body or mind of an animate being, of a result

not related a3 a consequence to its will. Relative compulsion is a

mere threat of absolute compulsion and according to Bradley it does
not qualify as a condition for absolving one from moral responsibility

for his actions. Actions done under absolute compulsion include those

performed in a state of terror or great bodily weakness, where there

was no conscious exercise of the agent's wili. In that light, T

y !
i1 1

think Bradley would be right to hold morally responsible for his

action, the man who was forced to obey the tyrant's orders in Aristotle's
example cited earlier. This is so because Bradley would claim that

the man is still responsible for making a choice between two evils:

doing something he detests or losing his beloved family. As Glover

has correctly argued, this condition is inadequate in that it leaves

out of account the possibility of an act which results from the

agent's choice but where we would normally say that the choice itself

was made under compulsion. Thus, it seems obvious to me that the man

who acted under the tyrant's orders would be absolvec from moral

aIbida, ppc 16"17.



resporsibility for his action. This is so for we would consider that
he acted under compulsion. This is the sense of 'compel' that
Bradley seems to be ignoring, which is the one that is usually
referred to, when, judging actions as moral. This sense of

‘compel' is the more reasonable in that for most of our actions, we

are always making choices between various alternatives. Tor example,

the man in Aristotle's cited case cheose the well being of his family

in doing what he did not approve. However, even having said that, we

still have a problem of putting down precisely the conditions that

would justify every action as compulsiv:, so that one is absolved from

moral responsibility. This I suppose is partly because these

conditions are not unanimously agreed upon by everybody and partly

because each case has some of its unigue zlements. For instance, we

might ask how much toxture should be inflicted to a person to do some-

thing he does not approve so much that we would be justified to

absolve him from moral responsibility for the action.

When we come toO Fradley's third condition for moral responsibility

to apply; that only those who are capable of knowing the moral quality

of their action are responsible, we realise that this is a direct

denial of Aristotle's view that general ignorance of what one ought

to do is no excuse. Hence, the disagreement between the two scholars

is moral .ather than factual. Therefore, while Bradley is ready to

absolve a psychopath from moral responsibility for his actions,

Aristotle is ready to hold him responsible. While Bradley's position

is more consonant with our ordinary use of the term mrral responsibility

in the narrower sense I think, Aristotle's position is more favourable

in the sense of Hart's liability-responsibility or the sociological
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role responsibility, which tend to dovm~play the intentions in making
king

moral judgments over actions.

Ve have attempted at a definition of the term "moral responsibility’
and we have also roughly outlined the general conditions that are
usually used to absolve one from responsitilicy (the factors that
contribute to these general conditions includes immature minds, mental
illness and hodily weaknesses), But we still ask the question: What

is the utility of the concept of moral responsibility in a sccial

context?

One of the justifications cited as regards the social benefits of

the concept of moral responsibility is illustrated through the practices

of blame and praise. It 1is clajmed that blame is supposed to be a

registration of our disapproval so that, whoever is disapproved could

stop from doing the disapproved action, and change for the better

(what we approve)., At the same time, our disapprovel of the man

might act as a warning to others who may be inclined to perform

similar actions. All this is done in the name of enhancing the well

being of both the individual and the society at large. Glover points

-

out that, even if we do not know whether it 1s possible to have a

world where blame never existed, we still make moral judgments upon
Following the same line of

others and upon ourszelves (self—reproach).

argument, many moralists claim that, without the concept of moral

responsibility in the background, it would be difficult to blame or

praise.
If blame and praise as social practices are usef1l as is suggested

from what we have just said, it seems to he equzlly correct to asseitl

ul in the social sphere.

that the concept of moral responsibility is usef
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Her..e, blame and praise provide an appropriate link between the
conzept of moral responsibility and morality. 0f course, there are
other moralists (those who take a deterministic approach) who have
argued that blame, as a methed of deterrence and behaviour-change
is inefficient, hence, the uselessness of the concept of moral

responsibility. However, arguments for and against the concept of

moral responsibility as regards behaviour riodification will be treated

in more derail when we discuss the concept of punishment and its

practices.

3.20 Discipline

We have attempted to clarify the confusion that is inherent in

the concept of moral responsibility in general and its connection

with human actions. In this section and the next, we shall try to

argue that the concept of moral responsibility is usually presumed

as the basis of punishment and praise. Again we hope to establish

that punishment and praise are among the social devices of behaviour

modification subsumed under the term discipline. Here, punishment

will include both formal and informal blames. Similarly, praise will

mean both formal and informal commendations. S0, whatever is their

nature, punishment is meant to be unpleasant while praise is meant to

be pleasant to the receiving end. Finally, our discussicen is biased
towards punishment.

The term 'discipline' is etymologically rooted in a learning

situation. Its core meaning ig related to the idea of conforming to

rules, norms Or orders.5 Thus, it is argued that in the process of

=

7 ®.S. Peters, Ethice & Education.
Upwin Led., 1966), p. 267.

(London: George Allen &




acquiring knowledge, it is essential that we learn the basic rules
that govern each discipline or form of knowledge and adhere to them.
In language-learning, we have to be disciplined in the rules of
grammar of the particular language. In logic, we have to command the
fundemental rules that usually govern our thinking procedure. Again,
in a rather different way, we observe that the indiviilual members of
a society are most of the time trying to conform to some normative
rules, or the laws of the land. This is a rather more social idea

of the term discipline, which is connected with our moral systems.

Tt is in this idea of disciplire that we are particularly interested

in our discussion.

However, in both senses of discipline, we recognize what we refer
to as external and internal discipline. External discipline would be

illustrated in a case where one ig forced to conform to certain

external rules by an authority. This is what we rvormally mean when

we say that the soldiers are well 'disciplined'. Again, we do ralk
of a disciplined class in a school environment. On the other hand,

internal discipline is sometimes referred to as self-discipline or

self-control. In a learning situation, we may find a teacher imposing

conformity to rules that are inherent in various subjects. In mathe-

matics, for example, a teacher could provide the students with a lot

of exercises on the multiplication of fractions. The teacher expects
that the students command the rules and may be comprchend theixr use-

fulness. Later the students are expected to be able to use the rules

without the teacher's assistance.

Further, in the process of rearing, normally the children are

taught to conferm to some norms, although they are not mature enough



to understand why the parents or even the teachers require that
they conform to them. The parents or the teachers cannot let the
children free to do whatever they want simply because they (the
children) d¢ not understand why they have to conform. For example,
the children have to be taught to obey their superiors even with
thejir immature understanding. The parents and the teachers force
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 were forced to conform to
externally. 7This, it is argued, would be the appropriate stage when
we could say that they (the children who are now mature) have gained

self discipline or internal discipline. On the same vein, Reid and

Nash? contend that external discipline should be justified only if it

is a means to self-discipline. So far, I do agree with them by adding

that whether it is in learning situations or in moral situations,

externally imposed discipline should always presuppose self-discipline.

But are all the methods applied in externally imposed discipline
justifiable? We shall here only treat the institution of punishment
which is regarded as one of the popular methods for keeping externally

jmposed discipline. However, it is important in this connection to

mention that sometincs people try to equate discipline with punishment.

For example, a teacher may be heard to say 'l am going to discipline

you', when he is in the process of meting out corporal punishment to

a student. T would say that this is a loose way of using language.

6Reid, op. cit., p. 132.

7?. Nash, Authority and freedecm: An introduction to the philosophy

of Education. (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1960), pp. 110-114.
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Periiaps the assumption behind the statement ies that the punishment is
going to make the student conform to the rules he has contravened,
So, the term digcipline is wide and includes blame, punishment, praise

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'. Two examples will be cited to
illustrate some of the important notions inherent in the concept of

punishment. Benn and Petcrs have identified the following criteria

for the use of the term punishment; that:

(i) it must involve an 'evil, ar unpleasantness
to the victim';

(ii) it must be of an offence (actual or supposed) ;

(iii) It must be of an offender (actuzl or supposed);
(iv) it must be the work of personal agencies (i.e. not
merely the natural consequences of an action);

(v) it must be imposed by authority (real or supposed),
conferred by the system of rules against which
the offcnce has been committed.

The two authors add to the above five criteria (which were

quoted from Professor Flew's work 'The Justification of Punishment')

another one; that the unpleasantness chould be an essential part of

what is intended and not merely incidental to some other aims.

In the same way, Hart argues thatl the central elements in the

concept of punishment are that:

(i) it must involve pain or other consequences considered

i
unpleasant;

§,I. Penn & R.S. Peters, Social Principles and the Demperatic
an: George Allen & Unwin Ltd,, 1959), p. 174,
Londoi: o

i

State.
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(ii) it must be of an offence against legal rules;

(iii) it must of of ar actual or supposed offender,
for his offence;

(iv) it must be intentionally administered by human
beings other than the offender;

(v) it must be imposed and administered by an
authority constituted by legal gystem against
which the offence is committed.”’

From the above two quotatiomns, it is manifest that the most

important or rather the core element inherent in the concept of

punishment is an intentional infliction of pain or unpleasantness

to an individual oxr a gYoup by an authority (actual or supposed) for

a breach of a rule oOr yules. The infliction of pain or unpleasantness

I suggest, is supposed to be for the well being of the offender in

in general, in that a greater evil

particular and the whole society

cr pain is prevented to occur in future. 0f course, we note that
Hart's criteria are strongly biased towards legal punishment.
definition of punishment

However, rather than the above strict

used in law and in morality in general, there are other scholars who
would like to define it in another way. This somewhat loose definition
y the following two quotations:

of the term punishment is exemplified b

Punishment is very common in nature and we
learn a great deal from it. A child runs
awkwardly, falls, and is hurt; he touchec

a bee and is stung; he takes :» bone from a
dog and is bitten; and as a result he learns

not to do these things again.

Also;
A pnni?hment is a noxio

which will support, by

us stimulus, one
its termination oxr

gHar* op.cit., Pe 5.

1“B.F- Skinner, Beyond Freedom and Dignity. (London: Jonathan

Cape Ltd., 1972), p. 60.




omission, the growth of new escape or
avoidance responses.ll

From the two quotations (10 & 11), it is evident that the term
punishment defies all the c¢riteria given by Hart (punishment as
applicable in legal and moral situations), with the exception of the
eriterion that punishment entails some kind of pain or unpleasantness.
Tn fact, only this unpleasantness criterion that is recognized as
applicable to punislment in the second sense. This sacond 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
the doctrine of free will in man. It is also noted that this
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 languageby the layman where one for example would simply say
that "the weaker boxer is receiving a lot of punishrment from his
opponent’. Here, although punishment is equated with pain or suffering
just as what we have referred to as a deterministic definition of
punishment, it is different in the sense that it does not seem to be
based on any principle; punishment is just another word for suffering.
In the following pages, we are going tc put more emphasis upon the
concept of punishment as used in legal and moral situations.

But how are we going to justify the infliction of punishment

(punishment as applied in legal and moral situations which are based

:

1”R.L. Solomon, 'Punishment' in R.H. Walters, J.A. Cheyne and
R.K. Banks (Bd.), Punislment: Selected Readings. (Cox & Wyman Ltd.,
lLondon, 1972), p<58.
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on the concept of moral responsibility) to others, especially when
we note that one of its important elements is unpleagantness? Trad-

itionally, three answers have been proposed for the above questiom.

There are some scholars who have argued that punishment isboth a

deterrent as well as a reformative device subsumed under methods of

discipline. This answer is related to the utilitarian view propounded

by Mill and Bentham. Thus, the utilitarians hold punishment as a

necessary evil; that it is used to prevent a more serious evil that

might befall a man if it (punishment) was not inflicted. As a

deterrent, the aim of punishment is said to discourage the wrong-doer

and others from doing what 1s considered to be wrong. As a reformative

device, punishment 1s supposed to modify the behaviour—-pattern of the

jndividual punished and +hose who witnessed its infiiction.

However, there are others who often argue that punishment is
3

. . . i i is sometime e i
retributive. PunishmenZ a5 retribution 1 m s described as an

eye for an eye for it is conceded that, the idea is based on the

principle of justice in that one gets what he is worth or he deserves;

he authority failed to administer punishment to an

n that would be unfair to the offended.12 To distin-

that is, if t

of fender, the
guish between the two views of punishment, it is argued that punish~

ment as retribution is packward-oriented while the utilitarian view is
forward-oriented. This is interpreted to mean that in retribution one

considers the offence committed, with an aim of metinp out the same

or almost the equivalent of what the offender had done, so that

justice is done to him and the offended person. On tue other hand,

12J.P. Day, 'Retributive Punishment', in Mind, Vol. 87, No. 348,
1978,



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

of punishment, one question that is sure to emerge is whether

punishment could be justified solely on one of the above views. If

that is possible, the other views may be rendered redundant.

Of the two views, punishment as retribution is the most attacked.

But we may be forced tc ask, is punishmert as retribution as bad as

it is described by its opponents? To answer this question, we would
like first of all to consider some of the core elements inherent in

punishment. This approach becomes even more useful when we note
that a deliberate infliction of pain or unpleasantness to an
'offender' when believing him to be innocent of the alleged offence
could not be termed as rpunishment'. So, since it is considered

that what the offender is being punished for was painful or

unpleasant to the offended, following the principal of justice, it
would not be fgir that the offender be repaid with something painful

I Le&sa o l ] 1 t at punl' ShmeIlt 1. 5 retrj -
nt, |]1us |0g"ca yl 1 Seems th
i Ile meaning Of puIli Shlnent does noc

buts
tlve by definition., Of course,

hinder yg from raising an ethical question as to whether it is right

T think that we would

ucceed in showing

OHly be ure o1 1f we cou d s
° that Punishment is ri1g t e coul
punishment as

beyond dDubts that the principle of justi-‘_‘.f: which
y of values than

retribution is pageq on is higher o0 the hierarch
the offender.

the related values such as happiness as regards
-oyment for retaining
All the same, we could strengthen the aLgHs
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punislment as retribution by contending that its retributive element
does not necessarily exhaust its (punishment) potential utility. So,
rather than beinp retributive, punishment could at the same time serve
both as a deterrent as well as a reformative decvice. 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
deterrent cflects, meanvhile reform is taken as its ultimate aim.r3
Thus, it seems to me morc reasonable to argue that the above elements
(retribution, deterrence and reformation) do enrich the institution

of punishment. And that we cannot do without any of the elements
without at the same time distorting this meaning of punishment. In

the same way, we would see punishment as having more than one puxpose,
Thus, in any one particular punishment, une element is likely to be more
pronounced than the others depending on the nature of the offence
committed. T suspect that it is when we unproportionally elevate one
of the elements at the expense of the others that we encounter problems
on the justification of punishment. However, there are still more
serjous arguments against the institution of punishment of which we

are going to treat in more details.

3.31 The Elimination of Punishment Campaien

Without further arguments, we have in the previous section tried
to argue that the institution of punichment is important in social
life. That the three traditional elements; retribution, deterrence

and reformation are inherent in it. But today, there are those

13Nash, op.cit., pp. 115-116.



whe, contrary to the above position argue that punishment defined

in the moral and legal sense should be done away with. This group of
abolitionists of punishment (as they are commonly referred to) is
compoved of the psychologists, the psychiatrists, the sociologists
and other expcris with a scientific outlook which is essentially
deteininistic,  Although these abolitionists differ in many respects,
tliey are brougrht together by this contentimn they hold that punish.-
ment as is commonly known traditionally is irrelevant as a social
instilvtion.

Put before we can get down to discussing the above contentioms,
it is jwportant to be clear as in our mind zs to what the abolition-
iste mean when they concede that punishment be eliminated in the soc—
iety., As one of the staunch supporters of the abolition of punish-
ment campaicn, Skinner as we saw earlier (footnote 10) defines
punishment as any unpleasant stimulus which is likely to cause an
This

aninz] to avoid or escape a particular hbehaviour pattern.

definition indicates that the term 'punishment' is nst exclusively

for human being alone but involves also other lower animals. So, if
we take that punishment is a deliberate infliction of pain or
we shall

unpleasantness for a disapproved intentional behaviour,

perhaps come to recalise that the abolitionists are asking that the

notion of blame, which is associated waich intentional behaviour, be
. - uni -
eliminated. Thus, I would agree with Ross when he states that p ish

; z i i target of
ment as disapproval and not punishment as suffering is the g

L. . 14
the aheolitiornists.

Consequently, this would czll for the abolition

-_Z i
l}Ross, op.cit., p. 69,
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of the concept of moral responsibility presupposed by the idea of
disapproval or blame. But how do the abclitionists support their
stand?

There are many argumeits for the elimination of punishment,
however, there are two hasic ones, The first argument propounded
by the abolitionists states that the concept of moral responsibility
(which is taken as the basis of punishment in the moral sense) is
redundant if we take that the purposes of punishment are to deter
or/and possibly to reform the behaviour patterns of an individual
concerned. This has the implications that the notion of capacity-
responsibility, which we argued that it is inherent in the comncept
of moral responsibility is eliminated, so that the offenders'
relation to an offence is on the level of what we defined as causal-
responsibility. This relationship betweeit an offender and his offence
would then compare well with the relationship between drought as a
cause and famine as an effect in our earlier example. Essentially the
abolitionists usually seem to be denying the relevance of the seemingly
autonomous nature of man with regard to his behaviour. In other words,
they are arguing that the free will that man seems to be exercising is
not relevant to warrant him to be blameable.

The above argument is supported by what is already discussed
(in Chapter two) that man is determined by both his biological and
environmental elements which he may not have control of. Therefore,
the abolitionists advocate that punishment as a deliberate infliction
of pain for an alleged intentional disapproved behaviour be replaced

with a systen desizned as a means of preventive and reformative social



hygiene.ls This is because they arpue, when we know that someone is
sick normally we do not bleme him fon the sickness though ve are
ready to do everything poasible (even inflicting some suffering as a
means) to make sure he recovers from the discrse. Thus, instead of
categorising pecple as offenders and non-offcnders, we are advised
to see them as sick and healthy people respectively, The reason for
this contends vruka is that:

Both diseasc avd crime have €aUsSC2 external

to tlie "will' and desire of their canriers

or promoters. It would therefore follow

that the right way to roduce crime is not

to punish the eriminal but rather to

"punish' (if this is possibic) the factors

(the criminal forces) that breed criminal

behaviour.16

In my view, if the abolitionists are arguing for the elimination

of moral responsibility (hence the elimination of the institution of
punishment in the tralitional sense) on the premisc that the truth of
the determinism thesis necessarily deries the truth of what we defined
earlier as psychelogical freedom (free will), then the foundstion
of their argument is faulty. The reason for so saying is that it
would scem that the abolitionists are equating the biological and
the environmental influences of msn with what we defined as metaphysi-
cal determinism whose core element {s the principle of causality. I
take the argument to be faulty in that however precisely the netaphy-
sical determinism thesis is formulated, it defies a straight~forward

empirical proposition. In other words, the thesis can neither be

confirmed ncr be refuted conclusively for the truth of it transcends

15 H. Odera Oruka, Punishment and Tevrovism 1in Africa,
East African Literaturc Bureau, 19/6), pp. A6-87.

(Nairoh;;

100 ruka, ibid., p. 87.
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all finite bounds of experience. But at the same tine, I think the
abolitionists are articulate enough to realise that whethes meta-
physical determinism thesis is conclusive or not, it remains a fact
that biological and environmental factors are the basis of human
behaviour. In this lipht, I would say that the abolitionists are
underscoring an important point (though they tend to overdramatize it)
that to eradicate an individuni's criminal behaviour, rather than
punishing him, it would be only f{air that we considered his basic
constituents as the causes: his biological and the environmental
factors. This is pevhaps an aspect of man that most of the legal
institutions tend to ignore when dealing with an offender. And I feel
this is perhaps why traditional punishment has proved rather ineffi-
cient as a basic instrument of behaviour—control.

The second argument for the eliminatinn of moral. responsibllity
and therefore the elimination of punishment as disapproval is rather
moderate as compared with the first one. Tn itself, it does mnot
necessarily deny the institution of punishment in principle but finds

its practice a difficult one to sustain with regards Lo its alleged

aim. Thus, Barbara Woctton, another staunch abolitionist argues that

we do not need to prove that the determinism thesis is true in order

to maintain that the concept of moral responsibility 1s {irrelevant as

a basis of punishment. For her, if the main aim of punishment 18

prevention and not retribution, then, whether the concept of moral

responsibility is meaningful or not, it is not a condition for

ut the element of retribution). That is

punishment (punishment witho

unnecessary to ask whether an

to say, she further argues, it 18

esponsible persen in the

of fender is, or is not & free agent or a ¥
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sense that he could have done othervise than he did, if he \;\T:'Lshed.'.l'.Jr
Barbara Wootton's argument is faultv for it is based cp the
premise that the aim of punichment is always prevention and never
retribution. However, the argument seems faulty only when viewed
apainst the traditional sense of punisiment. ¥hat we are saying is
that although Barbara Woottom is entitled to her moral pousition with
regard to the aim of punishment in moral and lepal contexts, this
does not square well with the ordinary usage. This is perhaps
evident in most complex societies where two types of laws exist under
one legal system: criminal and civil lavs, Consequently, we have
in such societies criminal and civil offences respectively. Thus, 1if
4 person is accused of having misappropriated money belonging to a
certain firm or a co-operative society, he (the accused) might be
convicted under criminal laws; an offence against the state. But
the same offence could be treated under the civil laws so that, the
culprit might be asked to pay back all the money he had misused. So,
even if the two types of punishment the offender gets are fundamentally
Preventive, nevertheless, the civil laws do stress the notion of
retribution or compensation., In the light of this consideration, I
Wwould still maintain that the notion of disapproval in punishment is
important for it is in itself a form of behaviour-influencing
Teaction. Furthermore, in many cases, especially when disapproval is
expressed by a respected authority, for example a father or a
Churchman, its effect may be such that the judgment is accepted by the

i g in this
offender, taken up in his own moral consciousness, and perhaps i

i i ton's Social Science
7Ross, op.cit., p. 88, quoting Barbara Woot
and Social Palliology, p. 247.

UNIVERSITY, OF NAIROBI
LIBRARY



121

way become a detcrmining factor in his own future behaviour not just
because of fear or unpleasantness of punishment (diszapproval) but
from the respect for vhat is considered as right and just. In thig
way then, I would suggest we usec punishment as disapproval when we
have reasons to helieve that the offender was morally responsible
not in the sensc 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
argucd for the retention of the concept of moral responsibility as the
basis of punishment entailine moral disapproval for certain actioms,
we have still to make an effort towards the task of establishing
the criteria we would use to make sure that such and such actions are
punishable; that is, our disapproval is likely to positively
influence the behaviour of the offender.

The second part of the above argument against the institution
of punishmeni due to its impracticability, states tha: even if the
concept of moral responsibility is meaningful as a basis of punish-
ment as disapproval, we have no objective wethod of finding out
whether a certain action was punishable; whether our type of dis~
approval would be likely to change the behaviour~uattern of the
offender. What the abolitionists are saying is that we have no
objective (scientific) way of penetrating the psyche, of the alleged
offender in order that we judge him an offender. TFurthermore, even
if we are able to determine objectively whether one had the capacity
Lo contxol his actions, it would still be difficult to award
punishment proportionate to the offence.

I must say I find this arpument rather intriguing for it seems



=
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trre that we do not have any objective method of the likes of

science to determine vhether one for example had his psycholosica
freedom when he acted in a certain woy and if so, what type of
punishment would have deterrved the offender from committing the

gsame offence in future. llowever, I again note come weaknesses
inherent in this argument especially when it sugpests that since

ve camnot delermine clearly punish:ble froa unpunishable actions, then
we have to treat all disagreeable actions as being a result of sick-
ness. For me, I would sugrest that we still could roughly identify
through experience and modern breaktiroughs in the study of man what
are punishable and what are unpunishable actions. Our basis in so
doing would be the applicability of disapproval. If we have evidence
that certain actions are likely to be positively modifiable then we
vould tcrm tiem punishable. On the other hand, if we have reasons

to believe that certain actions ecould not be modified by the notion
of disapproval assumed in punishment, then we would call them unpun-
isable, Thus, for thosc actions earmarked as punishable, we would
try to use punishment as a modifiecr of behaviour. For the actions

categorized as unpunishalble we would have to apply other means of

behaviour control. JYor instance, bedwetting was thought to be a
punishable behaviour but of late, it has been rea’ised that it
cannot be modified by disapproval. To overcome it, we are advised
to use psychological treatment.,

When we cose to actions which we ordinarily term as negligences
such as a case where a driver drove a faulty car and caused the death

of a percom, I should think that some disapproval might help the

oriver to bring to focus the importance of being more careful not to



ever drive faulty cars. But here we still have a problem. One

could rightly argue tlhat the driver might be wpholding the same
principle as the punished; that it is morally vrong tc deprive some-
one's life as a result of negligence. If so then, punisiment is not
poing to teach the driver anvthing that hu did not know before. I
would agree with the arpument but I think: that perbhans an appropriace

punishment cnuld serve as a vivid reminder of

the serivusness of the
consequences of the driver's negligent action.

A more complicated problem arises wlien we attempt Lo analyce
punishment in relation to what we usually catcporize as deliberate
actions. Tor instance when an offender does something wrong althourh
he knows that it is dizapproved by the society, In such a situation
L do not think there is any type of punishrent that would stop this
kind of deliberate offender, Thus, although the offender might stop
his action, probably because of the fear of the anticipated punish-
ment, he is still a potential offender as far as he believes Chat
he is right and the society is wrong. To succeed in modifying the
behaviour of the above offender, perhaps it would require that we

consider the reasons (the aholitionist would like to call them causes)

behind his staad,

S0 far then, cur argument has led us to identify Lwo types of
behaviour or actions: punishable behaviour where punishment as
disapproval is likely to be an effective tool of behaviour~
modification, and unpunishable behavieur wheve punishment as dis-
approval is not likely to work as a tool of behaviour-modification
simply because the person concerned has nu immediate ccutrol over hig

disapproved behaviour, and unpunishable behaviour where punishpent as



Jdisapprovz] is mot likely to work as a tool of behaviour modification,
because the person concerned is convinced that his behaviour is
right.

Thus, for any behaviour-pattern that we may wish to modify, it
seers always advisable to consider whether it is punishable or not.
Vhen we are sure the behaviour pattcrn is punishable, then we would
need to assess the type of punishment that would he most appropriate.
Vhen the behaviour-pattern is unpunishable because the person involved
has no immediate contrel, we would try to look for causes beyond him

as a free agent. But when we discover that the behaviour pattern is

unpunishable because the concernced person hias reasons to think that
he is right, then it would be advisable if we triecd to find out
vhether he has a point. Perhaps it is important to point that even

in eituations where punishment as disapproval is likely to be effec-

tive ag a tool of behaviour modification, its success is low. To be

sure, it has to be reinforced with other methods of behaviour

modification. Perhaps Hart is expressing the same point when he

says:

But it is important to be realistic: to be
aware of the social cost of making the social
control of anti-social bechaviour dependent

on this principle punishment and to recognize
cases where tiz benefits secured by it are
minimal. We must be prepared both to consider
exceptions to the principle on their merits

and tc be careful that unnecessary invasions

of it are not made even in the guise of P
"ereatment' instead of frankly penal methods.*8

To conclude, we have considered the philosophical problems

tT
surrounding the theory of punishment. We have also looked into

lBHart, op.cit., p. 183.



practical problems involving punishment such as the problem of
accurately identifying what human actiens could be considered punigh-
able and unpunishable, or if actions are considered punishable, what
measure of punishment is to be meted out, or alternatively, if dctionc
wvere to be considered unpunishable, what other methods of behaviour-
control are effective. Even if we have to accept the above Problems
with regard to the practice of punishment, still I find no any force-
ful arpument that would incline me to equate punishment (as disapproval)
with 'treatment' as propounded by the abolitionists. In a word, it

is better to make the best of 2 bad situation rather than giving up.

3.50 Conclusion

We have observed that the concept of moral responsibility is
connected with psychological freedom vhich is presupposed when judging
human actions. But our attempt to be precise about what human
behaviour that the concept of moral responsibility could approoriately
be applied to has just succeeded in citing some general criteria,
noting that each particular action has to be judged on its own merits
as regards whether the person involved was morally responsible or not.
Further, it is only when we could judge a person as morally respon-
sible for his actions, etiher directly or indirectly that we would go
ahead and blame or praise him whichever is appropriate. Again, I
think it would be wrong to hold man morally responsible for all his

actions. This is perhaps why the abolitionists arguments for the

removal of the concept of moral responsibility as a basis of punish-

ment and replacing it with treatment cannot succeed in a social

igti i responsible and
context. Thus, the distinction between morally resp

- it i rimaes
morally non-responsible actions is always there, though it is sometime



obscure,

#11 in all, in this chapter we have been trying to argue that
blames and praices are based on the concept of monal responsibility
and that the concept of moral responsibility is on the othecr hand
based on what we have defined as psychological freedom. But

psychological freedom does not necessarily defy social freedom,

ethical determinism, social determinism, or even metaphysical deter-

minism, for it is within then. Alternntively, there is no way that

we could affirm the truth of metaphysical freedom (uncaused effects)

and yet tzlk intelligently about praises and blamecs with respect tO

human behaviour.

Again, even if we could reasonably succeed in identifying

punichahle from unpunishable behaviour, still we have not answver ed

the basic question why we have to punish (blame) someone for hehaving

in a manner that we consider to be wrong. T think our practice of

acsumption that there are right

blaming and praising is based on an

and wrong actions in society. It is only within such an assumption

that perhaps ve would be able to justify why we have to try and

persuade (through blames and praiseg) others to bahave in certain

ways and not others. In that light, our next chapter will be an

attempt to find out whether we have reasonable grounds in tyying to
persuade others to conform to what we consider to be right. Finally,
: i : in the
we shall attempt to establish what this persuasion would mean 1

£ moral education.

school environment. This will be in the area ©
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CHATTLR IV

4.00 Moral Fducat ion and Discipline in Schonl

~

Before we could even discuss mor: cducation, it would save ug a
great deal of trowble af we first defined -hat rovelicy is.  Certainly,
this is a term that has occupled poral philosophers for a lone time.
Thus, to get cur functienal definition of the term, it is important

to ¢xzamine some roemorks made by those who have been using it in such
Phrases as 'moral Lehaviour', 'woral Judgnenls' or 'woral rules'.

In cne of his famous vorks on morsl philosophy, Hare has
maintained thav in any morul judgmant, there are two notions that arc
alvays presupposcd. The first ie the notion of 'universalizability!'.
By this he means to say that il I maintairn that I ocught to do X, then
I am committed to maintaining that worally, Anyonc else ought to do
X unless there are reievant differences betwe2n the other person and
myscl{. The next is the notion of ‘prascriptivity'. Here, Hare wvants
Lo say that morzl judgn~-ite are action-guiding. The action~guiding
force is said to he derived from tie foct that they entail imperatives:
My acceptonce of the principle that one ought to do X commits me to
accepting the dmperative: let me do X: and again my accepting the
imperative cormits m: to doirg X in the appropriate circurstances.

In the article "on Defining "Morals'" Whiteley asserts:

I shall acsume that any accentable way of
defining 'moral aud ‘iorality' must isolate
something vhich plovs 2 distinctive part ia
huan life, and must enshle us to distinguish
matlers ol moralily (right and wrong) from

ratters of taste or preferences, and matters
of conveniont or cxpodiency, sirce it ia with

R.M, Hare, Vreedon & Reason.  (Oxford: The Clarendon Presg,
1%62)., -
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this matters that moralitv is usually contrasted.
For him, the morality of a community consists of those ways of
behaviour vhich each member of the community is taught, bidden and
encouraged to adopt by the other members.
Baier scems to be echoing Hare vhen he concedes that morality
defies self-interest and that one ie always acting or. a principle
not on any rule of thumb. Further, a moral point of view is

characterized by greater universalizabilitv in that it must be thought

of as a standpoint [rom which principles are considered as being

4
acted on by cveryone.

Finally, Gewirth indicates that though there are diverse meanings
of 'morality' and 'moral', a certain core Mmeaning may be or is
detectable. Thus, for him:

-+. a merality is a set of catcgorically
obligatory requirements for actioms that are
addressed al least in part to cvery actual or
rraspective agent, and that are concerned
with furthering (he interests of persons or
recipients other than or in addition to the
agent or the speaker.

From these few cefinitions, it is evident that wvhenever we would
wish to talk about morality, we would have to remember that it pre-—
suppeses ceortain rules or principles in a sociely that are supposed

to guide members of that particular society as regards what is right

G.H. Whiteley, "On Defining 'Moral'" in G. Vallace & A.D.M. Valkey
(ed.), The Definition of Morality. (London: Methuen & Co. Ltd., 1970,
p. 21-22, -

3 . .

C.H. thiteley, "On Defining "Moral'" in G. Vallace & A.D.M, Waller

(ed.), 3bid., p. 22.
furt laier, 'The Moral Point of View", in G. Wallace LADM

llalker, Ibid., p, 195, o

A. Gewiith, Reason and Morality, (Chicazo:

Universir :
Chicago Press, 1978), p. 1, Sily of
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and wvhat is wrong. The principles should be binding both in the eyes
of the individual and the society in general. Again, moralityv is
supposed to ainm fer the common good of the society concerxrned. llowever,
morality is not to be confused with custons, though no doubt the two
are related. TUnlike custons, moral principles scem to be grounded in
a way that could he reasonably explaincd. On the other hand, moral
principles are not like legal rules thougl. they may be aiming at the
same thing. While legal rules are more particular, moral principles
are rathcer gencral. Moreover, in most casns, moral principles seecm

B . :
to form the basis of a particular legal system. Thus, morality is
to be taken to mean an intelligent following of rules to the point of
which is understood and uphcld for the good of all in a society.
That is to say, whoever follows moral rules should be ready to justify
his acrion in connection with what is right and what is wrong, we
assume. Although we reslise the inadcquacy of our definition of the
term rnorality, nevertheless, we are now ready to discuss the topic

of the chapter; moval education.

4.10 Moral IEducaticn

1f there are controversies in the term 'educaltion' (the technical
and ordinarv use cof the tern) then these become mucli more complex when
we have to diszuss moral education. TFirst there is an analytical
problen. That is, if we take Peters' definition in which 'education'

entails scmetiing worthvhile, then the term ‘moral'? in the phrase
6. . . .

H.L.A. Fart, in The Coucept of Taw, Chapter VI warns us not to

make the mistake of thinking that a legal svatem mest always confor

the morality of a society.

7r| » [] -

The term Tworal' is prescriptive in this coutext.
understood as being the opposite of the term "immora: '
distinguiszhed from the term wmoral in contexis such as

m LO

It is to be
and to bhe

L -
noral respongibilips
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"moral educatjon' becomes rcdundant. This is because, both the terms
"moral and 'edueation' would imean something worthwhile or good. However,
1 think this objection could be overcome by saying that what is
entailed by the term 'education' is much wider than what is entailed
by the 'moral education'. Fducation in this sense of being worthwhile
would include both moral and non-moral values as its content. On the
othey hand, 'moral cducation' would include values mostly coucerned
with interpersonal relationships such as honesty, frecdom and justice.

But even after overcoming the apparent analystical problem we
still have more substantial problems invelving moral education. These
problems are mostly related to the content, the procedures and the
role that our school system is supposed to play in moral cducation.
Perhaps this fact wili come out illuminatively if we considered various
approaclies to what is refoerred to as moral education by some of our
contemporary scholars.

The sixties saw the birth of a new approach to moral educarion in
the Western world (mostly MNorth America). The mcthod is simply termed
as 'Value Clarification'. The main purpose of this approach is to
clarify values that individual students are committed tc without, at
the same time, trying to advocate any particular values as overriding

others in importance. According to the proponents of this method of

teaching, no individual or institution's values are to be held as
examplces of what is to be adlhered to by everybody. This position is

exemplified by the justification given Lelow by one of the supporters

of the method when he says:
Since we see values as growing from a person's

experience, ve would expect that different
experiences would give rise to different values
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and Lhat any onc person’s value would he modified
as his experiences accumulalte and chaunge. A
person in the Antartic would not be expected to
have the same valucs as a person in Chicago.

And a person who bas an dmpertant change of
patterns of expericncc might be expccted to
modify his value. Values may not be static if
one's relationships te his world are not astatic.
As guides to bchavior, values ovolve ;md8

mature as experiences evolve and mature.

The »hove passage scoms LO emphasize some elemcnts in moral
education. First, that dilfcrent experiences are likely to evolve
different values, hence the inherent relativity of valuas. Second,
since :i is obvious that we arve exposed to different environment in
terms of geographical positions and time, then, the advocates of Value
Clarification approach are ready Lo accept anything that an individual
student has considered to be a value.

The next method of teaching moral education to be considered is
the Cognitive developmental approach. This approach is assoctiated
with Kohlberg of Harvard University. As will be evident Kohlberg and
his supporters view the theory of moral education as a progress taking
specific stages. This they have borrowed from the late Jean Pilagct
who (through research on children) was convinced that moral developmant
is always parallelled to cognitive develooment. And again, that moral
development like cognitive development comes in stages. Thus, Mlag.e.
identified three stages of moral development. First, the pre-moral
stage where a child had no moral obligation to rules. Second, the

leteronomous stage where the concept of right was equated to rules

Third, the autonomous stage where the purpose and conscquences of

8

L. Raths, M. Harmin & S.B. Simon, Selection from, "Values and
Teaching: Working with Values in the Classroom", in D Purﬁei”t 1
N oo . o J S o

Ryan (eds.), Moral idncation: It Comes with the Territory (Calif
A. Phi Delta Publication, 1976), p. 75. S = —L Aliftorniga:
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I W reciprn, 3
and exnchoige,
% ace the supporters of Cornitive J lepmeatsl approsch Jne?
The approcsli 1s called "cornitive' we are Vd, Tor it cognizes phot

moral education, just like iutclloctual ectration, hos its baegis op thoe

active thinting of a child sboutl moral tssues ond decizions A

ns., Tain,

e

it is revmed develoental for it ronecives woral edoncat ion as an

upward wovement throval speeifiec moral stages. Therefore, Kolilbere ang

his associates would 1ile to ergne that althoagh it eould not be

correlated +3 a specific degree, cognitive development plovs an laporiant

role in enhaucing moral development 4n an individual, Specificaliy,

cognitive development is said to be a necessary condition in cvery

stage ol moral developent. The noxt task that Kohlbery wndertakos

in this approach is to distinguish moral Judpments from moral actions.

While moral Jjudgment ds merely the ability ro reason cbout moral issues,

moral actions are the commitments of onesclfl to harticular moral

Principles. Kohlberg argues that although maturity of nmersi reasoning

is a necessary requirernont for Maturity of a moaral action, it is not

on B . [ ()
a sufficient condition.

If it is true that mature moral Yeasoning is a necessavy condition

for a mature moral Letion, and chai maral reasening lile any reasoning

comes in hierarchical stages, then what role does rhe school play in

the process of moral oducation? Kohlberg is convinced that the school

and its environment should help the studenis to develop moral raasoning
at every stane,

Again, Me is corvinced that at every level of moral

N
Purpel & Ryan, Ibid., p. 177,
lO_‘Il-i_n.. p. 181,
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its constimnants sueh as Libesty andg cruolity iz e be clcarly
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above o3k,

From the Cornltiive dewvel ntatl approceh, ve first gather that
there arc some volues Lhiat are sorewhal eaiversal or ahsolutce. These
are valucs which scem reasonahbls For cveryeae Lo comait himself to.
These values however, are dmplicit dvrine the initial stages of moral
development. Sccendly, in this approach to moral educatiocn, reasoning
seems Lo take a kev pesition. Thus, it could be- fairly said that moral
education in the copnitive develapnental approach's sense 1s assisting
the students in wvaderstanding che basic wmoral principles related to the
concepl of justice. These points will be discussed later in the
chapter.

The third econtemporary mothoed of moral educalbion to be considered
is what is comwmonly kuown as 'Coenitive Anproach'. This method scems
to have doeveloped as a criticiss of the other two apnroaches discussed
above for their failure to tackle all the problems In teaching about
moral issues in school, Scriven, cne oi the advocates of the cognitive
approach asserts that the Value Clavification approach is inadequate

for it fails to question the basis of our morality. This failure of

. T et T e ol SNe ..q.‘-.'S 24
Value Clarification sapproach to interest itscif with the basis of

morality Lrinps about the confusion between moral and non-moval values.

111hid., p. 183.
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The conseguenece of this confusion is a scase of relativivy with
Tepgards to values, Farther, Sevivon casiigates tha developrent
approachis to woral cducation for thelr faflure to answer the questien

wvhether someone en an 'inrtermediate' Jevel of moral developnent is more

. . 12
wrong on moral issuecs than somconc at a highoer level,

For Seriven, a viaoble curricvlum of moral education would be
covercd in three stapes. The first stage is concerned vith knowledge.
tn this stage the students are encouraged to pather knowledge and have
wnderstanding of arguaents invelving moral issucs. The move knowledge
one has Lhe better when it comes to moral decisions. This is because
rcal understanding tends Lo bring about sympathy for others; that is,
the modifjecation of the alfective dimension of man.l3 The second
gtage ig to deal with the developuent of reasening skills in moral
issues. The third stage is supposced to encourage students te quesitieon
the bhasis of ethiecs in general,

To assess tue contribution eoch of the discussed approaches make
to moral education, 1 would agree with Scriven when e accuses Value
Clarification approach for its failure to distinguish moral values
[rom non-moral values. The reason for my support of this observation
is that normally, a latitude of relativity is allowed at the realm of
non-moral valucs even for people in the same commenity., Tor instance,
it is acceptable for one to like dancing, playing soccer or rcading

books on particular subjects even when others do not like it, 1In such

le. Seriven, "Cognitive Meral Dducation” in D, Purpel & K. Rvay
. . ) - o 3
Moral Education: Tt Cones with the Terraicorv., (California: A Fhi
Delta Publication, 1976, pp. 322-3.
1%%

. feriven, Ibid., p. 323,

e 4



situations, o, iy srill in the level of prefereices or tastes. In
face if wo D te o =w aur definition of "meyalicy', then jr will
be ¢lier thol lastes and preferences are not awonz moral values.

Thus, Lhe approach (Valuo Clarification) is wrong in thal it does
not encourape individoal scudents to tranecend or go beyond personal
preferences. FPor that mafter, T think would be an improvement if
we encouraped the studerts to discuss issucs that involved olher
students. This may help them in their investigations as to whethey
or not there are some morsl views or valucs which are h2ld in common
by all. Consequently, such discussions or dnvestigations might veveal
to rhe students that perhaps there arz some basiec moral principles
that make it possible for peuple to live communally. Again, the
approach scems fanlty in thal when, for example, a teacher respects
every individunl students' personul preferences on the level of
actions, then the concept of social {recdom is dangerously dromatized.
That is, when tlie freedom to do what onc wishes irrespective of the
wiches of others, the conscequence might be what we refer to as
"perivissiveness', which I takc to be antithesis of morality. So,
although the Value Clarilication approach succeeds in making Lhe
students sensitive to sowe of the important [actors to be consideved
in wmoral issucs, it would be dinadequate Lo stop al this level. It is
inodequate in that students are likely to belicve that movality
deponds salely on dndividual tastes. Such students would be inadequately
prepared when confronted with a real moval problom.

Kohlbersy snd his associates, on the other lind, seem to be

stressing au important point that has been dgnored by the ¥alue Clarifi-

calion approach: that for one to grasp the higher moral principleg
ipleg,
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vhiile T amyoort Boliberg's argepent that L development of meral
judement ghility dis neecosary for o moture noral action, the claim

secins to have been poshed beyond its Limit=. This is pevhaps indicatoed

by Kohlberp's inabil to explnin why onc would be unable to make a

mature moral decisiun even when we enuld rill sav he has a malture

roral jondmecnt ability. kehlberp attributcs the inahi'ity to make

wature mornl decisions Lo @ weaknoss of

Secondly, amother weakness thai s revealed by cognitive-develop—

mental auproach is its over-emphasizing the importunce of reason at the

expense of moking Cthe students awarc of the moral inconsistencies and

contradictions at the level of an individual. Subsequently, moral

cducation becomes just another intellectual exercise for the students

to engage in. And [inally, Iohlbery as a moral educabor secus to have

committed the fallacy of division by trying to reduce a comnlex concepl
14

into, perhaps cne of its contintuent =, This is when he asserts that

rhie conceopt of justice is the bedrock of morality. Although T would

not deny that the concept of justice is imporkant, T would be hesitant

to consider it as the sole basis of morality.

For those who advocate the cognitive approach to moral education,

T think the same crificisms 1evelled against the cognitive—developmental

approach would be used. Tt is difficult to see how mere knowledge

about moval problems is likely to change one's behaviour towards
P

anothers. The Cognllivists serm Lo be ignoring what the moral

philosophors have hecn calling the 'is-oupht’ problem. Thus students

' 14 ] : ;

| .A. Reid, Philasophy and Fducation: An Introduction. (Lendon:
Heinemann, 1962), Chapter IN. Professor Reid scems to be saying that
the basis of moralicy s inter-personsl relationship,
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corvld be hawving the same knovledge about a certain moral issve but

fasl Lo ~oncur when it came te mating docisions on that same iaque
£.20 Coenclusion

Tooking at the question of noral cducsation as a whole through the

three approaches discussed above, feir dmperbant points seem to stick

out clearly., TPirst, cach ol the appreaches secm Lo be stressing the

imporrarce of eithcor [acts concerning morals, reasonind ability about

moral dssues or the commitmeal Lo a moral code or moral principles. It

is Lruc Cthat the students have to acquirc some knowledee relevant to

moral issucs. TFor example, they have o be able to see school rules

as tools toward a moral point of view. The students have also to see the

relaticonship betwean school rules and legal rules or any other code

of repulalion thal poverns 4 particular intcrest-groun.

Secondly, although general Imowiedre ahout movality 1s

necesszry, it is not sufficient. The srudenis bave to he encouraged

to develop an ahility in reasoning about moral issues, using the facts

they alrcady have. At this juneture, the grudenta may come to the

realisation that factual knowledge and reasoning ability are perhaps

not enough in a moral decision-making situation. Thus, one would:

alternatives avel wuad he has the same

be liable to taking different

facts about the situation in question. This fact might again exXpose
to the student the view that moral education involves more than factual

knovledere and reasoning power. It involves one being commitied to

L ~~feion 1 1ne
certain moral principles, a fact that mokes every decicion involving
. : inciples invoelved are
moral issues a painful one cspecially when the principles dnveives =

1 ¢ ot par in irportancé. 1 think the school envicvonment would
glmost ot



help “he stedonts to eonit themeelves to well reassoncd principles by
cagaring then dn the decisivn~-nabine process.  In that way, the
students are ho ad to see sone of the practical prebicms involved in

rule-Ffollowing especially whore personal values conflict with the

soecietal valurs in some peculior situations,

Thirdly, it has been shova, 1 hone, that for anv approach

te moral edn:ation to succeed, a neasure of freedom or openncss and a

measire of guidance or control is essential, The reason behind s

that for the students to acquire internal discipline, as a vesult of
external dis:ipline, they have to unde:stand what is invelved in rule-
following. Tor the students to understand what is involved in rule-
Ffollowing, they have to understand their (rules) comnection with the
ascumed meral principles. And lastly, for the students to be able to

undcrstand the connection Letween school rules and gencral moral

principles, they have to be involved personally. In other words, they

have to discuss moral issucs without any inhibition or intimidation.

But zs indicaoted earlier, this does not mean that students could

dovelop morally by qust reasoning or understanding moral issues. It
1 ¥y by ] !

is here that the student would need some guidance. In this light, a

moral view should be exposed to them. This point is aptly put as

Kristol says: "'Peimissivencss' and 'authoritarianism’ are indeed two

possible poles of moral discourse - they are, both of them, the poles

that come intu evistence when the centre no longer holds, The centre

is nuthority".la Tor Hristol, authority should mcan the exercisc of

power toward some norally affirmed end in such a rea onable way as to

]b]. Kristol, "Moral and Fthical Developmem in a Democratic
Society", in D. Purpel & K, Ryan, Op. €if., P. 380.
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o T r acceptance and sanctlion., OF course, the students should

ige any position put forvard by the teacher

hoase the icecdom to chell

or any of their superiors.
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Anotlier interesting point that sceoms tn cmerge in our discussivn
- - JoAAL

is the importanee of the envirenment and the part it has to play in

roral educatfon in school. By envirenmnent here we mean the soclety cr

what poecs on ontside the school fato. I would agree with those who

teke seocicty as an inpavtant facter concribuging Lo our success or

failure in moral edveation in school. that many cducators secm to be

saying is that, it would be ivonical te try to make students im the

school envirvcument understand or even be comaitted to moral principles

that do mot work in practical situvations. Tor example, it would be

difficult to have the students underscanding  and getting themselves

cormitted to tle principles of justice or eguality while what 1s por-

trayved by the society is an unjustifliable injustice or inequality.

Again, there are indlcaljons that even for thase that are directly
suvolved in meral education, there secms to be two moralities. One
merality for the moral cducators while the other is for moral education
students. Tn other words, we seem 1O be prescribing one thing while
comnit ied to another, therefore, doing another thing. If we are to
succeed in guiding cud students ox youths Lo committing themselves to
a moral point of view thal we thinik is viable, then we have to do away
with the double standards. To do away with the inherent double
standzrds, fare's conditions of universalization and prescriptivism
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matter has not heen sertlad vat. This dindicates that more rescarch
into this problem would act dbe wasteful. The effort would not be
wasteful in that it might be able to help the educator to distinguish
roral values from non-moral values. Turthermore, the effort might be
able to put scme light into the question of whether or not morality

is based on one or more absolute principles and if not so, what degree

of relativity do we allow, both in moral and non-moral values, with

regard to different socicties? These efforts would be of great help

to an educator in that he could take the task of moral cducation with

a sense of direction and some confidence.



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 some of the suggestions
and tentative conclusions of the major issuecs with regard to educational
implications.

Our conceptual analysis of the two basic terns; free will and
determinism has revealed the fact that both have many shades of mean-

ing. That most scholars have tried to discuss the two principles

without first clarifying the shade of meaning each was subscribing to.
The result of their efforts has often been confusion, attacks and
counter—-attacks betwern opponents and proponents of each ol the two

doctrines. Tor example, often times, determinists want to use other

chades of determinism to prove the truth of metaphysical deteyminism
et s

(physical determinisi and psychological determinism) which is based

on the principle of causality. On the other hand, the libertarians

seem to be elevating a1l shades of frecdom to metaphysical freedom, a
doctrine that is diametrically opposed to metaphysical determinism.
. determinists and libertarians have
‘ 7 se sgsumptions by bhoth
The p]esuppouud as
i r dis sion of Broad's and Canpbell's
i i rated in our discus
been well illus
wi determinism coutroversy. In
i i - the free will versus
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These uncausced events include human actions for if not so, then the
concept of moral responsibility would be an illusion.

Beusides the two seemingly extreme posilions above, there are
those who take a rather wmoderate positien. These group of scholars
we have noted, contend that with regard to human beiugs, a measure of
both freedom and determinism applies. And that it is in this context
that the concept of moral responsibilitv derives its meaning.

But our inkterest in Che problew of free will versuvs determinism
has been its relationship to human actions. This realization has
prompted us to study more critically the basis of the arguments for
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 1is considered as both free and
determined, we have attempted to penctrate him through two perspectives.

In the first place, claims that man is determined are based on
the scientific studies on the nature of man. In the light of this
view, we have tried to understand the nature of man by utilizing past
and present gseientific findings on his biological and environmantal

constinuents. But our utilization of the scientific findings about

rhe natuvre of man required that we first of all, understand the basis

f the geientific method not only as it applies to human beings but
of >

; as it 1s used to cxplain nature in general. Our initiative
lso a=

1s this direction made it clear that although the method of
towaras :

.~ based on the doctrine of metaphysical determinism, whose
i c 15
scient

. ;s the principle of causality, its truth (scientific method)
o on =
core nOEJ.
B demonstfated scientifically.
cannoe
s vhouch we do not seem Lo know exactly how and when a
Thus » althous



1ife-process begins, nonetheless, we now understand that each individual
jis a uvnlqua composition of genes inherited from both the father and the
mother. Those renes could be analysed further into some of the simple
elements that compose our world which includes iron, water and salts.
Further than that, an individual is continuously being influenced by
his environment: the family background, the neighbours, the ecology,
the value system and the entire concept of what is the good life.
These two basic determinants of man arc so complicated that the
possibility of two or more people born of the same parents and in the
same environment resemnbling each other completely is eliminated.
Therefore, our scicntific study of man has shown that he is a part of
nature and this nature is perhaps, the very matrix from which his very
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 abovs basic determinants of man, that admission does not
necessarily exclude them from retaining the contention that some of
the human actions are iree. TFor such scholars, the strongest 'proof'
of the truth of human freedom is what is regarded as personal experience,
This is the claim that man scems to be free at the point of making
decisions about what course of action to take in each occasion. Hence,
moral decisions ar. cited as illuminating examples of free actions.

But of course the proposition admitting the nature of man as
determined and free at the same time poses a problem of a contradiction.
ain away the apparent contradietion, scholars such as Campbell

To expl

wued that 1o macicer how efficient the merhod of sc’a2nce is, it would
arg

help us to anderstand human freedom. Campb=ll then suggested
not D&
an as he feels or experiences at the moment of making

chat we treat @
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moral decisiens. In a word, Campbell is advocating that we sce man
sutjectivelv, that is, in terms of his personal experiences. In view
of the above contention, an impression is created to the effect that
man is composed of two modes of reality: the objective mode which
could be pene trated through the method of science and the subjective
mode usually referred to as the 'self' which only a person himself

could know. That is, to know the self would require a personal

encounter.

One of the major metaphysical questions to arise out of this
particular conception of man concerns individuality and self-identity
of man as a person; the degree of his self-sufficiency and freedom from
anything else. The question which could be asked is this: how far is
man's identity submerzed and over-whelmed within the totality of nature
in general, having shared his basic determinants with other beings in

nature? Or, how unique and how similar is man with regard to other

human nature! The problem becomes even more problematic when we affirm

that the self cannob be known through other means except through the

subjective way: through personal experience, I think it is true

that we cannot understand the gelf through the method of science
( bjcctive method). But this implies that we cannot understand other
0 1 & -

human beings' experiences; that we can only understand what we
. f we cannot understand the experiences of
‘o erconally. I
gxperience P
. : o are nobt in a position to judge their actions
e T it means we ai -
others then
ggumed O emanate from the self., This prompted us to
which ave asst®
pt of man as both objective and subjective modes,
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Our attenpt to have a satisfactory concept of man has driven us
to review what Strawson has discussed concerning the metaphysical
concept of a person. To start with, Strzwson has discussed uhat he
teyrmed as the Cartesizn duvalism theory of man (this could be cquated
to what we have called objective and subjective modecs of man) which
sces man as two substances: his physicnl and non-physical character-
istics. He dismisses this theory by arguing that a notion of seif as
pure individual consciousness that is isolated from any physical
characteristics of man is something that cannot exist ss a primary
concept of a person. Again, granted that an incorporeal phenomenon
existed, it would be difficult if not impossible to know personal
experiences of other human beings through their physical characteristics
or behaviour. This position as we saw when discussing the objective-
subjective modes of man impliea that our woral judgments about other
people's acticns are based on a false premise: that there is a
necessary connection between one's behaviour and his self. To put it
in another way, there is a necessary connection between the objective

and subjective modes of man.
Discarding the Cartesion dualism theory, Strawson discussed the

no ownership doctrine of self. This ic the theory that stipuiates

that experiences could only be identified with one of only they were
™ g

11y connected with his pbysical characteristies or his hody. In
causa

ords only actions that are conneccted with my body could be
other g “

: gition, Strawson argued, seems to cut out the
callcd mine. Tiids pOFBETOn, i
- » a concept of man as a seri
) ;rporﬁal modc of man and to create a c P -ies of
incor] -
geacly, this position raises the question as to how
g [ rnEel] -
acbions. .
v oie achjaved. That is, is it the physical characteristics
{identity L=
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or the non-plvsical characteristics that characterize a person as a
unigue individual? Ayer agrecd with Strewson's arguwent by adding that
if we accepted this concept.o[ a person, then we would have no answver
to thu question as to what malkes two experiences which are separated
in time to be identified with the same person, Strawson concluded
that neither of the two thecries of the concept of a person seem to

be satisfactory. This is because the cencept of person cannot be
analysable into simpler elements and yet retain its meaning. He
suggested that man is neither his physical nor his incorporeal
charactaristics but beth. This conclusion reinforced our contention
that man is both his external and internal characteristics merged into
one. To parody Weiss, each being is something on the inside and from
the ourside, somethiog on the outside and from the inside. He is an
independent individual reality encountering and taking account of
others. And he is all these at once.l Therefore, so0 regarded, man
camiot be limited to what we discover through the natural and social
sciences. Ve have to apply even the humanities and our personal
experiences to understand man.

In terms of actions, we have noted that as human beings, we are
hemmed in both by our possibilities and the contemporary actualities,
and we deal with these from ihie vantage point of our rather stable
character and transient dispositions. The possibilities and
actualities dictate what items in those ranges we shall find most

ypealing and therefore vhat is the renge of material with which we
31 Bt i ]
|
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shall deal viti; cur charactex and dispositions dict_.te what Ztems

ranges ve shall find wmost appealing and therefore what it is

in those

T J“ Veiss, Nature and Man. (New York: H. Holt & Company, 1947),

P 39.



th t we shall in fact deal with.2 The upshot of this concept of man is
that human beings' actions are precisely unpredictable not becausze

they are mysterious beyond our probing, bLut beczuse they are more
dynanic, more private and individual than any cormplete prediction
would allow.

Therefore, granted that man is both determined and free in the
sense we have alrcady shown, we have still to deal with the question
as to what degree of determinism and what degree of freedowm wo have
to allow in judging one as either morally responsible or morslily non-
responsible for his actions. As we have noted, the first hurdles for
any philosophical discussion to clear zre the conceptual ones. 1In
that respect, we have sought through analysis, the meanings that are
usually attached to the term 'responsibility' and its various cognates
in various rontexts. The ouitcome of the analysis has indicated that
there are many uses of the term responsibility and that Che notion of
moral responsibilily in general presupposcs the existence of free will
which one exercises when performing acts which we categorize as free
actions. We have clearly shovmn, I hope that this free will that a
normal human being possesses is nothing mere than what we termed as
psychological freedom, which is not in any way diametrically opposed
to the basic determinants of man, both bioleogical and environmental.
Thus, we generally judge one as morally responsible for his actions if
we have good grounds to assume that a parson was psychelogically free.
Subsaquently, we generally blame or praise someone for actions which
we belleve he was morally responsible for in the sense that he

Xcrcjgud his free will at the time of his deliberation.
enerch

2Ibid., Man's Treedom. (Carbondale: South Illinois University
”1QSO)9 Pe 03.
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Nonetheless, we have no illusion about the exisring problem of
precisely stating the conditions for absolving an individual from
moral responsibility for particular actions. The problem becomes even
more acute when we have to deal with particular actions in particular
situations. We have then argued that although we are confronted with
this problem, we have to retain the institution of punishment as
disapproval, based on psychelogical freedom. We have opted for this
position due to the understanding that blame is usually btaken a device
for daterring individuals from engaging themselves with bechaviours or
actions which have the disapproval of the society. Of course, the
contention that the utility of punishment as a social deterrent device
outuveights the problems incurred in its use has been critised by a
number of scholars, among them the 'abolitionists®,

During our discussion on discipline and punishment it dawned on
us that if we have to justify why we have to prescribe for others
especially the students to conform to certain modes of behaviour, then

it would mean that perhaps there are certain kinds of behaviour or

actions that are considered worthwhile in the eyes of the society. Ve

have argued that if it is true that the society has distinguished what

is right or wWrong, which seems to be actually the case, then punishment

e perhaPS pot the best device. The students have o be made to under-

rand what 1S involved in rule~following. This understanding of the
sts

basis of rule-following has to be acquired through moral educationm.
HhAaSt

In & qutshell, the conclusion of the thesis is that man is

ccally determined DY his biologiral and enviionmental influences.
pasically

this framework of determinism, man does exercise his free

That wi chin

.41 freedom. And that it is only when we assume that

will - jjsyndun]au:ir



on: was exercising free will that we are ready to hold him morally
responsible for particular actions., Thus, the concept of moral
responsibility is based an man's psychological freedom and not on
metaphysical freedom as defined in Chapter I. Subsequently, the
institution of punislment if it has to be used at all as a device for
behaviour modification, ecaution has to be exercised. That is to say,
for any use of punishment, it hos to be malde sure (within the possible
means) that it is the best behaviour modification device in each
particular case. Further, even when it is considered the hest
candidate as a means of behaviour modification device, care should b=
taken that punishment remains a means that it is rather than an end in
itself,

Finally, the concept of punishment and its usefulness would not
be correctl; understood by the receiving end (those subject to the
practice of punishment) if the percnnial conflicts betwaen personal
and social interests are not well grasped. This is where wmoral
education comes in within an educational system. The students have
to be gradually sensitized about the necessity of some fundamental
moral principles such as justice, equality and frecdom. In other
words, the students have to be prepared to live in a society where
moral conflicis are inevitable. MHowever, there are various methods
towards moral education depending on the environment, mental and

emotional maturity of the students.
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