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succession of one such state after ancther is purely a matter of chance,
then it will follow that no stricetly causal laws of its development

can’ be disocovered or formulsted, THor, in either case, can strict
predictions be made, But is it also necessary, I want to ask, to
agsume the non~existence {an ontological matter) of initial states and
causal comnexions in order merely to account for our admitted lack of
precise knowledge of them {an epistemic matter? Are not the experi-
mental fazets equally well 'explained' by the more ageoeptable ~ on

other grounds, yet to be shown ~ epistemic hypothesis that we do not

as yel possess the means for making the neceséary determinations? The
point is that even if we will never possess such means, and even if
Bohm and the like sre never able to construct & plausible theory of a
deterministic substratum, we do not need to conclude that the limitations
of our knowledge are due to a genuine indelerminacgy in the events
themselves, And this brings us to the orux of the matter., For why
should it be thought necessary to give any explanatiocn of the indisput-
able experimental fact that Planck's quantum law imposes limitations

on our ability to make precise simultaneous messurements of complement-
ary parameters? Is nol the mere description of this fact, with which
the so-called ‘epistemic interpretation' of Hinstein, de Broglie, elc.
is content, all that is reguired? In purperting to explain, rather
than simply to describe, ithe experimental facts, the orthodox theory is
curiously inconsistent with the programme of scientific positivism (of
the Mach-Kirchhoff variety) to which, in other respects - e,g, in its
rejection of mnobservables - it strictly adheres,. Bat further, even
as an explanation the ontological interpretation is less than satisfactory
singe it raises, qﬁite unnecessarily, further qne&tionﬁlwhich it cannct
itself answer. As Bridgmen points out, it calls for another explanat-
ory hypothesis which will answer the gquestions: 'How can individuwal
events, each of which is completely haphasard, combine into regular
aggregates uniess there is seme factor of control over thelr combinalion
into aggregates, and what kind of control can there be over a

haphazard event?' {'Determinism and Hodern Science’, DF, 52j. To

put the point more simply, if thsre are real contingencies in the

world - if, indeed, not only some but all evenis occur quite haphazardly
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and at random - it is then necessary to account for appearances to the
contrary, For the epistemic 'interpreiation!, however, it should be
noted, this seemingly unanswerable question does not even arise, Not
only, then, is the ontologilcsl Indeterwinism postulated by the
orthodox theorist unnecessary in the sense that an alternative account
- the epistemic ‘'interpretation' of Einstein, de Broglie, Bohm, sto. -
would suffice Just as well, but it itself calls for a further

explanation, a defect which the latter does not have,

But may not the ontological interpretation still be necessary in
the somewhat different sense of being a loglcaily necessary conseguence
of, or a valid inference from, the empirical facts? Lel us examine
this suggestion for each of the two ontological indeterministic claims
of the orthodox theory., (The thesis of real predictive indeterminacy

need not be considered separately since it reduces to one of these),

{1) The fundamental claim, from which the others are deducible, is
that events and states of affairs in the microphysical world are in
themselves logically indeterminete, Thus Hutten writes: *.., the
deterministic conception of causality has to be abandoned. We say
this for the reason that the microphysical evenis are essentially
indeterminateft {(The Language of Modern Physics, 18L). And Bohm

describes it in this way: ',..as far as any physically observable

variables are concerned, it is not to be supposed that these are just
"uncertain® to us, because we are not able to measure them with
complete precision, Raether, one assumes that their very mode of teing
requires them to be indeterminate.®. {Caugality and Chance in Modern

Physies, footnote, 85),

But, as we shall now see, there are at least four distinct

versions of this claim ~ often ponfusedly vregarded as eguivalent,

{a) One view is that although microphysical events, e.g., the dis-
integration of an atom, ocour at some time or other, they do not occur
at any determinate time, This is implied by the assertion that
Schrédinger's psi-functlon gives a complete description of the single

system concerned., Putting it in terms of microphysical slates of
affairs, this version asserts that although s particle has some position



and some momentum or other, no dstéerminate nosition or momentum can

e predicated of it, i.e, the values of these paramelers are ’blurred’,
‘vague', or ‘'impreciss?, T4 is neither true nor false but merely
indeterminate whether an atom will disintegrate at a specific time

or whether a particlie has a given vosition and mowentum,

But at least ihree Tatal objections gan be hrought agsinst
this interpretation. In the first place, there can be no concelvable
warrant in experience for s statement of this kind, It is granted,
by all concerned, that we do nol know - cannot determine - with
precision the slmultanesus values of the conjugste parsmeters of a
miorophysical system, but it doss n@t follow from thiz ~ as the
official theory would have us believe ~ that these parameters do nob
have simultanecusly precise values, The mistake here made is to
predicate 'vagueness', elg., which iz a purely eplstemic congepi, of

events and states of affairs.

This brings us to the second cobjection, It is lozical nonsense
to allow thal such concepts as those of 'position', 'momentum’,
‘rath’, ‘'initel state', and the like, can properly be predicated
of something while denying thet they cen be predicated determinately
of that thing. TFor if, say, ‘'position' and ‘'momentum' can signif=~
icantly be predicated of a particle - if, that is, a particle is the
kind of thing that bas such properties - then it is not Jjust true but
logically trus (i.e, logically necessary) thet the particle either has
or has not this or that determinate position or momentum., Similarly,
if atoms are the kind of thing which are capable of decaying at some
time or other, then it is leogically necessary that any statement
asserting this or that specific disintegration-time for a particular
atom should be eliher true or false - and determinately so. That
is, it is logleslly necessary that if an stom decays at some time or
pther it decays at a definite itime, For Hinsteln, though not for
his opponents, this is an unguestionable assumption. He points out,
however, that 'such a definite iime-value is not implied in the
deseription by the ¥-function.' And from this he concludes: 'IF,

therefore, the individual atom has a definite disintegration-time,
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then as regards the individual atom, its deseription by means of the
Y-function mast be interpreted as an incomplete deseriptioni! ('A

Reply to Criticisms'® AEPS, 668),

The final objection is that it is Just not irue, as a matter of
fact, that atoms have no definite disintegration-time, or that a
particie has no determinate position or msmentum. TFor it is concedsd
by the theory itself thst we cun determine, with whatever precision
we choose, elther the position or the momentum of a particle, though
not, of course, both together, Indeed, this cen be deduced from
Heisenberg's uncertainty relations which permit the determination of
the value of one parameter with complete precision - at the expense,
howsver, of the somplete imprecision of the determination of the value

of its conjugate parameter.

(v) It iz sometimes said, more radically, that the whole concept

of the 'initial state’ of a system is inapplicable to the microphysiocal
sgvstems which are the concerm of guanium mechanics, i,e, that such
concepts as those of position and mamentum are not progerly to be
predicated of sub-atomic pariicles at all - whether determinately ov
indeterminately. This is what is meani when physicists tell us that
in the new mechanics, as distinct from the old, the concept of the path
of a particle 'has no meaning', oragain, that the conceptual scheme of
slassical deterministic physics 'breaks down' in the new ph
It amounts to saying that it is & caleporv-misiake to speak of
electrons and the like as if thev were the kinds of things of which

position and momentam, etc., can be predicated,

But there are s number of insurmountable problems for this view,
In the first place, only if by 'particle' the gquanium physicist does
not mean anything like whatwe ordinayily mean by that word can he avold
saying that microphysical particles, like macrophysical ones, have at
least some positlion or other and some momenium or other. And what
reason could an experiment of any kind afford for saying thst mioro-
physidal particles are logically or categorially different from macro-
physical ones, except that in the case of the former, but not of the

latter, the experimental situation preciudes exact values of these



conjugate parameters being determined siﬁulianeﬁ&siy for them? = But
from this there follows only the operational imgoééibility’bf‘éuch
precise predication, not the logical impossibility of these parﬁiéles
having such parameters., Again, this particular view is elearly
refuted by the fact, already noted, that the theory does in fact

permit at least the disjunctive predication of ‘'position’ and 'momentum’
of microphysical systems. Indeed Heisenberg, it should be noted, even
acknowledges the possibility of performing experiments which pefmit o
the precise determination of the values of these paramsters coﬁjﬁnctf
ively, and attempts to reconcile this admission with his uncertsinty
relatliong by saying that such precise simalianeous measurements, even
if operationally compatible, are theaetically sterile since they do
not enable us to predict the particle's future state {as if a sia@emeﬁi:
of initial conditions alone gould suffice for the purpose of predicﬁing:
future states!). Popper (The Logic of Scientific Discovery, 219) and
Margenau (The Nature of Phvsical Realitv, 376) also &escriﬁé'similar
experiments which allow the precise caloulation of the state of an

slectron at & given instant or its paih between two instants to be ma&e;;
I am not at all sure that I understand how these experim@ﬁﬁs can he.. .
reconciled with the claims of Heisenberg’s Uncertainty FrihCiple; but
even supposing that they ean,’i;g. that they do not refute this |
Principle, the fact that they are possible at least shows the falsity

of the claim that, in the new mechanics, the concepts of the ‘initial
state' and the 'path' of a microphysical entiiy have nc meaning,

Bohrt's argument that if the parameters of a particle cannot be known
simultaneously then the particle does not have such parameters simult-

aneously, is not only invalid but its conclusion is false,

(a) A third version of the claim that microphysical objects and
events are themselves essentially indeterminate is stated by Bridgmen
as follows: 'sinoe an object never ocours naked but always in conjunétm
ion with an instruoment of measué%ant or the means by which we acguire
knowledge of it, the concept of "object™, as something in and of
itself, is an illegitimate cnei. {'Determinism in Modern Sclence’, IF,
48)e Thus, he explains, '...if one no longer thinks of an electron.
as an "object", but as an aspect of what happens in particular kig&s



of physical situation... the paradox diséppears even from such statements
as that we can Ychoose® whether the elsciron is {o havse positign or
velocity, The electron in an& by itselfl does not "have' either position
or velocity; these pertain to what happens in the vwhole situation,
ineluding the instrumentationi! (60}, Similarly, Grinbaum writes:
'eeodit 18 because these classically conceived attributes do not Jointly
exist to begln with that they camnot be obtained by simltanecus

measurenent ... Instead of belng simultanecous Yautonomous” atiributes

of the microphysical cobject, belonging to it independently of the

particular expervimental arvangement into which it enters, exact

theoretical values of conjugate parameters are each only interactlonel
properties of an stomia object that is coupled indivisibly to a

particular kind of observational macro-seb-up.’ {(*Complementarity in
Quantunm Physics and I4s Philosophical Gemeralisation’, JP, 1957, Ti7).

This interactionist thesis of Bridgman and Grunbaum, we are
told, ought not to be confused with what Grinbaum describes as the
thesis of ‘mecrophysicalism®, viz. the thesis that atomic objects them-
selves do not have an avtonomous existence,  VWhat is claimed here is
only that certein of the classical atiributes of such objects are nou-
autonomous, The difference, according to Grunbaum, is shown by the
Tact that 'To assert that the particular pairs of atiributes which

furnished the mechanical state descriptions in classical physics are
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neither aulonomous nor theorstically comjunctive but rather interactional
end theoretically disjunctive does not itself entail that there are no
other attributes of, say, an electron whose existence is independent

of whether the electron is observeds. (177). But here our firsi
difficulty arises. Although, as Grinbaum claims, interactionism does
not by itself entail macrophysicalism (which he rejects), it is not at
all clear that there is any pragwatic or operational difference beiween
them, For Grinbanm does not tell us what ‘other' atiributes of an
eiectron there might be which are not purely interactional and
theoretically disjunctive, i.e. which are autonomous in the reguired
senge: nor are any such abtributes ever involved in the wicrophysical

desoriptions of quantum theory. Bub, further, even if interactionism

dpes not itself entail macrophysicalism, the latter is deducible from



it in conjunction with Behr's Principle of Complementarity which
Grinbeun and Bridgman both accept. For it is asserted by the Principle
of Complementarity that there are no paramelers of microphysical systems
which are not reciprocelly related in complementary pairs, i.e, which
are not ‘interactional and theoretically disjunctive.' In other

words, an interaciionmist can avold the implausible ontology of macro-
physicalism only if he renounces his belief in the Principle of
Complementarity which is usually regarded as an essential part of

the official interpretation,

A& gecond defect of interactionism is that the kind of argument
on which it rests either begs ihe gquestion or is fallacious. Consider,
for instaence, the form in which Bridgmen puts it: 'since an object
never occurs naked but always in conjunction with an instrument or the
means by which we acquive knowledge of it, the concept of "object”,
a8 something in and of itself, is an iliegi%imaie ONE, ! Bridgman here
sppears to come dangerously close to macrophvsicalism, Bul this aside,
it is plain that, as he puts i1, the argument begs the guestiocn, For
what he takes as his premise ~ 'an object never occurs naked' - lis
eguivalent to his conclusion - that an object does not exist 'as some-
thing in and of itself,.' And if the argument is altered so as to
aveld this circulariiy i1t becomes fellacious., For what experimental -
or more broadly, ezperiential - evidence could there sver be for an
-ontological conclusion such as this? Certainly, experience can tell
us that an objeclt never is observed ‘to cccur naked bul always in
gonjunction with...the means by which we acquire knowledge': indeed,

his is & truism. But it does not follow from this that an objsct
‘never ocours naked', i,e. never exists 'as something in and of itself.’
Suck a conclusion -~ far from being a trulsm -~ is almost certainly false,

At all events, if could never derive sny support from experience,

Further, even 1T we were to¢ suppose the thesis of interactionlsm
to be true, it would not in the least count against the truth of the
Causal Principle, Thal it would upset the simple ‘Spectator-theory’
of knowledge is undoubted. That it would necessitate the revision of
our clasgical conception of such parameters as position and momenium as

autonomous atiributes of microphysical objects is probable. Bub it



would not bave the slightest tendeney %o falsify the claim that there
are precise conditions for the occurrence of aii'inﬁivi&ual events

and precise paramelers delerwmining the state of every object - whatever
the ontologiocal status of events and objects mey be -~ such that if
these were known together with the relevant causal laws of thelr
development, it would be possible to predict future events and future

states of affairs.

{a) Finally I want to give brief attention to ithe macrophysicalist
thesis that there are no determinate states of microphysieal systems
since the latter do not exist independently of being observed or even,
perhaps, do not exist at all, The importance of this thesis, which
is asserted by both the leaders of the orthodex ‘'Copenhagen’ interprétu
ation, Bohr and Helsenberg, follows from the fact that, according to '
Bohr himself 'the renunciation of the ideal of causality in atomic
physics which has been forced upon us is founded logically onl¥ on our
net being any longer in a position to speak of the autonomous bebaviour

of a physical object:! ('Causality and Complementarity’, 2S¢, 1937, 290).

What is the genesis and status of this thesis? As I see it, it
is a purely philosophical thesis deriving principasliy from the adoptioﬁ 
of a phileOphical theory of meaning, viz. an dmpirical Decldability, -
or more precisely, a Verifiability, theory of meaning, Following the
lead of Mach and other sclientifie positivists liks 0lifford and Pearson,
Bohr and Helsenberg set out to rid physics of all iis fmetaphysiéal*
elements - to dispense, in accordance with Occam's Razor, with unnec-
essary assumpitions and unobservable entities. Ay thelir instrument in
all this was a verifiability or operationalist theory of meaning,

Thus Hutten remarks that Heisenberg ‘emphasised the need for the
empirical verifiability of our sentences; and he demanded that in the
desoription of physisal processes only such symbols should be employed
as refer, in the most direct manner possible, to observable properties.it
{The Language of Modern Physiss, 160). It is not surprising, then, that
the path taken by so many modern physicists should lead to Berkelelan

condlusisns. The maxim of macrophysicialism, it appears, is equivalent =

4o Berkelev's 'esse percipi'. David Bobm describes the position thgs;




'in the usual interpretation of the guantum theory5-§§iatém has no

properties at all when it is not observed. Indeed, one may say that

its only mode of being is to be observed; for the notion of an atom
existing with uniguely definable properties of its own even when it

is not interacting with a piece of ohserving apparatus, is meaningless
within the framework of this point of view.! {Causality and Change in

Modern Phvsies, 92).

Now I should have thought that a thesis of this kind was more
befitting for metaphvsics than for science - thet it was bad philosophy
and even worse physics., For the macrophysicalism of the official
theory'is not a valid inference from, or interpetation of, the
experimental facts of quantum physics: theres is no congelvable
shservation which oould establish either the truth or the falsity of
the propogition 'an atom has no properties at all when it is not
observed,! Indeed, it is - as I see it =~ the supreme example of a
purely metaphysical thesis masqguerading as a physical theory. Paré~
doxically, it appears that the demand for verifiability has led to &
theory which is itself wnverifiable, But this is Jjust because the
demand for thé empirical verifiability of our sentences is methodol~
ogically sound only so long as it is not interpreted as a criterion of
meaning, i.e. so long as it is not taken to involve the meaninglessness
of the unverifiable., One may guite legitimately decide to assert only
what is given by experience but it is wrong to suppose that this entails
the denial of what is not given by experience: certainly 'X is
chserved to exist' entails *X exists’, but 'X is not observed to
exist’ does not entail *X does not exist’. It is this sort of
sonfusion which I take to be exemplified both in Berkeley's doctrine

of esse percipli and in all those arguments from experience which

purport to establish a real or ontological indeterminatensss or

indeterminism,

(2)  The thesis of Causel Indeterminism, as it is asserted by the
official interpretation of guantum mechanics, can now be dealt with
more éasily; For the principal reason given for holding that there

are no causal connexions between determinate states of microphysical



systems - indesd the only reason, according to Bohr - is ihat no such
determinaﬁe states exist. And T have already deali with thal contention,
If, then, Bohr's claim were correct, there would be no more to be

said; for we would successfully have deprived the 'renunciation of

the ideal of causaliiy' of whal Bohr holds to be its only logical

ground, But it is plain that Causal Indeterminism mey be founded
logically on other grounds tece, There would be mo inconsistency in

. conceding the logical determinaieness of events and states of affairs

at the guanium mechanical level while al the same time denying that

such events and states of affairs are reiated to sach other by laws

of invariable succession. d the latter denial would by itselfl,

if it could be substantiated, demonstrate the falsity of the claims

of Causal Determinism,

But can it be substantisted? It is somelimes clalmed thai
even if we were able to perform precise measurements of both the
gonjugate parameters of an eleciron al a specific instant of time, it
would be found that the precise state of the dectreon so defined is
only haphazardly related to iis future states, Imaginary experiments
of this kind are emvisaged by Helsenberg, Margenau and Popper. Of
such experiments Crilnbaum claims: ‘'The important point here is that
such meszwrements, though entirely compatible operationally, are

not theoretically significani: the specific simmliansous values

furnished by them cannot be regarded as defining a precise state of
the atomic entity productive of information conceyning its past and
future behaviour in the manner of classical physiesi®.. (JP, 1957, 714).
And he goes on to elaim thet 1f we do regard them as defining such

& precise stute, repeated runs of the same experdment will show thai
wE Wefe mistaken since the future values of ils parametéers would
spread in acgordance with the Uncertainty Principle, 'Thust?, he
conaludes, ‘what is wong with the kinds of simultaneous wmessurements
we are considering is not that their joint execution and issuance

in definite numerical values is operationally impossible; instead

it is that the sharp values they do yield via gompatible operations,
when both are interpreted as exact values of the conjugate paramelers
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of the theory, are at best theoretically sterile and at worst a source
of false predictions, Accordingly, the Heisenberg principle must be

understood as asserting that no theoretically significant exact

measurements of conjugate values can be operationally compatible, 1.2
similtaneously performeble,’. (715) (where 'theoretically significant’
means ‘'productive of predictions'), Wow it is clear that some such
experiment as that here enviseged must be performable if the present
ciaim is to be substantiated, i.,e. if the supposedly irreducible
statistical ‘'laws' of quantum theory are mot to be attributed merely
to the indeterminateness of microphysiéal states bWk rather to the
non-causal character of the relations belween them. This is the
only sort of empiricsl evidence which could establish Causal Indster-
minism without involving the difficuliies we have found in the thesis

that guantum mechanical evenis are themselves indeterminste,

But even then it carmot establish it; for other diffioulties
too are involved. The first congerns the status of such imaginary
experiments in guantum theory itself, As I said before, it is not
at all clear how, if at all, such experiments can be held to be
operationally possible consistently with Heisenberg’s'Uncertaintj
Principle, Popper commenis on a similar case in which a physiaist,
Jordsn, constructs an ilmaginary experiment to illusirale the Principle
of Complementarity: 'the very experiment by which he illusirates this

pringiple mayv be shown to refnﬁ?itéﬁ  {The Logic of Bolentific

Discovery, 455), Similarly, the Heisenberg Principle, as ordinarily
understeod, does rule out the possibllity of making simultaneous
precize mpeasurements of conjugate parameters and not mersly - as
Grimbaum would have us believe - the theoretical significance of such
operations, il.e. their use for prediction, At least, if it does not
preclude such measurements, then all the interpretations, previously
considered in (1), which purpert to show that microphysical systems
do not have determinate states, together with Bohr's claim that the
renunciation of the Causal Principle follows from this alone, must be

mistaken, While if it does ~ a8 is usually assumed - involve ihe
impossibility of these measurements, then the argument in the present



case collapses; Por sinee it is then not the case that the state of a
system gen be determinately stated it is little wonder thai no state-
ments of its invariant relationship to other determinate siates can

be formulated, I cannot see any way oul of this dilemma.

But suppose there is a way oub, Even so, I want ‘o argue,
there are other difficulties which concern, not the status of this
imaginary experiment vis-id-vis the rest of quantum theory, but its
alleged indeterwinistic implications. Assume, then, the corrsciness
- of Grunbaum's claim that the Uncertainty Principle asserts only that
exact simultaneous measurements of conjugate parsmeters are theoretlcally
insignificant, not that they are cperatiohally incompatible, Does
this theoretical insignificence of such measurements - i.,e. their
uselessness for predicting - entail what he calls ‘*the Copenhagen
view that the temporal evolubtion of the mechanical properties of
individuoal atoms is drreducibly statistioco-deterministlc rather than
deterministic.'? (720), The arcument thai it does appears fo go like
thisy it is claimed that even if we can determine ihe preclse simult-
aneous values of Lhe sonjugate parameters of a single particle at two
successive instants, we still cannot formulate causal laws of its
development of the form, *If it and g at %y, then ps and gop atl in';
for when we repeat our experiment we will find that the same initial
state - pp and g1 at 1 - is not always followed, after the same |
time interval, i.e. alt ip, by the state p, and go, bul rather that
the values of its porameter-variasbles ('p' and 'g') 'spread' in a
statistical or probabilistic mamner., It is, therefore, causally
contingent whether the szame initial state of 2 system ~ as delermined
by our measurements - will be followed by this, or that, or some
other particular state of the system; bubt, at the same time, ithe
ageregate of these sitale-soguences in repeated runs of the sane
experiment will be found to conform to certain statistically regular
patterns, This is what Grunbaum weans when he talks about the
temporal evolution of the mechanical properties of individual atoms
belng ‘irreducibly statistico~dsterministic rather than deﬁerministieo*
Lenzen explaing the difference between statistical regulariiles and

deterministic or dynamieal regularities like this: 'If a system is



prepared so that it is in a state of maximum determinateness, and if
the same experiment is performed on the system many times, then
except for chance fluctuations the same frequencies of distribution
cof results will follow, a2t all instants of time and positions in
space. If a system is subject to gmamical causality, t he results

of an experiment will be ihe same for all systeme at all ipstants and
positionsit  {The Nature of Physical Theory, 26), Like Griinbaum,

Lenzen claims that whereas ‘'in classical‘ghysics it was assumed that

a statistical regularity is the manifestation of a more basic
dynamical regularity ... quantum theory has introduced statistical

regularities which are not reducibdle, but fundamental.’

e are now in & posiiion to state more clearly what it is
that is in dispute., Ve are comsldering the claim that there are
performable experiments in which the purely probabilistiec, non-
deterministic characier of ihe formulae which describe ithe development
of microphyvsical systems cannot be attributed fo the indeterminaleness
of the states of those systems since their conjugate parameters for
any given instant of time can be determined with complete precision -
in a way which seems, to me at least, to be inconsistent with
Hsiseﬁberg’s Uncertainty Principle, The question is simply whether
we must conclude from this that there is a real musal indeterminacy
in the development of these microphysical systems, or, in other words,
whether the probabilistic formulse or statistical regularities which
quantum theorists use today are irreducible and fundamental, l.e.
not eapable of suplenation in terms of & deterministic substratum-

of hidden variables,

Like de Broglie {in the passage quoted earlier), I believe that

‘such an extrapolation does nobt appear in any way to be Justified.!

What the argument overlocks is that neither the prineigle Poame
cause, same effect', nor the Causal Principle which involves it, can
conclusively be refuted by evidence that two or more apparently

identical systems do not have the same effecls, i,e. do not develop

in the same waye. For it can always be argued -~ a8 was shown

eariier - that if two such gystems do not develop in the same Way,



then, despite appearances, their initial conditions could not have
heen, in all respects the same, Indeed, solentists often };;ro'eeéﬁ
as if 'having such and such an effect'® were the very definition of
‘having such and such & cause', Arthur Pap, for instance, in his
doctoral thesis The A Priori in Phvsical Theory {65) quotes Max

Planck as writing: 'The state of a waterial system at & glven instant

is the function of all those variables the value of which at that
instant completely delermines the whole development of the processes
whioh take place in the system’! Counsidered in this light, it is
ciear that in the present instance the very fact that the simultanecus
exact meagurements of the conjugate parameters of an electron do not,
28 i3 shown by repeated experiments, ‘completely determine the whole
development of the processes which take place in the system’, tan

be taken to count ageinst the supposition that these measurements
adeguately characterise the initial siate of the electron., In other
words, if the state pp-and-g; at %y is not invariably followed al

EQ by the gtate 22”&n&~32 {where the time-interval 31»32 isg invariaat)§
then this will ocount as svidence for holding either that the values

of ‘p"and 'gq® could not have bheendetermined with complete precision
afté; all, ogathat the state-deseription 'py and gy is not & complete

stale-description - even although completely sharp values have been

-given to its parameter-variables,

Wow the segond possibility here envisaged is identical with
that postulated by Grunbaum when, in attempting to disitingush his
own interactionist thesis from that of macrophysicalism, he claims
that the particular pairs of attributes which furnish the mechanical
state~-deseriptions of classical physies may not be the only sttributes
predicable of wmicrophyaloal aystems, {Singe his own thesis is that
the glassiecally concelved parameters of physical systems are whelly
interactional, he can avoid macrophysicalism, and so allow the
autonomous existence of microphysical objects, only by supposing
that such objects possess 'other' attributes which are not inter-

actional, nor, therefore, olassical). Thus, merely because a

given system has been described with complete precision so far as



its classical perameters are concerned, it does not follow that the
state of the s¥stem hag been completely described in respect of all
its attiributes: it may be thatw need to take into account the
values of other, non~classgicel or 'hidden’, state-variables if we
care o give a completely adequate description of the stale of a
microphysical system., Similarly, merely because two systems are
alike in respect of their classical parameters it does not follow
that they are completely alike, i.e. the same in respect of all
their possible attributes: nor, therefore, does it follow that, if
their future states are different, we must conclude that the principle
'Same cause, same effect’ is false. For thelr initlal states, as

compietely determined by both classical and non-classical parameters,

may have heen different also., There is no contradiction between

‘Same cause, same effect® and 'Different cause, different effect’,

It is Just this §os&ibiiity of the existence of a delerministic
subsiratum of 'hidden' wvariables which leads de Broglie to reject
what he regards as the unjustified extrapclation from 'the uncertaln
and incomplets character of the knowledge that experiment at its
present stage gives us' to ithe orthodox claim that this is 'the
result of a real indeterminacy of the physical states and of their
evolution's For he continues; ‘It iz possible that looking into
the future to a deeper level of reality we will be able to interpret
the laws of probability and gquantum physics as being ihe statistical
resulis of the development of completely determined values of variables
which are at present hidden from us', Again, Einstein adopts this
point of view when he writes: 'Assuming the success of efforts 4o
accompliish a complete physical description', - a descoription which,
he claims, the statistical formulae of the present guantum theory
do not provide - 'the statistical quantum theory would, within the
framework of future physics, take an approximately analogous position
to the statistical mechanics within the framework of classioal
mechanics., #1 am', he says, 'rather firmly convinged that the
development of theoretical physics will be of this type; but the

path will be lengthy and difficult's, ('A Reply to Criticisms’, ARES,
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672), It is not without significence that David Bohm and others

claim to have made some progress along this path,

But, it may here be objected, there is in quanium theory a
logically rigorous proof - in the form of a theorem of von Neumann -
that no such theory of a deterministic substratum is possible,” This
proof, as Scriven desoribes it, takes as its premises the statistical
descriptions of contemporary guentum theory and then proves ithat
it would be logiceally inconsistent to accept these, the most
plausible descriptions of sub-atomic processes, and maintein that
there exist some underlying deterministic variables of which the
© quantum theory variables are manifestationss,  {'The Present Status
of Determinism in Physies®, JP, 1957, 735). Reichenbach, too,
makes & similar claim for the absclute finaliiy of the present-day
guantum-mechanical descriptions. Thus bis Synoptic Principie
asserts that 'all observational knowledge~ever attainable can be
summarised in the form of a ¥~ funciion; in other words, that the
descri@tién D of a physiocal state given by the}#hfanction is the

most complete description vossible!! (The Direction of Time, 214).

How it might appear to some that the von Neumann theorem
offers us a purely a priori demonstration that o deterministic

. substratum cannot exist, But, as philosophers, we know that a

purely a priori proof of the existence or non-existence of sny malter
of faet is impossible. The theorem, therefore, cannot be purely a
pricri after all but rather must include among its premises at least
one gontingent proposition. And clearly, if this is the case, thén
our rejection of the thecrem's tonelusion does not lead us to self-
contradiction but only to the denial of a contingent proposition:

that is, we can escape von Neumamnn's conclusion by denylng the factual
trath of one or more of his premises., And this means that the
conclusion itself, vigz, that the statistical descriptions of
gontemporary guantum theory are irreducibly indeterministic, takes

on the status of a guestionable and perhaps even arbitrary assumption,

But worse is yet to ovoms, For the theorem begs the question. A8
is clear from Seriven's acoount, the truth of the factual premises



from which it starts, viz. the assumption that present-day quantum-

mechanical descriptions are complete descriptions of what goes on

in the microphysical world, is Just what is in issue. Thus, we may
conclude with David Pohm that 'the conclusions concerning the need
to give up the concepts of causality, continuity of motion, and the
objiective reality of individual micro-objects have been too hasty.
For it is gquite possible that while the gquanium theory, and with it
the indeterminacy prineciple, are valid to a very high degree of
approximation in a certain domsin, they both cease to have relevance
in new domains below that in which the current theory is applicable,
Thus the conclusion thal there is no deeper level of causally determined
motion is jJust a plece of ciroular reasoning; since il will follow
only if we assume beforehand that no such level existss! {Causality

and. Chance in Modern Physics, 95).

To sum up: -~ It is cuite evident that what physicists like
Binstein, de Broglie, and Bohm, all object to, in their own way, 1s
what I have called the gepistemiswontalcgioal confusion' involved in
any reasoning which regards the absence of an experience of causality
a8 equivalent to anaperience of the absence of musality. And what
all the foregoing critigue of gquantum mechaniocs amounts to can be
pﬁt quite simply by saying that the Causal Primciple, l.e., Causal
Determinism, cannot be falsified by any experience whatever since
statements like 'There is no cause for this event' (asssrted by the
ontological interpretation of guantum theory) can never be experi-
mentaily verified, while thers is always the possibility (envisaged
by the supporters of the epistemic interpretation) thai such statements
may be experimentally falsified in the microphysical world (e.g. by
the discovery of a deterministic substratum of hidden variables which
will acoount for both the apparently uite haphazard bhehaviour of
individual objects at the quantum-mechanical level and the fact -
inexplicable for the Copenhagen view ~ that these haphazard eventis
combine into statistically fegular aggregates) just as they commonly

are in the macrophysioal world,
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At the beginning of this chapter I pointed oul that Capsal
Determinism maey be opposed sither on the grounds that it hasz Deen
shown to be false as a matier ol fact, or on ithe grounds of iis
suppesed inconsistency with certain of our sthical beliefs, I
have now completed my reply to the first of these charges. Befors
proceeding to the seoond, however, I propose to consider briefly
an argument, based on the alleged indeterminism of contemporary
quantum physics, by which Libertarians commonly attempt to establish
the existence of Free Will, viz. the so-galled 'argument from physical

indeterminacy,®

Now it is clear that, on my view, any attempt to establish the
truth of the pelief in contra-causal freedom By an appeal to what
Campbell oalls 'such objectively empirical considerations a g the
success or fallure of physicists to re-sstablish strict predictability
ag the basis of particle-physics®, is doomed to failure from the oubtset.
For I claim to have shown in this chapter that no actual or conceivable
‘objectively empirical consideraticns!, i.8. no argument from ezperiencé,

can gver establish the truth of the premises of suehran.argumente

But even if we were Lo grant the factusl truth of this premise,
viz, that guantum mechanics has refuted Determinism, the argument
would still fail for the more important reason that 1t is invalid,
One may legitimately argue that since the falsity of Causal Determinism
is & necessary condiiion of the truth of the Libertarian's Free Will
Theory, the renuncisfion of the Causal Principle in quantum mechanics
has ‘opened the door to human freedom', where this means simply that,
a8 Mabbolt puts it, 'ihe head-on collision between science and free-
will has been avoidedt  But it does not follow from this, as so
many philosophers and physbists would have us bvelieve, that the falsgity
of Causal Determinism - assuming it o have been shown - establishes
the truth of the Free Will Theory itself. For Causal In&e{erminism,
as was shown in Chapter Three, is only the necessary, not the sufficent,
condition of Causal Libertarianism. DPesides, Libertarians seem nol

to have perceived the odd conseguences to which the contrary
agsumphion ~ that Oausal Indeterminism is & sufficient condition of



the possession of Free Will - leads, when taken in conjanciiénIWEﬁh:
the other premise of their argument, z&g.rthe complete indeterﬁinécy -
allegedly shown by quantum theory - of all physical processes, For
instanece, it would then follow (a) that é&ijphysical acts that

human beings perform - not only those which they choose to do, but
those also in which they seem most $o be subject to constraints op
compulsions - are acts of Free Will; (Db) that not only human beings
but other animate creatures too, so far as their behaviour is
explicable in terms of physical processes, possess Free Will and,
moreover, constantly exercise it; and (o) that all physical processes
whatever, from the quantum-jumps of electrons to the spiral motions |
of galaxies, are manifestations either singly or in aggregaﬁe'of faafgf
of Free Will, Perhans these consequences will not seem repugnant’

to everyone - physicists, we reflect, sometimes employ this sort of
animistic language when, for example, they talk about random particles
behaving 'freely' and 'choosing' what their paths are to be - but, for

the Libertarian, such consequences are plainly disastrous.

T must now turn briefly to the second of the two maln tasks
which [ set myself at the beginning of this chapter, viz. the defence
ef Causal Determinism against the bogey of Fatalisnm, (The fact that
I do not give this problem as much attention as the first ought not
to be oconstrued as meaning thal I hold it to be of any less lmportance
but only that I hold it to be of easier solviion,)

¥%hat we are now {o oconsider is a further argument by means of
which Libertariang commonly attempt to refule Cansal Determinism on
the grounds that it is, in virtue of its entsilments, logically - not

Just materially - inconsistent with moral responsibility.

This, the argument from fear.of Patalism, has the following
forms:
'(1) Causal Determinism entails Fatalism.
(2) Patalism entails that no-one is morally responsible.

{3} But it is false that no-one is morally responsible,

o (L) Causal Determinism is false.’

If we wish to reject the conclusion (4), as I do, then, since the



argument is formelly valid, we must reject ai least one of the prémises.

But which?

Premise (3) I hold to be unexceptionsble ~ at least in its
usual sense. That is, unless some special definition of Tmorally
responsible’ 1s intended, I believe it to be irue, as a matter of
fact, that at least some people on at least some occasions are held

morally responsible for thelr actions - and preperly 20,

Nor do I want to dispute premise {(2). For I hold it %o be
a conceptual truth - given the relevant meanings of 'Patalism® and
‘morally respomsible’ - that if Fatalism is true it must be false
that anyvone ig morally responsible, This is evideni from the facts
(a) that Fatalism - in the philosophers® sense of the word here under
discussion - asserts the pointiessness of all buman effort aﬁd-ﬁtri?ingg
i.e. that our wills and desires have no efficacy whatever; and (b)
thet we ordinarily regard it as a necesssry coendition of a person's
being morally responsible for a given action, not only that he be fres
from constraint when performing if, but also that the aot should be
*hig'® in the sense that he, and pot scme-one or something else, was
the causal agent that preduced it, Thus, since Fataliﬂm'éenies'thﬁt_
men are ever causal agents in the sense which is & necessary conditiom
of moral responsibility, Fatalism and moral responsibility are

incompatible,

What, then, of premise (1)? 1Is it the case, as the Libertarian
opponents of Causal Delerminism allege, thet if we believe the future
to be wholly the outcome of causal necessity, we are loglcally
committed to denying any significance, any causal efficacy, foc the
wills and desires of men? This, I am going to suggest, is where the
defect of the 'argument from Fataliasm' lies. [For, as we shall ses,
here - as so ofien elsewhere - the Libertarian's case rests on

gonfusion and fallaciocus reasonings,

What is here in dispute, it must first be noted, is nol the

popular kind of Fatalism portrayed by Russell when, in his essay
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A Free Man's Worship?, he writes: 'mo fire, no heroism, no intenégiy of
thought and feeling, can preserve an individual 1ife beyond thé.grave;
+s» all the labours of the ages, all the devoiion, all ithe inspiratlion,
all the noonday brightness of human genius, are destined to extinction
in the vast death of the solar systemin (Mysticism and Logic, 51).

Altheuegh this kind of Fatalism can be regarded as a conseguence of

Determinism, or, to be more precise, a consequence of a particular thesis
of deterministic science - Russell desoribes i1 as 'the worid which
Science presents for our belief! - it is not the kind of Patalism of
which the Libertarian accuses Csusal Determinism itself, For in this
‘tpopular' sense of the word, Fatalism does not preclude man's moral
responsibility., From the fact that man has an ultimate fats -~ to die -
and that his will becomes wholly ineffectual ‘bevond the grave', it does
not follow that everyihing that happens to him during life is fated or
that before the gravelis will is ineffectual, his hopes and strivings
pointless. It may be true that life is uliimately pointless bul this
does not entail its present pointliessness. Only the latter kind of
'pointlessness’, the kind of Fatalism that involves the inefficagy of
all men's strivings, is in dispute when we ask whether or not Causal

Determinism enteils Vatalism,

Now, according to the Libertarian the truth of (1) is plain to
see, Thus, Zddington, for instance, reasoms that if the future is
causally necessitated by the past, iis oulcome must be determined
irrespective of anything I do or try to do, "What significancs) he &
asks, 'is there in my mental struggle tonight whether I shall or shall
not give up smoxing, if the laws which govern the physical universe
already preordain for the morrow a configuration of matier comstituted
of pipe, tobacco, and smoke connected with my lips?’ (gggge, 1933, 41},
If the future is wholly determined by the past as Causal Delerminism
claims it to be, he argues, I can have had no hand in detérmining it

my tomorrow iz determined no matter what I do todayv.

Let us take a c¢loser look at this argument. Certainly, sccording
to Causal Determinism, there are laws of nature which, together with
initial conditions {whick Eddington forgets), 'pre-ordain' my tomorrow-

where this means, for instance, that whether or mot I then smoke my pipe



will be deterwmined by antecedent causes,
that for any such event iis occurrence is elther causally necessary or
causally impossible (conseguential sense): there are no ocausally
contingent svents, Rut does it follow from this that there is 'no
significance', say, in my mental struggle whether to abstain from
speldng tomorvow? A fairly plausible sort of argument can be
constructed for supposing that it does follow. It might be argued

(a) that if it is causally necessary that I give up smoking tomorrow,
then my preseht decisions can make no difference, l.e., if I decide %o
give up smoking my decision is pointless since I shall do so anyway,
while if I decide not to give it up my decision will be frustrated
since I shall smoke in spite of myself; and (b) that if it is causally
imposaible for me 1o give up smoking tomorrow, then again my mental
struggle tonight is withoul significance, i,e. if I decide to continue
smoking my decision is superfluous since I am going to continue anyway,
while if T decide toc give up smoking I shall be unable to do so, In
both cases, it is made to appear, my mental struggle tonight and any
decision in whioh it may issue is elther superilucus or futile, And
this vesult can be generalised for any event whatever., If the futurs
is camsally determined by the past there are no oceasions, il seems,
whenl by delibersting and talking peins I can alter the outcome.  That

is, 1t is coacluded, Causal Determinism entails Fatalism.

But there is a fallacy in this argument, What the Libertarian
here overlooks is that it dis possible, consistently with the thesis
that every event has & cause, to assert that there are some fulure evenis

of which my volitions are the cause. Admitiedly, in the case of fulure

events of which my volitions are not the cause, my menta1¥sﬁruggless
deliberations and volitions will be ineffectual, i.e. have no effect,
There is nothing surprising in this, for it is a necéssary truth that
what is not a cause can have no effect. Wor is there anvthing
ominous about 1t: we all kﬁcw what 1t is like to find that our efforts
have heen frustrated. But what is important is thal there way be

future events of which my present volitions are the causse - in part



at least. And in this case it is patently false to say tiat my voliilons
are wholly ineffectual. Thus, to return to Eddington's example, it

may be just becaunse of my mental struggle tonight that tomorrow there
will be a certain 'configuration of matier constitubted of pipe, tobacco
and swoke comnected with my 1ips.' In other words, my decision tonight
may play the role of an initial condition in determining tomorrow's
events; 1t may be an effective cause in determining whether I ihen

smoke or do not smoke, as the case may be., From the fact thalt every
event has & cause nothing at all follows concerning the causal efficacy
or inefficacy of humen efforts and strivings, There is a difference
between saying that my tomorrow is determined (Causal Determinism) and
saying thal my tomorrow iz determined no matter what T do today
(Patalism), Since Causal Determinism is consistenit with saying that

my morrew is determined by what I do today while Fatalism is inconsistent

with it, there can be no valld inference from the former to the latter.



CHADTER VTT

MORAL RESTONSIBILITY __ AR

In this final chapier I return onge more to the central issue
of the ¥Free Will dispute - whether or not Determinism in general, and
Causal Determinism in particular, is logically inconsistent with moral

responsibility.

There are very good reasons for concentratlng on the alleged
ineonpatibility belween moral responsibility and Causal, rather than
Logical or Predictive, Determinism, In the first place, for most
philosophers it is the apparent confliect between saying that everyihing
we do is causally determined -~ not Jjust logically determinate - and
saying that we may nevertheless be morally responsible, that generates
most of the trouble., Secondly, since Causal Determinism entalls Logical
Determinism, 1f it can be shown lhat the former is not inconsistent with
moral respomsibility, it will follow that the latier iz noi elther,

And thirdly, if Causal Determinism and moral responsibility are reconcil=—
able, it is hard to sce that the mere addition of an epistemic thesis - :
which glone differentiates Predictive Determinism from Causal Determinism .

-~ gould make any difference.

What does it mean to say thal two propositions are legically
insonsistent ~ that their conjunction is logically impossible 1.e.
self-contradictory? According to the modal analysis given in Cha?ter
Four, we say that a proposition or statement is logically impossible if,
and only if, its falsity follows from - can be determined by reference
to - a principle of logic snd/or a principle of linguistic usage (i.e.

& rule of the language concerned)., The disjunction here is plainly to
be understood in its weak, inclusive, sense. Thus, within the class of
necessarily false statemenis, we may distingulsh broadly: {a) statements,
diike 'Some men are neither married nor wnmerried’, whose falgity is
certifiable by reference to principles of logic alone, €afo ‘(Q}: pv~p';
{b) statements, like 'Some bachelors are married', whose félsity is
certifiable by reference to both statements about rules of language,

e,g. the contingent statement 'In the English language "bachelor® may be
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replaced by "unmarried man® without change of meaning', and principles
of logic, e.3. '"(p): ~(p.~p)' - we say that 'Some bachelors are
married’ is reduocible to the denial of this logical truth with the

help of such *definitions' or rules of language; and (o) statements,
like "This is red bubt not cvoloured?, which are certifiable as false by
reference to those rules or conventions of ordinary usage which determine
the nsual meanings of the expressions ‘red! and 'coloured' in the
language, e.g. the sontingent statement ‘*In the English language eny-
thing which is correctly describable as "red" is also correctly
deseribable as "ocoloured®.' A necessarily false or self-contradictory
statement of type (¢) corresponds to the negation of a necessarily true
atatement of the type which Max Black analyses in his 'Necessary State-
ments and Rules' (ER, 1958), Thus, if 'S' is the name of such a
necessarily true statement, he argues, 'S is certified, that is, shown
to be valid, by establishing that the assoclated linguistiec rule; R,
holds in the Bnglish language, In other words, to certify 5 is fo
verify the contingent proposition, E, that R is a rule of the English

language.® {318),

I have already argued: (i) that there are no purely formal
transformations of the propositions ‘Bvery event is causally determined?®
and *Men are someiimes morally responsible for thelr actions' whereby
one yields the formal contrary or coniradictory of the other: their
conjunctiondes not exemplify the denial of a principle of logic as in
type {a); and (ii) that there are no definitions, rules, or conventions
in the Bnglish language such that the substitution of synomymous
expressions in one or both propositions yields derivative propositions
whose conjunction involves a self-coniradiction of type {b): although
the substitulion of certain modal expressions yislds sentences whose
grammaticsl form gives them the appearance of contradictories, I argued
(in Chapter Pour) that this appearance is illusory since the possibility-
of -being-otherwise which is a necessary condition of moral responsibility

is different from that which is denied by the thesis of Causal Determinism.

But we have not vel considered the possibiliiy that ihe conjunction
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of these propositions imvolves an informal self-contradiction of {ype
(¢)s Thus, a Libertarian might object that although the propositien
‘He is both causally determined and morally responsible® is not itself
a formal self-contradiction or even reducible to one, it can neverthe~
less be certified as false simply by reference to ihe meanings of its
component expressions, 4 careful analysis of the concept of moral
respensibility, he may say, reveals thal the exercise of & contra-
causal Free Will is both a necessary and sufficlent condition of iis

applicabllity,

Now to say the above proposition is self-contradictory in this
sense is eqguivalent {o saying that there is whalt Black calls an 'assocalated
linguistic rule' ~ say, 'The expression “both causally determined and
morally responsible® has no descriptive use' - which is, as a matler of
fact, in force in the English langusge, At any rate, I there is not
such an implicit rule, this proposition mnnot be a self-contradiction
in any sense - formal or informal, Yor if the expression thoth causally
determined and morally responsible' does have a descriptive use, it would
desoribe & state of affairs which would falsify the allegedly necessary
truth "No-one who is causally determined is wmorally responsible'; and
it would then be a purely contingent matier - to be decided on other
grounds - whether a man who is held to be causselly delermined iz also

to be held morally respomsible for nhis actions,

What 1s now requirvred, therefore, if we are finally to settle the
guestion concerming the alleged inconsistency between Caussl Determinism
and moral responsibility, is that we examine our actual uses of the
expression ‘morally vesponsible' in order to determine whether or not we
ordinarily use i} in accordsnce with the Libertarian's contra-gausal

oriterion,

Among the points I hope to establish by mesns of such an invest-
igation sre these: (1) that there is no undgue linguistic rule or con-~
ventional criterion or set of oriteria in accordance with which we
invarisbly settle guestions invelving the ascriptiion of moral resonsib-

ility; (2) that the several criteria or sets of oriteria that we do as
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a rale employ in ovdinary life are consistent with the thesis of Causal
Determinism, i,s. that the expression 'both causally delermined and
morally responsible' does have a descriptive use; (3) that contra-
causality is, therefore, not a necessary conditlon of the applicability
of the concept of woral responmsibility, i.e. that there is no logleal
inconsistency between Causal Determinism and moral responsibility -~ al
least as we ordinarily snderstand it; and (L) that the excercise of

a conira~causal Free Will, in the Libertarian's sénse of the word, is
not & sufficlent condition of the concept's sppllcability, buil is,
rather, & sufficient condition of its non-applicebility in any sense
whatever, l.e. that if a person can be held morally responsible only
if he is Self-determining, the notion of moral responsibility becomes

necgessarily vacuous,

Let us begin by asking: What does it mean to say that someone
is morally pesponsible for something? Or, in other words: What are

the coriterds for the ascription of moral responsibility?

The answer given by Libertarians andg many Hard Determinists
alike, is that the proper criteria for its aseription sre contra-causal:
or, more precisely, thal & person is properly held morally responsible
for what he does if, and only if, he 1s both conira-causally free and
Self-determining, They differ only as ito whether these criteria are

ever satisfied,

But I will argus that there is no single non-disjunciive angwer
to these guestions, For the concept of moral responsibility is not
& unitary one, On the comtrary, it is systematicslly ambiguous - and
systematically ambiguous in & special kind of way; viz. it is whet I
shall call an sxpansible concept. By this I mean: ({(a) that there are
several distinguishable senses of the word 'responsible!, and its
synonyms ‘accountable', 'answerable!, and 'liablet; and (b) that the
associated erditeria {linguistic mules), wiich determine the particular
sense for any instance of the use of these words, can‘be arrangsd in
order of their increasing severity. The concept of moral responsibility,

we may say, is & family-concept whose various mewbers form a naitural

hierarchy.



By way of illustration, consider the @ifferent sorts of critéria_
employed in the following imaginary dialogue. Piloture Mrs, Jones engaged
in removing ink-stains from the carpet. Her husband, ¥r., John Jones,

enters with three friends - Lawyer, Psychologisti, and Philosopher:w

Mr, Jonesg: "Which of the children is responsible for this?’

Yrs, Jones: ‘'Junior again, I'm afraid.‘

Mr. Jones: 'T see, I'11 deal with him in the morning.?
{Short silence)..,..
Lawyer: "I ean't help wondering, John, why vou 4idn't ask whether

vour son spilt the ink adveriently or inadvertently.
Perhaps he souldn’t help it. ¥hat I mean is - mighin't
it have been just an accident??

¥r, Joneg: "Whether he did it acoidentally or not doesn't concern me,
The point is: he did it, and I'm going to see that he
doegsn't do it again., He's got 1o learn to be more careful.
Besides, it isn't as i{ this were the first time., Just
take a lock at that carpet&‘

Psycholegist: 'From your last remark, Jobhn, it sounds to me a5 though
Junior is seriously disturbed about something. Punishment
won't help matters if I'wm right; but 2 little therapy
might., Why don't you bring him along to my rooms in the

morning?* .
Philosopher:' You know, I think Psychologist here is on the right track,
For myself, I've always maintained that if only we knew
enough about the Factors that determine human hehaviour we
would sbandon the notlon of individual moral responsibility
altogether, Uliimetely, no-one is really reaponsible,
To understand all, iz to forgive all,?’
Clearly, each man is operating with a different criterion, or set of criteria,
of what it is to be responsible for something. For Mr. Jones, Junior
is to be held responsible for spilling the iak if, and only if, he, and
not one of the other children, did it. For Lawyer, however, Mr. Jouedl
simple criterion 1is not in itself sufficlent io establish Junior's
resgaﬁsibility: Jundor is to be held resp@nsibla if, and only if, he
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not only did the desd but did it intentionally, i.e. it was mot an
agcident, . Psychologist introduces a further reguirement, For him,
evidence that the act was intentional is still not sufficient: he
wants to be sure that there is no deeper psychological cause, of a
special sort, for Junlor's offending behaviour, s.g. that Junior is

not suffering from an uncontrollable neurosis or compulsion, And
Philosopher adopts an even siricter criterion, viz, that a person is
not to be held morally responsible for what he does unless there are

no caused whatever which 'meke! him do it. Although, in our imaginary
dislogue, Philosopher believes that this criterion is never satisfied
and is therefore led to the Hard Determinist conclusion that no-cne is
ever morally responsible, it is clear that the same criterion, taken
together with the belief that people are sometimes morally responsible,
entails the Libertarian thesis that people are sometimes contra-causally

frea,

By means of this homely illustration I have tried to sketch some
of the importantly different ways in which questions of moral responsib-
ility can be answered, Thus I have distinguished, so far, between foﬁr
different conceptions of moral responsibility, corresponding io the
ascription-criteria emploved by the four mein characters in our story.
These range from the rather primitive conception of My, Jonss whosse
oriterion is the simple gausal one of 'Who did it?' to the expanded
concepbion of contra-causal responsibility held by the Hard Determinisi-
cum~Libertarian philosopher, And between them these four conceptions
and thelr assoclated criteria account for most of the main features of
our ordinary and philogophical uses of the expression 'morally respons-
ible.?

| But there is a further main kind of use of this expression which
degserves mention also. This is the notion of Viearious Responsibility
which is usually assogiated only with the most priwitive legal and moral
conseptions, Tits chief interest for us liles in its close associalion
with guestions of punishment, and in the faot that, unlike the other TFour

conceptions I have distinguished, it is not a necessary condition of
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responsibility, in this sense of the word, that the person held respon-
sible for an offence should be the person who caused the offence to

happen,

In all, then, I have distinguished five broadly different
conceptions of what it means to be morelly responsible for something,
For convenience I shall refer to them as the five 'levels' in the
expansion of the concept of moral responsibility., I do not deny that
there may be subtle shadings of meaning within any of these general
levels = discriminations of which this five~fold distinction does not
itself provide an account - but it does seem to me that all but the
most esoberic uses of the concept fall within one or another of these
levels and that, in this sense, the disjunctionbetwsen them is
exhaustive, HNot that this 2 point of much importance: for my purpose
i3 1o dispel certain confusions about the meaning or meanings of ithe
expression 'morally responsible' by examining some of the main fealures
of its ordinary uses, rather than to give an exhaustive account of all

its possible uses,

Let us now examine each of these five levels of the concept of
moral responsibility in turn, I hope thereby to show, among other
things, what are the reasons for the concept's expansibility, l.e. the
reascons which have led philosophers and others to reject suceassively
each of the lower-level conceptions as falling short of the ideal of
‘real’ responsibility, and more importently, to show that there comes
& point beyond which to pursue this ideal -~ to adopt even strichter
criteris of ascription - is to abandon the notion of moral responsibility
altogether,

(1) The first~level conception - that of Vicarious Responsibility -
is associated with the historical origins of many legsl and ethico-
‘religious views, It was prevalent in times when punishment was regardsd
as a matter of explation for individual or collective fsinf; and it
survives both in certain docirines of Christian theology and in limited

areas of our present legal sysienm,

Basically, the notion is that guiliy persons, individually or
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gollectively, may atone for thelir guil%.by'pravi&ing s substitute whose
sufferings will placate the offended person or aeitys guilt, it is
believed, must be wiped out by punishment but there is no reason why

the victim should be one person rather than another,

The notions of persomal responsibility and moral agensy, it
seems, do not even arise at this level, For it appears that respons-
ibility for humen wrongdoing may be bbrne not only by other persons
but even by beasts., By way of illustration, consider the following
passage from Leviticus (16:21,22): ‘'and Amron shall lay both his hands
upon the head of the live goat, and shall confess over him all the
iniqui@}& of the children of Tsrsel,,. and he shall pul them upaﬁ'th@v
head of ihe £03t .., and the goat shall bear upon him all their iniguities
unto a solitary land,? This crude congeption of a substitutlionary
sacrifice or scapegoal to propiitiate a wrathful God survives almoa%.
unaltered in the Christian doctrine of Christ's "Vicarious Atonement®

for the sins of mankind,

A@parenily the conception of vicarious responsibility survives
also in certain cases in the law, Instences mentioned in Salmond'’s
textbock on jufisy?uéence are: the responsibdility of a master for the
acts of his servanis, and the 1lisbility of living representatives for ithe
deeds of a deceased man. However, in both these kinds of case, we are
told, the concepltion has undergone considerable change s¢ as to bring it
more into line with our present-day conceptions of the nature of persomal
responsibility and the pragmatic function, i,s. social utility, of

punishment,

What disturbs most of us about this first-level notion of morsl
responsibility is, on the one hand, that it is tied to the outmoded
notions of 'sin' and ‘expiation®, and, on the other hand, that it is not
a necessary condition of its appliocability, but rather a sufficient
condition of its non-applicability, that the person held responsible,
in this sense of the word, should be the. persen who caused the offence
to happen., The second of thes reasons is the more important, For it

is noi possible to rsconcile the idsa of substitutionary responsibllity



with our present gonceptions of personal fes?onsibiiity@ Thus, we
want Lo say, & person who is merely vieariously responsible for the
acts of another is not really responsible for them at aiig since they
are not his acts. And therefore, we conclude, he ought nol to be

punished for them,

(2) At the first level, them, to ask '"Who is responsible for this
offence?! is more or less the same a8 to ask '"Who is to be punished

for this offence??, and there is thought {c e nc veason why ihe proper
subject of punishment should be the asuthor of the offence rather than
someone or something else, Bul al each of the higher lsvels, we regard
a person a3 responsible for an offence only if he is the person to
enswer the question "Who did it?' or 'Who caused it to happen?'., That
is to say, it is common to all our higher-level comceptions of respons-
ibility that if a person is properly to be held responsible for an

offence, he must be its asuthor,

What distinguishes the second level conception from each of these
others, however, is that it is here regarded as not only a necessary, bub
also & suffigient condition of X's responsibility that X, and not someone
or something else, caused ¥ to happen - where X is a person or thing and
¥ is an offence of some sort, In other words, the second level concep~
tion of responsibility iz defined by the use of a simple causal criterion
of the form: ‘X is responsible for y if, and only if, X is the cause of

&

In legal terminology, cases in which persons are held responsible

by this simple criterion, are referred to as cases of Strict or Absolute

Liability. Such cases, however, are ezceptions to the usual legal

waxim: actus non fadit reum, nisl mwens sit rea. For, as a rule, & man
‘is held responsible in law, not for his actions per se, but only for |
such of his actions as are done with a 'guilty mind,' Thus, according
to Selmond (Jurisprudence), the law usuelly needs to be satisfied on
two points: (1) that an act has been done which, by reason of iis

harmful tendencies or results, is fit to be repressed by way of penal

diseipline: +this is referred to as the 'material condition' of penal
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1iability or actus reus; and (2} that the so-called 'mental attitude!
of the doer towards the deed was such as to render punishment effTective
as a deterrent for the futuve, and therefore just: this is referred
to as the 'formal condition' or mens rea, But there are cases in
which the common law requirement of mens rea is disregaerded and a
person 1s held responsible for his aots per ss, i.e. it 38 pregarded

as a sufficient condition of responsibility that the person concerned
should have commitied an actus reus, Thig is not to say that there
are cases where the further issue of ‘intention-or-accident?' gan nob
be raised, but only that there are cases where, as a matier of faect,

it ig not ralsed.

Consider some examples, We have already seen that there is a

' sense in which Mr. Jones - in our illusirative dialogue - may quite
properiy hold his son responsible for spilling the ink: il is the sense
in which to say that he is responsible for it is the same as to say that
he, and not someone else, did it, And most of us are familiar enough
with such instances in everyday life. PBut among the peoples of primiitive
societies, it appears, this was the standard way of settling questions

of responsibility, Tor them, according to Hobhouse in his Morals in
Hvolution {84}, 'the whole distinction between desigp and accident is

by no means so clear ... as it is to us.' Thus Kenny, in his Cuilines

of Criminal Law, reports that they attached paramount importance to the

‘desd', and that a man wes therefors held strictly accountable for any
harmful result traced to his active conduct, Sometimes, too, this
simple causal criterion has been applied without any discrimination
between the kinds of causes, or causal agents, o which responsibility
might be atiributed, Thus the notion of strict responsibility, as I
have defined it, admits of application not only to the causal agenoy of
men, bub also to the behaviour of animals and even inanimate objects.
For instance, Flato, in his Laws, provides for the trial of animals or
inanimate things and for their death or banishment if found guilty,

Again, Gomperz tells us, in his Greek Thinkers (I, 446), that Pericles

and Protagoras debated through a whole day as to whether, in a certain
accldent, a man or a spear was the bearer of the guilt of bloodshed,

There are, il seems, good philosophical precedents for the child who



seeks to excuse himself by olaiming: 'T didn't do it: the stick did.'

Now it might he objected that the above examples merely reflect
a primitive, pre-morael conception of respensibility, 5 person, it may
be said, is not morally responsible for his acts unless be does them
voluntarily; henee sirict liability ecannot be considered a form -~ even

a2 low-level form - of moral responaibility.

But this objection is easily answered, For there are cases
both in legal and - more imporitantly = in morel contexts when we do in
fact hold a person strictly responsible for his acts per se, 1.2
independently of whether or not he did them intenilconally or negligently
(the two forms of mens vea), In certain statutory offences, for
instance, a person is held respensible for his acts without dmporting
the common low requirement of mens rea, Here the defence of accident
or mistake of faect is not admissible, and the actus reus, the commitiing
of the forbidden act, is regar&ed.as itself constituting the sufficient
condition of 1imbility, FBven more signifiosnt, though, is the fact
that mistake of law or ignorance of right and wrong are never accepted
a3 an excuse, In legal contexts this is 3o$etimes put by saying that
there 1ls an absolute and lrrebutiable preéamptiﬁn thet evervone knows
the law, And a similar kind of presumption operates in moral contexts
also, It is no excuse for a man who has stolsn scmeone else's goods o
say that he sees nothing wrong with such conduct, He has done wrong:

that he did not dé it with wrongful intent is beside the point,

There are, I have tried to show, a good meny instances o which
the second-level conception of moral responsipility is in fact applied
- instances, that is, where it is regarded as boih the necessary and the
sufficient condition of a person's moral responsibility for an offence
that he caused it to happen, But it would be wrong to suppose thai this
constitutes an adequate analysis of what 1t means, in all instances, %o
say that someone is morally responsible, TFor there are higher-level
gonceplions of moral responsibilily where the simple causal oriterion
of 'Who did it?' is by no means sufficient, even although it is necessary.

Profegsor C.A, Baylis, 1t seems, overlacked this when he wrote: *When



we ask what was responsible for an acgident we are aaking for the cause
of that.acciﬁenﬁ, To say there is no cause is ito aay nothing was
responsible ... What is responsibie for any occurrence, including

humen choice, is the cause of thal ooccurrence,’ {'Rational Preference,
Determinism, and Moral Obligetiom,' JP, 1950, 63), His mistake, here,
is the typlcal philosopher's mistake of supposing that one kind of use
of an expression is its only or proper kind of use: he inflates the
second-level criterion of moral responsibility into a definiiion of

moral responsibility ver se.

Although, therefore, the second-level oriterion has a legitimate

area of application, it is not adequate to account for every instance in

vwhich we ascribe moral responsibility to someons.  Besides, there may

be ocoasidims vhen it is in fact applied but we feel that it should not,
il.e. occasions when someone is held strictly lisble for what he does
While it seems to us that he is net really culpable at all, For
instance, Junior caused the ink-stains on the carpeit, and so; in his
father’s_%iew, is stricily llable for them, But could Junicr help
what he did? Or was it Jjust an accident? And if it was just an
accident, invhal sense can 3t be zaid that it is 'his' act at all?

Is & mere bodily movement, say, an inadvertent moition of thehand, to
count as & genuine 'action'? To ask questians like theses is to
exprass one's discontent with the oriterion of the second-level
conception of moral responsibility. It is to take the first step
towards a higher level conception according to whose expanded oriteria
the mere commitiing of a actus reus is no longer considered to be a
sufficient condition but a necessary condition enly of a person’s
moral responsibility,

(3 At the third level, then, we want to admit the distinction
between accldent and design, between inadvertent and advertent action,
It is still a necessary condition of a person's moral responsibility
that he should have commitied the act, but it is also reguired that
the act should be 'his® act in a fuller sense of the word, i.e., in the
sense that he intended it or could have avoided doing it with oare,

That is to say, the agtus reus and the so-called 'mentel element'® or
meus res are the necessary condiiions for the asoription of moral



responsibility: and at this level - though not at higher levels =

these are also the Jointly sufficient conditions for its ascription,

It is dmportant to understand the significence of the differences
between the second-level and third-level conceptions,  As we expand
ocur eriteria of moral responsibility by the introduction of stricler
requirenents for iis aseription, the area of its applicabiliiy contracts
correspondingly. Persons who, by ihe second-level oriteris, are
describable as responsible for their acts, may, by the third-level
priteria, be excused for them, And the correlative notions of ‘act®
and ‘agency' here undergo similar alteration. For, at the third level
we hesitate to say that an offence Tor which a person is merely the
sccldental cause -~ one which he did nolt commit deliberately - is really
his tact' or that he is really 2 moral 'agent' in such & case, Sone
of thess differences are clearly brought out by ¥.H. Bra&ley in his
essay 'The Vulgar Notlon of Responsibility in Connexion with the Theories
of Free Will and Necessity! (Bthical Studies, I). On investigation of

what the vulgar mean when they talk of an ‘act® or of ‘belngz responsible?,

~ he elaims, '...we should find a sterner and a softer view, One section
would smphasise the act, the other the {actual or possible) intention.
The one sees crime committed, and is prone to neglect the mind of the
doer; while the other is always ready to narrow the field of criminality,
to see incapacity rather than guilt, and to make absence of crime in the
intent earry its quality into the act.' (9). Plainly, ¥,H, Bradley's
"softer! and 'sterner' views correspond to my 'second-level® and 'third-
level' conceptions of moral responsibility respectively; bult he sees
this distinction as exhansting the 'vulgar notlon of responsibility!

whereas 1 do not.

We may now provisionally define this 'sterner’ or third-level
senception by the use of the criterion: 'Y is morally responsible for
y if, and only if, X caused y to happen and did so inientionally or
negligently' (where intention and negligence are the two forms of the
so-called 'mental element' or mens rea). In other words, the material

condition of agtus reus (a physical act) and the formal condition of
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mens rea (menial elemeni) are both nccessary, end joimtly sufficient,

for the aseriphtion of third-level moral responsibility.

Tut what does it mean, here, to speak of the 'mental element'?
It is nol necessary, for my present purposes, to conduct a detailed
investigation of the concepts of intention and negligence, to ask
whether the criteria for thelr use are public or private, or whether,
in calling an act 'voluntary!, we are referring to the presence of some
gpecial gquallity attaching to the act, It is sufficient to say that my
own view is thai, irrespective of what, say, 'intention', really means,
it is an empiriesl faot that we can learn its proper use, initially at
any rete, only by learming its public criteria. With certain
importart reservations, then, I am in agreement with Professor He.L.d,
Hart when he claims: ',.what is meant by the mental element in criminal
lizbility {mens rea} is only to be understood by considering certain
defences or exceptions, such as Mistake of Fact, Accident, Ucercion,
Duress, Provocation, Insanity, Infancy... The fact that these are
admittied as defences or excepilons constitutes the cash value of the

maxim "agtus non est reus nisi mens sit rea®.' {'The Ascription of

Hesponsibility end Rights', LL I, 152-3),

Where T disagree with Hart, however, is over his supposition
that each of these defences has the same sort of status vis-a-vig the
notion of mens rea., What he overlooks, it seems to me, is that there
are certain defences, viz. Accident and Coercion, on the one hand, and
 Incapacity and Inospacitation, on the other hand, which, if substantisted,
negate the "mental element® in its forms of intention and neglisence
respectively, whereas the succesaful pleading of the other dafences
mentioned in his list does not negate the mens rea but merely demonsirates
the insufficlency of the third level criteri@ for the purpose of
aseribing responsibility in these cases, Thus, for instance, if s
man can iruthfully say: 'I did it accldentally®, then he has success-
fully shown that a necessary condition of moral responsibility at this
level, viz, mens rea in its relevant form of intention, has nol been
folfilled. And similarly with the defence of Incapacity {congeniial




or acouired) against the other form of meng fea, i.8, negligence,
But to say: 'I did it under duress, provecation, ebo,’, iz not io
deny that the deed was done intentionally, but rather to make the

different point that, in such ciroumstances, the presence of this

form of mens rea togsther with the actus reus, is not to count as
establishing woral responsibility, As Glanville Williams points

out, in his Criminal Law {Ch.18), Duress is accepted as a general

defence in ocrime but 1t iz not inconsistent with what he galls tact’?
and 'will', In short, defences such as Duress, Provocation, Insanity,
Infancy, Necessity, and Seif-Defence, belong to a higher-level
conception of moral responsibility where the aclus reus and mens rea,
though both necessary, are not jointly sufficient conditions of its

proper asoription.

Hart's mistake here, I suspect, derives from his more general
mistake of supposing that the language of necessary and suflficient
conditions - which I have been employing - is inapplicable %o such
'defeasible' concepts as thoseof contract, responsibility, elc.
Certainly, no unique non-disjunctive sel of necessary and sufficient
sonditions, or criteria, can be given for all instances of the
application of the concept of moral responsibility; but this is
only because this concept &8, as.we have seen, asystematically ambiguous,
It does mean that we cannol unse the language of necessary énd sufficlient
conditions in describing how, dless under what conditions, we employ
each of the different~level conceptions of wmoral responsibility. Havd
claims: '...usually the request for s definition of a legal concept -
"hat is trespass?™, "Whalt is contract?? - cannot be answered by the
provision of a verbal rule for the translation of & legal expression
into other terms or one specifying a set of necessary and sufficiént
conditions?® {l&?); and he gives as hin reason: 'For any sst of
ﬁ@ndiﬁions'may be adequate in some cases but not in others! {E&8}e
Bui his argument is invalid and his conclusion false unless by the
expression fa set of necessary and sufficient sonditions' he means ‘a
non-disjunctive set of necessary and sufficient conditions.' It is
at least a serious omission not to point ocut that o definition-request

like 'Whet is moral responsibility?' {and, for thel matier, any similar
request for the definiiion of a systematically ambliguous expression)
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can be answered - a8 I am trying to answer it - by the provision of &
verbal rule specifying a disjunction of necessary and sufficlent

agonditions.

Tt will help us to undersiand betier what are the precise
criteria for the third-level conception of moral responsibility, if
we ask what defences it admits. In the first place, there are itwo
defences which are also admissible againsi the second-level asoripilon
of Strict Liability. They operate against the slement of actus reus
which is both the necessary and sufficient condition of this conceplion
of responsibility, These are, on the one hand, the defence that there
was in fact no agtus, i.s. overt act - mere intents, it is said, are
innogent - and, onthe other hand, the defence that the agbtus was nol

reus, i.s. Torbidden - g.g. the defence of gamnum sine injuria.

Clearly, sinoce the element of actus reus is also a necessary condition
of third-level responsibilitiy, both these defences are admissible here
toc,  But there are other defences which are admissible only at the
third and successive levels since they concern the element of mens res
and its two forms -~ intent and negligence. These are, on the ons
hand, the defences of Accident and Coercien, and, on the other hand,
the defences of Incapacity {congenital or acquired) and Incapacitation
(gig, the influence of drugs). Thus, it is admitied as a general
defence against the 'mental element' if the person accused can truth-
fully say, in the words of Salmond: 'The harm which I have done is not
the outcome of any desire of mine to do ity neither does it proceed
from any carclessness or indifference as to my acts and the resulis of
them; I did not mean it, neither could I have avoided it with care,’
In etﬁsr words, we may say that the third-level congepiion of moral
responsibility is defined by the use of the expanded disjunciive
eriterion: 'X is morally responsible for y if, and omly if, X caused

¥ to happen but d4id not do so by acclident or due to ceercion, incapacity,

or incapacitalion,!?

It is boik interesting and significant that this third-level
conception, with its demsnd that the act be not only done but done

intenticnally, stc., is reflected in the definitions of moral responsibility
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given by two philosophérs -~ J. Harinack and E.E, Hobart. Thus,
Hertnsck, in hls article *Freewlill and Decision' {gggg, 1553), holds
that & man is responsible for the acts he has decided to do or

decided not to do, and acts which he did not decide to do if by decision
he could have acted otherwize, And agaln, R.E. Hobart, in his
important article 'Freewill as Involving Determination and Inconceivable
Without It (@ggﬁﬁ 1934), writes: 'a man is responsible when he is the
person to respond to the guestion why the act was performed, This

is what he must answer: he 1s answevable for the act., It is the
subject of which he must give account: he is aceountable for the act,
The aect proceeded from kim, He is to say whether it proceeded
consoiously.' (Compere diss Anscombe's Intentiong, where it is

argued that to say an act is intentional is to say that a apecial sort

of "Why?'-question iz applicable to it.)

How there are undoubtedly many instances of the appliaa%iaﬁ of
the expression ‘morally responsible' which accord with these definitions
- instances, that is, vhere ils use is governed by the third-level
criteria elucidated above. Thus, to be able to plead succesafully
the defence of, say, Accideni, is to be able to say truthfully *I did
it, but I couldn't help doing it! - in the gorresponding third-level
sense of 'couldn't help it' - and this, as a rule, exculpates, Buk
there are other instances where these third-level oriteria sre thought
to be insufficient, Perhaps a man is unable %o plead elther Accident
or Coercion - he intended to do what he did and, hence, by third-level
eriteria ‘could have dons otherwise', - and yel we may still feel that
he is not really culpable, that he could not really help itﬁ and so
ought not to be held morally responsible, In short, there srs cases
which the third-level oriteria admii as instances of culpable action
but which we feel ought to be excluded,

Consider, for instance, the classical Mignonetie case of 1884

as it is reported in Roscoe's Criminal Evidence: 'Dudley and Stephens,

another seaman {not indicted), and the deveased, a boy about seventeen,

were Wrecked on the high sess, and compelled to put inte an open boat,
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in which they drified for itwenty days. On the twentieth day, when
they had all been many days without food or drink, and the boy
especially was in extvemis, Dudley with the consent of Stephens {but
not of the third m&n); killed the boy, and all lived on his flesh
Por four days. It was highly probeble that otherwise they would all
have died of starvation very soon.'! Now, ceritalnly Dudley and .
Stephens were, in &t least one sense, responsible for the boy's deaths
not only did they cause the boy to die, but it was also, without doubt,
a 'wilful® or intentional act, Tt was no acclideni, nor wag éiﬁher
of them subject to coercion by anyone else, And yet some of us may
feal thai, because of other factors - i,e. the dire necessity of their
girounsiences - they should not be counted 'really' or 'fully’
responsible, That is to say, we wish to admit a further kind of
defence such that even if a person both did the deed and did it
intentionally, we will s%ill not have to hold him morally culpable or,
at any rate, not fully culpable, The defence in this particular case

is that of Wecessity or jus necessitatis, This iz not to say that we

rust always adwmit defences of ithis kind; for some people will say
*They ought to have had more strength of character’ and so insist on
abiding by the third-level criteris of responsibility: it is only to

say that we often do admit them,

Or consider, again, the case of an accused kleptomaniac,
No-cne doubts for o moment that he intended to steal the goods, that
his dedng so was neither acoldental nor due Lo someone else's cosrclong
and yet most of us would agree with the counsel for the defence when
he argues that his client ‘couldn't really help himself' and ought not,
therefore, to be held penally responsible. Correciive trealment =

perhaps - bub not blame or punishment, is here in order.

It is clear that the third-level nolion and its criteria must
be supplemented, 1l.e, expanded, if we are to take accownt of cases like
these,

(4 The fourth-level criteria, then, include those of ithe preceding

levels, In particular, the conditions which define the third-level



notion are still necessary: but they are not still auffiuiénﬁ, For
although we demand thai theve be an actus reus which is, say, an
intentional cne {or, as some would have it, 'accompanied by’ intent },
there are other conditions, too, which are also necessary and which,
jointly with those of the third level, are held sufficient to establish

morel culpability,

What are these further conditions? They consist in the various
kinds of ciroumstances whose presense is held to warrant entering pleas
of defence or mitigation such as Mistake of Fact, Duress, Provocaltion,
Self-Defence, Necessity, Infancy, Inveluntary Intoxication, and Insanity.
That is to say, the absence of each of these defences 1s & necessary
condition of moral responsibility at the fourth level; while 1f all
these, and other similar, defences are absent, and the third-level
conditions of actus reus end intent-or-nsgligence (absence of accident
and coercion or absence of incapacitiy and incapacitation) are present,
there is said to be no excuse, l.e. the person concerned is held to be

morally responsible,

Thus we may say that the fourth level conception of moral
responsibility is defined by the use of the criterion: 'X is morally
responsible for y 1f, and only if, X caused y to bappen and did so
gither intentionally or negligently and in the absence of such cirocum-
stances as would establish either Mistake of Faot, Duress, Provosatlon,
Self-Defence, Necessity, Infancy, Involuntary Intoxication, Insanity,
OF .ve. ¢bo.' (Where y is, as before, a forbidden act; 'intention! and
‘negligence' are eguivalent to the absence of acgident~or-cosrcion
and incapacity-or-inecapacitation respectively; and the list of defences
does not include all dreoumstances - more especially, all causes -

whatever),

Exactly what are the sels of cliroumstances which are thought to
warrant the successful pleading of each of these defences need not here
concern us. It is sufficient to gay that they consist, roughly speaking,
in ciroumstances which exert certain kinds of csussl influence on the

person acting by way of ‘compulsiont {e.ge buress, Provocation, Necessity)

and/or by way of 'impediment’ (e.gs Infancy, and certain forms of Insanity).



(Some of these defences, e.g. lnsanity;'aaﬁiﬁ both factors which
‘compel', e.g. kleptomania, and ﬁagtcrs‘which"imgeda', gﬁgﬁ,i®§eciliiy,)
It is these circumstances, the presence of any of which constitutes
grounds for the excuse 'I couldn't reslly help it', to which Soft
Determinists refer by the term 'constraint’® when they say that a
negessary condition of moral féeedom-anﬁ mﬂra1 responsibility is the
absence of constraint i,e. the absence of circumstances or causes

which constrain, Hence, to say that the list of defences admissitle

at this level does not include all circumstances whatever, ls the same
ag 1o say that not all causes 'constrain' - at lsast in the sense of the
word which is relevant to the establishiﬁg of moral culpability at

this leve, The qualification in the previous sentence is important,
For 1 do not suppose that there is any ggg sense of Tconstrain® which

is uniformly the same in all conlexts of its use: rather, it should

be clear that this word displays the same sort of systemaiic'ambiguity
as the correlative expressions ‘gould have dons ﬁ%hef%ise* and 'was

free to do otherwise.' Like them, it admits of being used in different
ways corrvesponding to the higher levels in the expansien of the concept
of moral responsibility. Thus, I do not deny that it sen be used in
such a way as to make 1% 2 mecessary Lruth that not Just some bul all
cauges conslrain: indeed, we shall see that this is iis use al the
fifth level, Bul not only does this extended use *blunt the tool of
langnage', as it were, by depriving us of the means of making a useful
and lmportant distinction; 311 alse leads to ccﬂseq;enceé - for the
applicabilily of its correlative expressions ’Gould'ha?é done otherwise!
and 'morally responsible! - which I believe, and will socon argue, to

bha disastrous,

How I have said that the fourth-level criteria include those of
the third ilevel; i,e, that the third-level conditions of moral culpab-
ility are still necessary although not any longer sufficient. And from
this it follows that the absence of these further conditions - the
above-mentioned distinctively fourth-level defences - does not deny or

negate mens rea in its Fforms of intention and negligence, but shows only
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that even although there is mens rea, the person ought nevertheless to

A

be exoused, But Heri, as we have seen, tends to equate mens rea

with the absences of all the defences admissible at the fourth level
i.e, not only Accident and Coercion (defences against 'intent’) and
Incapacity and Incapacitaiion {defences against ’negligemce’)B but the
defences of Mistake of lact, Duress, Frovecation, ... glo., as well,

The dispute heve between us reflects the fact that the term ‘mens rea’
has no asingle ‘correct’ use. Perhaps 1ts most common use is that in
winich it is s2id thal the "menital slement’ or mens rea has two distinct
forms, viz. intentlon and negligence - or, as I bhave put ii, the
absence of acoldent and coercion, and the absence of ingapaciiy and
incapacitstion, This, at any rate, is how it is defined in those
textbooks on Jurlsprudence which I have read, g.g. those by 3almond,
Glanville Willlams, Kernny, It is, then, in this sense of the term

that I have argued that the pressncge of any of the distinctively
fourth-level defences does nol deny or negale mens rea, For, as we
have seen, there iz no inconsistensy iﬁ,éaying 'T did it, and did it
intentionally - neither by accident nor as a result of coercion - and
yei I couldn't help doing it ~ I was provoked bevond endurange, under
severe duress ... etc.' Such defences bave the effect, rather, of
showing that even although mens rea, in this sense, has been established
or is notl denied, nevertheless the claim or accusation should nob
succeed, Bul the term is sometimes used also, in Hari's manner, as

a compendicus way of referring to the absence of any defences -~ cther
than those which deny the element of actus reus - whose effect is ‘either
to defeat the claim or ascousation aliogether, or o "reduce" it so t hat
only a weaker claim cen be sustained.' (148}, In this sense of the
term, the presence of any of not only the third but also the fourth-
level defences is held to negate mens res or reduce ii, Plainly, there
is nothing grammetically 'wrong' or ‘'improper' with this expanded use

of the term, But it does have the philosophical defects, as I see

it, of negleciing an imporiant distinction and belng seriously misleading,
It is misleading because it implies that a man cannot properly say 'I

id the act intentionally but under duress (provocation, while insans,
inioxicateda.,ggggﬁf And it therefore neglects the distinction I have

drawn beiween the third-level and fourth-level concepilons, i.e.
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between those uses of the expression 'morally responsible! for which it
ig regarded as sufficient that the person accused should have done the
deed *wilfully' or 'voluntarily’, etg., and those olher uses - generally
reflecting 2 more enlightened viewnoint - where we wish to admit

further defences which, though not inconsistent with ‘intentional aci’,

are exculpaitory nonethelsss,

It need scarcely be pointed oul that my account of the fourth
and preceding levels of the conception of moral responsibility is far
from complete. Thus the list of legally and morally acceplable
defences I have given doss not purport to be exhaustive; unor do I
suppose that what I have said, in a general kind of way, about those
that have been treated suffices to make the precise menner of thelr
application to particular cases easy of determination. For my purposs,
after all, 15 not to write & treatise on jurisprudence or a hand-book
on ‘How to asses Moral Responsibility', but rather io show, by an
analysia of the conditions for the seversl maln uses of the expression
'morally vesponsible’, that there is no inconsistengy involved in
saying of someone both that he is & member of a world compleibely
subject to Cawsal Determinism and yet, at the seme time, is morally

responsible for his conduct,

?his I now claim to have done. For, as we have seen, sach
of the four levels in the expansion of the concept of moral responsibe
ility, so far treated, is zeared to criteria which have nothing %o do
with ocauses as such but with those causes only which, in the sense just
desoribed, 'constrain', It follows that the premise on which the
Iibertarien bases his case for saying that Causal Determinism and
moral responsibility are logicelly inconsistent, is as & matter of
fact false: that is to say, it is false that the expression *both
causally determined and morally responsible' is not permitted a
descriptive use in the English language, Sc long as we are using
words in their usual senses (determined by the disjunction of the ahove-

mentioned sets of criteria), i.e., unless these words are given special
definitions (such as those at the fifth-level, yei to be described), it
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is & conﬁiﬁgémt'Qﬁesiion'éhether a person who is éauéaily'determiﬂeé
in respect of certain aspects of his condact, is or is not also
morally responsible for it. From the fact alone that a person is
wholly the product of causal factors in, say, his heredity and
environment, we can iafer nothing about whether or not in given
circumstances he oould have done otherwise or is a fit subjesct for
moral condemnation - We need also to know what these circumstances
were, what soris of causes determined him to act as he did, whether,
for instance, he was then the vietim of some sort of "paychological®
compulsion or impediment or whether clroumsiances were ‘too much for
him': in short, we need toapply the sorts of criteria T have out-
lined. HMost civilised people, I belisve, would ordinarily apply the
eriteria of the fourth lsvel, or would at least do their best to apply
them, And if, having applied them, they decide that a person is
morally responsible for his acts, they are in no way logically obliged
to alter thelr verdict if they are then told that the person concerned
is whalt he is and does what he does becausse of causasl factors in the
pagt. Or, 1f they do slter thelr verdict this is only because %hey

have sltered their oriteria also.

Now the conclusion I have reached sc far, viz. thet Ceusal
Determinism and moral responsibility (as it is usuelly understood)
are logically consistent, taken fogether with the belief that Causal
Determinism is true, or probably irue, comstitubtes what I have earlier
described as the position of Soft Determinism, Most 3oft Delerminists
have, a8 a2 matter of fact, given accounts of moral vesponsibility whieh
acoord roughly with my ‘fourthﬁlevels‘conceptieﬁ. Ayer, for instance,
attempts to do Justice to the corresponding notions of ‘'acted freely?
and 'could have done otherwise', whose applicability is a2 nescessary
condition for the ascripticn of morsl responsibility, when he writes:
'easto say that I could have acted otherwise is to say, first, that I
should have acted otherwise if I had so chosen; secondly, that my
action was wvoluntary in ithe sense in which the actions say of 2
Kleptomaniao are not; and thirdly, that nobody compelled we to choose

as I did: end these three conditions may wery well be fylfilled,



When they arve fulfilled, I way be seid to have acted fresly,'
('¥recdom and Necessity', Polemic 5, 1946)., But it is clear that
any one of the lower-level sets of aoriteria also would suffice to
warrant the conclusion that the corresponding conception of moral
responsibility is comsistent with Causal Determinism; although it
might reasonsbly be objected that sﬁch lower-level conceplions are

not morally adeguale,

Some Soft Determinists, however, have given a seemingly different
though in fact supplementary analysis of what it means io say that
someone is morally responsible.  Schlick, for instance, (Problems of
Ethics, Ch, VII, 8 V) ciaims that our aim in impuling responsibility to
someone is to punish and (less often) to reward him, and concludes from
this that the guestlion regarding moral responsibility is the same as
the guestion: 'Who, in a given case, is ito be punished?’ or 'Who is to
ve gonsidersd the wrongdoer?'. Similar views are expressed by Chambers
('Moral Freedom and Artistic Creativity', Bihics, 1931-2), MeGilvary
{'Freedom and Necessity in Human Affairs?, Bthics, 1935), Hbersole
{*Free Choice and Demands of mcrazs*,"gggg, 1952}, Baylis {'Rational
Preference, Determinism, and Moral Obligation', JP, 1950), and Weihofen

(Insanity as a Defence in Criminal Law, 436), Just to take a few

exemples,  Apain, Berlin mentions, in order to reject, the 'doctrine
that free will is tantamount to capacity for being {ocsusally) affected

by praise, blame, persuasion, education, sleg,’ (Historical Inevitability,
26, fn.l),

How there is undoubtedlr much to be said for this view, TFor
we have gesn thet the oriteris for each of the four levels of the
sonceptlon of moral responsibliliiy are closely connected with questions
of punishability, or questions of the efficacy of moral Judgemenis,
Horeover, each stage in the development of our notioms of moral respons-
ibility is accompanied By a corresponding development in cur appreciation
of the sorts of circumstances in which holding people responsible and
subjecting them to blame or punishment is *'fitting'® or ‘appropriate?’,
i.e. effective, Thus, the first-level notion of Viearious Liability

gees hand In hend with the most primitive conception of punishment,



viz, as expiative or vetributive, while the higher-level notlons are
usually associated with more liberal ideas of deterrence and reform,
and broad considerations of the socisl utility of responsibility-

ascriptions,

The dmnger is that this sort of analysis of the conditions
of moral responsibility, by itself, oversimplifies the situation.
Schlick's first question -~ *Who 1s 1o be @&nishe@?’ - for instance,
taken as it stands, corresponds to the eriterion for our first-level
conception of Vicariocus Responsibility, while his second question -
"Who is to be considered the wrongdoer?! - corresponds to the second-
level conception of Strict Responsibility,  As he stales it, thsn,
the eguation 'Responsibility = Punishability! is open to the objleotion
that he is operating with & very primitive ('low-level!) conception
of moral responsibility - one, indeed, which most of us would regafé
as not at all adeguate to our present-day moral conceptions, At
all events, Schlick's way of putting it provoked Campbell, in
'Is Free Will a Pseudo-Problem?’ {Mind, 1951), to reply that if
guestions of moral responsibiliiy are llihked with questions of punishv
ment in this kind of way, we should have to hold animels morally
responsible, which is obviously gbsurd., And indeed it is -~ by our
more enlightened {('higher-level') standards of what it is to be a

it subject of moral condemnation.

But the view need not be staled as crudely as this., It is
expressed in much sounder florm by Sidney Hook {'Necessity, Indeterminism,
and Sentimentalisw', DF, 176): 'If we make a list of the circumstances
behind actions for which we hold individusls responsible and those for
which we do not, we shall find that as a raule the first class consists
of those in which evidence exists that praise and reward, blame and
ounishment, tend to influence the foture conduct of those involved
and/or tempted.® But this, he says, is not the whole story. In
order to answer Campbell'ls objécﬁiomg we nesd to recognise further
that: 'in addition to susceptibilily io reward and punishment, we
attribute responsibility where there is a tendency to respond io wvalid

reasons, to behave rationally, to respond to human emotions in a human



way.'! We may puit it more simply in the words of MoGilvary who writes;

"Responsibility presupposes responsiveness to being held responsible.’

So far, in our examination of the first four levels in the
expansion of the concent of moral responsibiliiy, we have seen that
the move to each higher-level notion is brought about by the recognition
of more and more heads of exceplion , defences, and excusing conditions,
Now it seems falr io say that this trend is due to an increase in our
knowiedge of the operations of two kinds of causal facliors: {1) those
which, in the sense explained above exersise 'constrainti’® over human
behaviour, il.e. those in the presence of which it can properly be sald
by a person that he could not really have done otherwise: and (2)
those broadly educative measures, including praise and blame, reward
and purishment, by which we try to mould humen cheracter and influence
huaman conduct. That is to say, as we gel to know more aboul human
nature and the causal influences 1o which it 13 subject, we come to
see both that {here are many sorts of circumstances, previcusly unrec-
ognised as such, in which we do as we do becauss we are subjest to
some kind of compulsion or impediment, and that the area of human
conduct which is amenable fo causal determination by moral reproval,
threats, and punishmentis, is therefore proportionately nsrrower,

Where the kinds of causal determinanis which we call constrainis are
sffective, the causal determinants of prsise and blame, sitg., are
ineffective., In brief, our increassing knovwledge of these special
kinde of cause-and-effect connexions leads, on the one hand, fo the
expansion of our criteria for the use of the expression 'morally
responsible’ (by the admission of further defences), and, on the other

hand, to the voniraction of the arsa of the expression's applicability.

Now, some panllosophers, overlooking or disresarding these 'fins’
distinctions belween kinds of causes, argue that it is the discovery
of causes as such which leads to the diminishing asrea of woral responsg-
ibility, and that if, therefore, we were to discover that all our acls
were determined by causes, we should have no alternative other than
to conclude thai no-one is ever really morally responsible for what
he does. Put they differ as io whelher such a discovery 1ls possible



of achisvement, Thus some of them - the Hard Determinists ~ believing

Causal Determinism to be true, argue that moral reﬁponsi%ili%y is an
illusion, a measure only of our igporance of ceuses; vwhile others -
the Libertarians - believing thut we are in faol morally responsible
for many of the things that we do, argue that Causal Determinism must

he false.

Consider, by way of example, the Tollowing two passages.
The Hard Determinist argument is admirsebly stated by Hampshire when
he describes what he calls the 'metaphysical determinist’ position of
Spincza thus: 'As we orogressively acquire more and more solentific
mowledge of the behaviour and reactions of human beings, more and
more of their actions are shown to be deducible frowm laws of nature;
this is a2 mere tautology, since by "scientific® knowledge we simply
mean the explanation of evenis as deducible from laws of nature, IT
s human actlon is shown to be deducible from & law of nature, that 1s,
exhibited as the effect of & cuuse, there is at least one sense in
which we must say that the agent could not in this case have done
otherwise, or that no alternastive action was pessible; and i no
alternallive astlion was in this sense possible for him, it seems unrsas-
onable to allow a sense to saying that he gould have acted ctherwise
if he had ohosen, Therefore, as our psychological and physiological
kmowledge of human actions and reactions increases, ithe range of
human actlons of which we can reasonably say "an alitermative action
wag possible”, or "he could have acted otherwise®, necesparily
dimimishes: this seems to amount to saying that any statement of the
kind "an alternative action was possible", or "he could have acted
otherwise®, is necessarily a sign of the incompleteness of our
selentific knowledge, or an expression of our present state of
ignoranse.' (Spinoza, 150-1), ©On the other hand, Libertarians
argue in the mamner of Berlin who writes: 'Uniess we atiach some
meaning to the notion of free acts, i.e. acts not wholly determined
by antecedent events or by the nature and "dispositional characteristles®

of either persong or things, i1 is 4ifficult to see how we come Lo



éistinguish:écts'te'wﬁio& responsibility is attached from mere segments
in & physical, or psychical, or psycho=vhysical causal chain of events
ves Lf the determinist hypothesis wers true aﬁé'adéqﬁately agoounted
for the actual world, there is 2 clear sense in which {desvite all the
extraordinary casuistry which has been employed to aveid this
conclusion) the notion of humen responsibility, as ordinarily under-
stood, would no longer apply to any actual, but only o ilmaginary or

conceivable, states of affairs,' (Historical Inevitability, 32).

Where both Hard Deierminists and Libertarvians agree is in
thelr supposition that the list of admissible defences againsi an
accusstion or imputation of moral liability should be expanded fto
include not only those causal factors which constrain, but all causes
whatever, They differ only a3 to whether the necessary condition
of moral responsibility -~ the absence of complete determination by

causes ~ 1s in fact ever satisfied,

Now I have already, in previous chapters, drawn attention to
the main confusions and consaqﬁent fallacies that lead to this higher,
‘philosophical', or - as 1 have called it ~ 'fifth-level' concepiion
of what it is 1o be morally respongible, Several of ihese are plain

to see in ihe above arguments,

I will now argue, briefly, that the sonseguences of adopting
this fifth-level conception and its azssociated criteria are disastrous
Tor anyone who wishes the concept to have any point of application

whatever.

{5) The fifth-level conception of moral responsibility is defined
by the dizjunction belween two contra-csusal oriteria. These hava
already been roughly stated in Chapier Three: thev must now be stated

more pregisely,

Contra-causal criterion (1) regards the absence of causal
determination as nol only a necessary condition but a suffisient
eonditlon alse of moral responsibility. It can be stated thus: 'Y
is worally responsible for y if, and only if, X caused y to happen,

but in dolng 2o was not himself completely subjecst 1o causal

determination,’



The second holds the absence of causal determination to be '
only & necessary and not a sufficlient condition of moral responsibility.
In order to be morally responsible for what he doss 2 man must also be
Self-determining, i.e, what he is must be the product neither of
causes nor of mere chance but rather of his own self-determination,
Contra-causal criterion (2) can therefore be stated: 'X is morally
responsible for y if, and only if, X caused y to happen, but in doing
g0 was both free from complete causal determination and Self-determin-

inge’

L]

Let us now examine each of these criteria in turn., Ve shall
see that these accounts of what it is to be wmorally responsible for
somethlng are 'impropsr' not so much because they lovolve a depariure
from our ordinary oriterda for ascribing moral responsibility as

ecause of thelr fatal conseguences for the applicability of this

gongept .

The view that it is both & necessary and sufficlent condition
of & man's moral responsibility for something that he is, when he acts,
gontra-causally free {(in the sense of contra-causal oriterion (1)),

seems 1o me to suffer from the following defects:

{a) It does not permit discrimination between various degrees of morsl
responsibility, In this respect both contra-csusal criteria resemble
the low-level simple causal criterion according to which X is respons~
ible for y if, and only if, X cauzed y to happen, For the ndbion of
csusation does nol admit of degrees, If, then, the concept of moral
responsibility ls defined, either positively or negatively, in terms of
it, no sense can be given to our ordinary talk about 'mitigzating
circumsiances’ and the like, Thus, at the fourth-level of the concept,
certaln defences are admifted which, if successful, do not exculpaie
completely but only 'reduce' the zeviousness of the offence, For
instance, in the Mignonetlie case, described before, the defence of jus

necessitatis was held admissible and ths accused, though held guilty,

had thelr sentences commuted to six months' imprisonment.  Again, the
claim that a person commitied homicide while in a blind fury may

"reduce' the charge againat him from that of murder 4o that of mene
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slaughter, As Salmond puts it, such defences are relevant to the
‘peasure! rather than the existence of liapility. And it is easy
to ses Whyg. for these defences are simply measures of the degrees
of constraint that are thought to be present in any glven case.
Although ihe conocspt of causatlon as such does not admit of degrees,
the concept of constraint - 2 certain kind of causation - which is
here involved, does; and it is according to the vavying degrees of
constraint that are held to be present that we ordinarily hold a man

more or less morally responsible for whalt he has done,

(b} It is impossible of application, both vractically and theoretically.
There 1s a very good ¥sagon why we do not, as a matter of faci,
ordinarily enguire into all the causal antecedents of a person's

actions - his heredity, upbringing, education, etg. - in order %o
decide whether or not he is to be held morally responsible, For

such an enguiry, besides being impracticable in the conduct of our

day to day affairs, would have no matural terminus. Since proposiiions
of the form "This has no cause' are in principle empirically unverifiable,
we could never, even in principle, be sure thsi the necessary condition
of moral responsibilily, as here defined, was satisfied, viz. that

the person concerned was not completely subject 1o causal determination.
In other words, we could never be certain ihat the concept of moral
responsibility has any point of application whaiever, that ithere are
ever any instances of persoms who are veally morally responsible for
what they do,

(o) If it is objected, to the last criticism, that the contra-causal
criterion has a guaranteed point of spplication in so far as every man
has a conira-causal Free Will, T veply that in this case the concept

of moral responsibility becomes non-discriminatory, For, according

to Libertarian doctrine, the essential property of a Free Will is that,
when faced with a moral cholce or decision, anyone possesaing it is
‘free to do otherwise' in the reguired contra-causal snse., | But this
means that 1f everyone has a conira-causal Free Will, there can be no
instances in which & perscon mey excnse himself by showing that he

coulc not have done otherwise, l,e. there can be no instances of actions

in a woral situation for which a person is not worally responsible.
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The contra-causal eriterion, therefore, 1f taken in conjunction with
the hypothesis that everyone has a contra-causal Free Wiil, does not
allow us to discriminate between cases in which a person is morally
responsible and cases in which he is not. Thus, even 1f & person
is subjected to extreme toriure such as would ordinarily be regarded_
as excusing him Tor his actions, it can always bhe sald, on the
hypothesis that he is a moral agentwitha Free Will, that he still
could have avoided doing what he did (the aliernatives of death or
dishonour are still ‘open' for him %o choose between) and so is
nevertheless morally responsible, On this view, a man is to be.
held morally resvonsible for all his actions unless they occur in
non-moral situations or unlesg he has no Free Will,  Apart Trom
such cases there 1s no describable state of affairs in which it can
properly be said of someone thalt he is not wmorally resgponsible for

what he does,

(a) As we have just ssen, the first contra-causal criterion, taken in
eonjunction with the Libertardan hypothesis that all men, everywhere,
qua moral agents have a power of absolute spontaneity or contra-causal
Pree Will, entails that the concept of moral vesponsibility is non=
disceriminatory., But egqually, taken in conjunction with the Causal
Determinist's belief that all events, including human actions, are
subject to causal determinaition, it entails that the concesnt of moral
responsibility is vacuous, For if we say, in accordance with this
contra-gausal coriterion, that our belief in man's moral responsibility
can be true only if the belief in Causal Determinism is false, it
becomes @ contingent and empirical gquesiion which of these beliefs is,
a3 a matter of faot, true, And then all the evidence, as I see it,
favours the belief in Causal Determinism., Thus, as I argued in
Chapter 3ix, there ls no conceivable empirical evidence which could
gonclusively falsify the statement thatl every event has a cause, while
there is much evidencs thalt confirms it. On purely empirical grounds,
therefore, it seems that we dould have to conclude, with the Hard
Determinist that no-one is, as a matter of empirical fact, morally

responsible in this ssnse of the word. Bubt this is not ali. In

the sense here under discussion, 10837 that & person is morally



responsible does not gﬁﬁt invelve, but is equivalent to, saying thai he.
is contra~causally free, But there camnot, for the reasons just given,
he any empirical gfoémds for asserting the latter, And to argue Trom
the empirical facl that we do, in ordinary life, frequently hold people
morally responsible to the falsity of Causal Determinism, is esither to
argue fallaciously or else to beg the guestion. For unless it is
assumed to beginwith that the sense in which we ordinarily ascribe
moral responsibility is the contra-causal sense here at issue, it will
not follow that, to the extent thal we are oroperly neld morally
acocuntable, we must be free from causal determinatlion., In other
woras, if moral responsibility is defined, in accordancewith contra-
causal oriterion {1}, so as to make it logically inconsistent with
Csusal Determinism, then there are good grounds for concluding not

thet Causal Determinism must be false but rather that moral responsib-
ility is an illusion, i.e. that there are in Tact no states of affairs
which can, in the relevant sense of the expression, be described as
instances of perscons who are 'morally responsible’. This is the

position which I have described as the weak version of Hard Determinism.

{e} & furiher criticism of the first contra-causal coriterion is that,
even for the Libertarian, and for many Hard Determinisis alsec, it offers
an inadequate analysis of the conditions of moral responsibility.
Thus it may be said thet although contra-causaliiy is a necessary
condition of moral responsibility it is not by itself sufficient.
Indeed, although soms Libertariens do in fact argues as if it were

a sufficient condition of L's responsibiliiy for y that he caused

y to happen and that his doing so was not wholly the product of
causes, most would, on reflection, insist that it is neoeasary also
that X should not be merely the product of chance either. For it
seems to be counter-intuitive, as it were, to suppose that a person
can be morally responsible for the acltions that issue from his
character if the character that he happens to have is not of his

own choice but merely a matter of chance. The reasoning, more
expliciily, seems to be that since I am morally responsible (in any
of the higher-level senses) only for what I bring about or cause, I

gan be held morslly responsible for neither my character nor the



acts which issue from it, unless I myself have determined or chosen my
ovn character, More simply, I camnot be held responsible for what I
do if what I am is merely a maltier of chance., If I am what I am
purely by chance, I can be no more morally responsible for what I do
than if I am what I am because of antecedent causes, In bolh cases -
it is made to avpear - I can be held morally responsible only if I am
able to exercise control over what I am, i.e. if I am able to determine
what I am, l.e. if I am Self-determining, Contra-causal freedom, then,
on this analysis, is only & necessary condition of moral responsibility:

2 man can be morally responsible only if, also, he is Seif-determining.

This final coriticism leads directly to the second contra-causal

criterion desaribed above,

It is mainly for reasons of parsimony that I have distiﬁguiﬁheﬁ
only five ‘'levels' in the expansion of the concept of moral responsibility
and so have included the sccond contra-causal oriterion, togsther with
the first, on the fifih and highest level. Clearly, then, nothing is
al atake if we prefer to distinguish it from the first by referring to
it as the 'sixih' level: indeed there are, perhaps, good reasons {or

doing 30,

At any rate, the second contra-~causal criterion takes us to the
limit of the possible expansion of the criteria of moral responslbility
by including, as necésgafy conditions of the concept's applicebility,
both sides of a contradiction: i.s. 1t is here vegarded as necessary
both that there sould be no causes for what T am and that there should
not be no causes for what I ame, To put it a little differemtly: the
concept of moral responsibility, as defined by the use of the second
contra-causal criterion is inconsistent both with Causal Determinism
and with Causal Indeterminism ('caprice’ or 'pure chance'); I am
morally responsitle, in shert, if, and only if, what I am is neither
due to causes nor due to chanece, l.e. if, and only if, I am 3elf-
determining,

Now to aay that the second contra-gaussl griterion of moral
responsibility is satisfied, or has a point of application, is

equivelent to saying that the Libertarian's Free Will Theory is true.



.
_ o _ £
For acecording to the Libeftarians, & person is morally resvonsible for
his asctions in the required sense if, and only if, he has a Free Will,
i.e, is Self-determining., For instance, Cempbell claims that a man

who 1s engsged in a situation of worsl temptation cannol help believing:
*{a) that his moral decision is not neccessitated by his character as so
far formed.,; and {b) that his decision iz nevertheless not just
tuncaused® - a mere "chance" phenomencon -~ but is a decision which he
makes and for which he is responsible.' (‘'Reply', AJP, 1958, 50).

These two beliefs, he points out: 'sonjointly involve a liberty which

ig opposed both to necessity and to chance.,' And it is this sort

of liberty, he claims, which is demanded if we are ever to be ‘really’

morally responsible,

But are we ever free or woral vesponsible in this sense?

Both Professors Sdwards and Hospers have recently argusd ithalt we are
not, Thus Bdwards writes: 'From the fact that human beings do not
uitimately shape their own characters ... it follows that they are
never morally responsible.' {'Hard and Soft Determinism?, DF, 115},‘
Similarly, Hospers asks: 'How can anyone be reéponsibl& for pis actions’
gince they grow out of his character, which is shaped and molded and '
made what it is by influences -~ some herediiary, bui most of them
stemming from early parental environment -~ that were not of his own
making or choesing?f! And he answers: '... we are not responsible
for ocur actions, since we are not responsible for the character out

of which these actions spring.! {'What Means This Freedom?!, DF, 119;
120.) Both of them accept the Libertarian's analysis of what it is
to be morelly responsible for one's actions. They agree, that is,
that a person can be held morally responsitle 1f, and only if, he is
Self~determining in the sense that he can choose his own chavacter,
Where they differ from the Libertarian is solely over the question
whether these conditions of moral responsibllity are ever, as a matter
of fact, realised. Believing, as they do, that Causal Determinism is
true, and therefore that we do nol ultimately choose our own characters,
they conclude that, as a matter of fact, no-one is ever morally
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responsible, What they both fail to perceive, however, is that

there are purely logical reasons - independent of any matiers of



‘ fg
fact - for saying that the concept of moral respomsibility, inm so far
as it is defined in terms of the notions of Self-determinism and Free
Will, and the associated contra-causal criterion {2), must be

necessarily vacuous or self-gontradictory.

It will not require much argument to ghow this, Tor consider
what conditions must be satisfied in order for it io have any point of
application whatever. It must be the case both that what I am is not
oaused and that what I am is not uncaused: that is to say, the
conjunction of two contradictory propositions must be realised in fact,
And this is logically impossible, Since the concept, so defined, is
‘opposed both to necessity and to chance' - as Campbell puts it - i.e.
since it is inconsistent with both Czusal Determinism end its
contradictory, Causal Indeterminism, there can be no describable staie
of affairs in which a person can properliy be sald ic be morally
responsible, Indeed, the conce@é moat ttself be self-contradictory.
That is to say, it must then be logically impossible for anyone to be

morally responsible,

By parity of reasoning the congepts of Free ¥ill and Self=-
determination are also necessarily vacuous or selfwaantr&@ictgryw
For these, too, on the Liberiarian's account, are inconsisient with
both Determinism and Indeterminiém, This conclusion was foreshadowed
in Chepter Two where I argued that the introduction of a 'Welf', in
order 4o escape the Determinism-or-Caprice dilemma, invelves the
loglcal absurdity of an infinite regress, As Hook puts it, commenting
on Bdwards' argument: ',., what is true of the gharacter must be true
of the gelf, Bither the self has the power io mold character or it
has not. In either ocase it cannol be hsld responsible for having or
nol having such a motive power, And the same is trus if we bring in
a Self to explain the powers of the self, and a Great Self to explain
the powers of the Self, ecto.' {('Fecessity, Indeterminism, and Sentim-
entalism', DF, 175) 3incey belween a proposition and its denial
there can be no third alternative, even John Wisdom's hypothesis of
a pre-exilsting Self that chooses what one's character is to be -

suggested in his early bock Problems of Mind and Matier - cannot

peeton ]




establish a point of application for a concept of moral responsibility

that is 'opposed both to necessity and to chance.’

T have now completed my examinstion of the five general levels
in the szpansion of the concept of moral responsibility. By its

mesns I bave tried 4o refubte, finally, the charge that Causal
Determinisgm is inconsistent with moral responsibilit and to show

2! &)
that the Free Will Theory is not only uwnnecessary for the delence of

this concept bub does it a positive disservice,
Let me review the position as I see it,

T have shown, at sowme length, that each of the oriterias or sets
of criteria assoglated with the first four levels of the concept is
guite cengistent with the thesis of Gausal Determinism, Hore
particulariy, a consideration of the defences admiited at the fourth
“level - generally speaking, the level on which ordinary gussiions of
responsibliity-ascription are dseided - shows that what counts as an

excusing condition, given that the person acoused has in fact

comritted an unlawful or immoral asct, is broadly the presence of

some sort of compulsion or impediment such that the person can
truthfully say, in a non-causal sense, 'I could not have done other-
wise," To show this is, in effect, to confirm the Scoft Determinist's

2 ™

apalysis of the ordimery conditions for the use of the expression

orally responsible.’

But 3t 1s also possible, as we saw, to use this expression din

accordance with even higher-level criteris such that it is consecusntiaily

impossible to describe somecne as both completely subject to cauvsal
determination and yet merally responsible for his actions, These

T have called the first and second 'contra-cauvsal' criteria,

Although they are introduced as analyses of the conditions of 'reall

or 'ultimate® moral responsibility, the conseguences of thelir adoption
are fatal both for cur ordinary notions of morsl responsibllity and for

the ¥Free Will Theory whose scle ralison d'etre is, allegedly, to safe-

guard these notions against the incursions of Determinism,  Thus,

fes)



contra-caueal crléerlﬁﬁ {1), which admits as sxcusing conditions the

presence not only of causes which comstrain but of causes as such,

does viclence To our ordinary notions of what 1t iz to be marally
responsible, Yor, besides being useless as & practical criterion

Z

flor ascription, it doss not admit degrees of culpability, and, if

Ty

supported by the Free Will Theory, makes the notlon non~discriminatory,

1

he gpt of moral responsibility to the chargs

e

Again, it exposes

» i

 vacuovsness, since, 1f contra-causality, d,e. Causal Indeterminisn,

o>
iz its necessary condition, it becomes an ‘open’ or empirical question
whether this condition i in fact ever Fulfilled or whether, on the

e conbrary, the "weak'=version Merd Determinist iz corvect when he

}"-ud

L
denies that anyone is in fact morally responsible in this sense., Trom
the Libertarian point of wisw however, contra-cauvsal oriterion {1)
states only a necesgary condition of moral frsedom and responsibility,
¥iz. the abssnce of causalifty. Io crder to be 'really' free and
responsible, ILdbertarians hold, we must not only be free from causes
bub we must alse not be what we ave merely by pure chance: that is,

we must have & Free Will or be Self-determining, Confre~csuaal

-

criterion (2], then, expands the criterion of moral responsibility to

ite logical limit by sdmitting as excusing conditions both the presence

b

of causes and their sbsence (chance), But the consequence of defining
moral responsibility in this 'ultimate' sense is to deprive 1t of all
possibilily of application - not just as a matiter of fact, but as a
mtter of logical necessity. For the very mobions of Y¥res Will',
‘Belf-determinism’, and 'moral responsibility’ - if defined as ‘opposed
both to necessity and fo chance' - are self-contradictory, To say,

as does the lLibertarian, that the vpresence of & Self-determining Free
Will is & necessary condition of moral responsibility is to define the
latter to wvaculty., Tt is in this sense - and only in this sense - thet
the Tstrong' version of Hard Determinism is correct ip its claim that
there are no concelvable clrcumstances in which we could be justified
in helding someone morally responsible, Clearly, then, the Free

Will Theory fails to give an adeguate apalysis of the 'proper' (ordinary)

conditions of moral responsiblility; and, more importantly, far from



tsaving' the concept of morasl responsibility, the Free Will Theory
defines it in such 2 way as to destroy it, Hot that this fact should
worry us: for the notion of meral responsibility which is in lssue

in the traditiomal philesophical dispute between Hard Determinists and
Iibertarisns, is so far removed fron the ordinary notions that the
ouvbocome of this dispute need have no effect on cur ordinary moral
discourse or the conduwt of our practical affairs, This is Jjust
another way of sayving thet the Soft Determiniat iz corvect in claiming
that our concepts of moral freedom and morval responsibility may be

applied without alteration in a completely deterministic world,

Flainly, my pesition, so far, may be described as that of a

Soft Determinist, But of which variety -~ *wesk' or 'strong'?

This question ds the same as: Would the concepts have a point
of applicetion in an jindeterministic world? Or: Is moral responsibility

inconsistent with Causal Tndeterminism?
The argument of the 'strong! version of Soft Deberminiem 1z thet

&

[N

Determinism is not only consistent with moral responsibility but

implied by it.  Bubt sxsotly what does this mean?

Sometimes it is baken to mean that 11 the world wers not
completely causally determined, i,e, if Caussl Indeterminism were true,
there could be no point of application whatever for ocur ordinary concepbs
of moral freedom and responsibility.  Thus Chambers {'¥Woral Freedom
and Artistic Creativity', Fthics, 1931~-2), for instance, olaims that
these notions ‘require a deterministic universe as their stage.’ But,
construed in this way, it seems to me, the strong version of Soft
Uegterminiasm, viz. the claim that moral responsibility implies Caussl
Determinisw, is plainly false. For the concept of moral resvonsibility,
gsince it has application only when there ccour ceriain kinds of events,
Vig. the acts of human beings, is at leasst consistent with the existence

of vhysical indeterminzscy elsewhere in the universe,

Wore often, the claim is that Causal Determinism must be true

in so far as we act frsely and are morally responsible, This is how




Hobert, for instance, puts 1t in his article 'Free Will as Involving
Determination and Inconceivable Without TtY, {(Mind, 1934.) The
2 Netrcbvasisbuonind Fy

argument appears to be thet since moral responsibhbility is equivalent

-

to, or at lsast opresupposes, the causpl efficscy of praise and blame,
- 1,8, presupposes thet these are, in at least some instapnces, causal
determinants of human conduct - we can correctly ascribe moral
responsibility o 2 person only in so far as he is subject to causal
determination, Thus, Stevenson argues that ethical judgewents do not
oresuppose indeterminism but rather determiniem, on the prounds that

they control sction through cholce which must, therefore, be determinable

in at leest this wey, ('Hthical Judgements and Aveidability', Hind,
1938,) Wiet this argument overlooks, howsver, is that when we hold
someone merally responsible for his actions we are not saying that he
#ill in fact respond to being held resrvonsible, thet praise and blame
will in faot be causelly effective in controlling his conduct in
similar situvations in the fubturs, bubt only that persons who act in
these kinds of clrcumstances are generally amenable io such ‘educative’
measures, Since we ordirerily ascribe moral responsibllity where
there is & genersl tendency to respond to being held resgponsible, it
does not fdlow that we cannot properiy hold e particulsr person morally
respongible unless he in fact responds aprropriately. Certainly our
erdivary criteria demand that there should be caveal continmslty

between the perscon held responsible and the offence for which he is
culpable, That is teo sgay, it is 2 necessary condition of Z's morall
responsibility for y thet X should have causad v to hﬁpp@ﬂ. But it
does not follow from this that, by our ordirary criteria, X can be
neld morally responsible only if he is himself completely subject fo
causal determinaticn, Just as our ordinsry criteria for deciding
guestions of moral responsibility take no account of the presence of
3

cauzes, as such, for what a person iz, so they tske no scoount, sither,

of the absence of causes as such,

Ag T see i%, then, the concept of morsl responsibility, as
ordinarily understood, is consistent with Causal Determiniem and is

congiatent also with at least & limited ares of Csvssl Indeberminisnm,
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