
5.7 I Will 

FREE CHOICE 

To the question, why a section on will oc
curs in a chapter on mind, the answer is that 
an overwhelming preponderance of the au
thors who discuss the subject conceive the 
will as a mental faculty closely associated 
with intellect or reason. In the mediaeval 
tradition, the will was referred to as the "in
tellectual" or "rational appetite." Other an
imals as well as man exhibit the phenomena 
of the passions; other animals manifest 
something akin to voluntary behavior; but 
in the predominant opinion only man ex
erClses willpower and acts voluntarily 
through free choice, after deliberation and 
decision. 

In addition to considering the nature of 
the will as a faculty, relating it to reason or 
intellect on the one hand, and to the pas
sions or emotions on the other, and distin
guishing between voluntary and involuntary 
behavior, the quotations below represent a 
fair sampling of the opposite voices in the 
great debate on the freedom of the will or 
man's freedom of choice. Ranged on the af
firmative side, and advancing different ar
guments in support of their affirmation, are 
Lucretius, the Stoics, Aquinas, Descartes, 
Dr. Johnson, Locke, Kant, Hegel, Bergson, 
William James, and Sartre. On the opposite 
side are the denials of free choice by 

Socrates. When Er and the spirits arrived, their 
duty was to go at once to Lachesis; but first of all 
there carne a prophet who arranged them in or
der; then he took from the knees of Lachesis lots 
and samples of lives, and having mounted a high 
pulpit, spoke as follows: "Hear the word of Lache
sis, the daughter of Necessity. Mortal souls, be-

Hobbes, Spinoza, Hume, and Rousseau. 
Tolstoy straddles the fence. The moot ques
tion is whether, in the absence of free choice, 
there can be any basis for morality, for mor
al responsibility, and praise or blame. The 
opponents of free will claim there can be 
and Hume even goes so far as to maintain 
that, since a freely chosen act would be like 
a chance event, free will is incompatible 
with moral responsibility and praise or 
blame. 

The introduction of an omnipotent and 
omniscient deity into the picture com
plicates the matter. The theologians, from 
Augustine to Lutb.er and Calvin, attempt to 
reconcile free choice on man's part with pre
destination and providence. They are also 
concerned with the effect of original sin 
upon man's freedom of choice, as well as 
with the indispensability of such freedom as 
prerequisite to man's responsibility for sin. 
The reader will find related discussions in 
Section 20.13 on SIN AND TEMPTATION and in 
Section 20.14 on REDEMPTION AND SALVATION. 
For the treatment of other forms of freedom, 
the reader should turn to Section 9.4 on 
MORAL FREEDOM, to Section 12.3 on RIGHTS
NATURAL AND CIVIL, and to Section 13.1 on 
FREEDOM IN SOCIETY. 

hold a new cycle of life and mortality. Your gen
ius will not be allotted to you, but you will choose 
your genius; and let him who draws the first lot 
have the first choice, and the life which he chooses 
shall be his destiny. Virtue is free, and as a man 
honours or dishonours her he will have more or 
less of her; the responsibility is with the chooser
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God is justified." When the Interpreter had thus 
spoken he scattered lots indifferently among them 
all, and each of them took up the lot which fell 
near him, all but Er himself (he was not allowed), 
and each as he took his lot perceived the number 
which he had obtained. Then the Interpreter 
placed on the ground before them the samples of 
lives; and there were many more lives than the 
souls present, and they were of all sorts. There 
were lives of every animal and of man in every 
condition. And there were tyrannies among them, 
some lasting out the tyrant's life, others which 
broke off in the middle and came to an end in 
poverty and exile and beggary; and there were 
lives of famous men, some who were famous for 
their form and beauty as well as for their strength 
and success in games, or, again, for their birth and 
the qualities of their ancestors; and some who 
were the reverse of famous for the opposite qual
ities. And of women likewise; there was not, how
ever, any definite character in them, because the 
soul, when choosing a new life, must of necessity 
become different. But there was every other qual
ity, and they all mingled with one another, and 
also with elements of wealth and poverty, and dis
ease and health; and there were mean states also. 
And here, my dear Glaucon, is the supreme peril 
of our human state; and therefore the utmost care 
should be taken. Let each one of us leave every 
other kind of knowledge and seek and follow one 
thing only, if peradventure he may be able to 
learn and may find some one who will make him 
able to learn and discern between good and evil, 
and so to choose always and everywhere the better 
life as he has opportunity. He should consider the 
bearing of all these things which have been men
tioned severally and collectively upon virtue; he 
should know what the effect of beauty is when 
combined with poverty or wealth in a particular 
soul, and what are the good and evil consequences 
of noble and humble birth, of private and public 
station, of strength and weakness, of cleverness 
and dullness, and of all the natural and acquired 
gifts of the soul, and the operation of them when 
conjoined; he will then look at the nature of the 
soul, and from the consideration of all these qual
ities he will be able to determine which is the bet
ter and which is the worse; and so he will choose, 
giving the name of evil to the life which will make 
his soul more unjust, and good to the life which 
will make his soul more just; all else he will disre
gard. For we have seen and know that this is the 
best choice both in life and after death. A man 
must take with him into the world below an 
adamantine faith in truth and right, that there 
too he may be undazzled by the desire of wealth 
or the other allurements of evil, lest, coming upon 
tyrannies and similar villainies, he do irremedia
ble wrongs to others and suffer yet worse himself; 
but let him know how to choose the mean and 
avoid the extremes on either side, as far as possi

ble, not only in this life but in all that which is to 
come. For this is the way of happiness. 

And according to the report of the messenger 
from the other world this was what the prophet 
said at the time: "Even for the last comer, if he 
chooses wisely and will live diligently, there is ap
pointed a happy and not undesirable existence. 
Let not him who chooses first be careless, and let 
not the last despair." 

Plato, Republic, X, 617B 

2 We deliberate about things that are in our power 
and can be done.... For nature, necessity, and 
chance are thought to be causes, and also reason 
and everything that depends on man. Now every 
class of men deliberates about the things that can 
be done by their own efforts. . . . 

We deliberate not about ends but about means. 
For a doctor does not deliberate whether he shall 
heal, nor an orator whether he shall persuade, nor 
a statesman whether he shall produce law and 
order, nor does anyone else deliberate about his 
end. They assume the end and consider how and 
by what means it is to be attained; and if it seems 
to be produced by several means they consider by 
which it is most easily and best produced, while if 
it is achieved by one only they consider how it will 
be achieved by this and by what means this will 
be achieved, till they come to the first cause, 
which in the order of discovery is last. . . . 

The same thing is deliberated upon and is cho
sen, except that the object of choice is already 
determinate, since it is that which has been decid
ed upon as a result of deliberation that is the ob
ject of choice. For every one ceases to inquire how 
he is to act when he has brought the moving prin
ciple back to himself and to the ruling part of 
himself; for this is what chooses.... The object 
of choice being one of the things in our own power 
which is desired after deliberation, choice will be 
deliberate desire of things in our own power; for 
when we have decided as a result of deliberation, 
we desire in accordance with our deliberation. 

We may take it, then, that we have described 
choice in outline, and stated the nature of its ob
jects and the fact that it is concerned with means. 

Aristotle, Ethics, 1112a30 

3 	Men make themselves responsible for being unjust 
or self-indulgent, in the one case by cheating and 
in the other by spending their time in drinking 
bouts and the like; for it is activities exercised on 
particular objects that make the corresponding 
character. This is plain from the case of people 
training for any contest or action; they practise 
the activity the whole time. Now not to know that 
it is from the exercise of activities on particular 
objects that states of character are produced is the 
mark of a thoroughly senseless person. Again, it is 
irrational to suppose that a man who acts unjustly 
does not wish to be unjust or a man who acts 
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self-indulgently to be self-indulgent. But if with
out being ignorant a man does the things which 
will make him unjust, he will be unjust voluntari 
ly. Yet it does not follow that if he wishes he will 
cease to be unjust and will be just. For neither 
does the man who is ill become well on those 
terms. We may suppose a case in which he is ill 
voluntarily, through living incontinently and dis
obeying his doctors. In that case it was then open 
to him not to be ill, but not now, when he has 
thrown away his chance, just as when you have let 
a stone go it is too late to recover it; but yet it was 
in your power to throw it, since the moving princi
ple was in you. So, too, to the unjust and to the 
self-indulgent man it was open at the beginning 
not to become men of this kind, and so they are 
unjust and self-indulgent voluntarily; but now 
that they have become so it is not possible for 
them not to be so. 

Aristotle, Ethics, 1114a4 

4 The ongm of action-its efficient, not its final 
cause-is choice, and that of choice is desire and 
reasoning with a view to an end. This is why 
choice cannot exist either without reason and in
tellect or without a moral state; for good action 
and its opposite cannot exist without a combina
tion of intellect and character. Intellect itself, 
however, moves nothing, but only the intellect 
which aims at an end and is practical; for this 
rules the productive intellect, as well, since every 
one who makes makes for an end, and that which 
is made is not an end in the unqualified sense (but 
only an end in a particular relation, and the end 
of a particular operation)--only that which is done 
is that; for good action is an end, and desire aims 
at this. Hence choice is either desiderative reason 
or ratiocinative desire, and such an origin of ac
tion is a man. 

Aristotle, Ethics, 1139a31 

5 	There are things which are within our power, and 
there are things which are beyond our power. 
Within our power are opinion, aim, desire, aver
sion, and, in one word, whatever affairs are our 
own. Beyond our power are body, property, repu
tation, office, and, in one word, whatever are not 
properly our own affairs. 

Now the things within our power are by nature 
free, unrestricted, unhindered; but those beyond 
our power are weak, dependent, restricted, alien. 
Remember, then, that if you attribute freedom to 
things by nature dependent and take what be
longs to others for your own, you will be hindered, 
you will lament, you will be disturbed, you will 
find fault both with gods and men. But if you take 
for your own only that which is your own and 
view what belongs to others just as it really is, 
then no one will ever compel you, no one will 
restrict you; you will find fault with no one, you 
will accuse no one, you will do nothing against 

373 

your will; no one will hurt you, you will not have 
an enemy, nor will you suffer any harm. 

Aiming, therefore, at such great things, remem
ber that you must not allow yourself any inclina
tion, however slight, toward the attainment of the 
others; but that you must entirely quit some of 
them, and for the present postpone the rest. But if 
you would have these, and possess power and 
wealth likewise, you may miss the latter in seeking 
the former; and you will certainly fail of that by 
which alone happiness and freedom are procured. 

Epictetus, Encheiridion, I 

6 You can be unconquerable if you enter into no 
combat in which it is not in your own power to 
conquer. When, therefore, you see anyone emi
nent in honors or power, or in high esteem on any 
other account, take heed not to be bewildered by 
appearances and to pronounce him happy; for if 
the essence of good consists in things within our 
own power, there will be no room for envy or em
ulation. But, for your part, do not desire to be a 
general, or a senator, or a consul, but to be free; 
and the only way to this is a disregard of things 
which lie not within our own power. 

Epictetus, Encheiridion, XIX 

7 	What then do we mean when we speak of freedom 
in ourselves. . . . 

My own reading is that, moving as we do amid 
adverse fortunes, compulsions, violent assaults of 
passion crushing the soul, feeling ourselves mas
tered by these experiences, playing slave to them, 
going where they lead, we have been brought by 
all this to doubt whether we are anything at all 
and dispose of ourselves in any particular. 

This would indicate that we think of our free 
act as one which we execute of our own choice, in 
no servitude to chance or necessity or overmaster
ing passion, nothing thwarting our will; the vol
untary is conceived as an event amenable to will 
and occurring or not as our will dictates. Ev
erything will be voluntary that is produced under 
no compulsion and with knowledge; our free act is 
what we are masters to perform. 

Plotinus, Sixth Ennead, VIII, 1 

8 So I set myself to examine an idea I had heard
namely that our free-will is the cause of our doing 
evil, and Your just judgment the cause of our suf
fering evil. I could not clearly discern this. I en
deavoured to draw the eye of my mind from the 
pit, but I was again plunged into it; and as often 
as I tried, so often was I plunged back. But it 
raised me a little towards Your light that I now 
was as much aware that I had a will as that I had 
a life. And when I willed to do or not do anything, 
I was quite certain that it was myself and no other 
who willed, and I came to see that the cause of my 
sin lay there. 

But what I did unwillingly, it still seemed to me 
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that I rather suffered than did, and I judged it to 
be not my fault but my punishment: though as I 
held You most just, I was quite ready to admit 
that I was being justly punished. 

But I asked further: "Who made me? Was it 
not my God, who is not only Good but Goodness 
itself? What root reason is there for my willing 
evil and failing to will good, which would make it 
just for me to be punished? Who was it that set 
and ingrafted in me this root of bitterness, since I 
was wholly made by my most loving God? If ~e 
devil is the author, where does the devil come 
from? And if by his own perverse will he was 
turned from a good angel into a devil, what was 
the origin in him of the perverse will by which he 
became a devil, since by the all-good Creator he 
was made wholly angel?" By such thoughts I was 
cast down again and almost stifled; yet I was not 
brought down so far as the hell of that error, 
where no man confesses unto You, the error which 
holds rather that You suffer evil than that man 
does it. 

Augustine, Confessions, VII, 3 

9 Let ... perplexing debatings and disputations of 
the philosophers go on as they may, we, in order 
that we may confess the most high and true God 
Himself, do confess His will, supreme power, and 
prescience. Neither let us be afraid lest, after all, 
we do not do by will that which we do by will, 
because He, Whose foreknowledge is infallible, 
foreknew that we would do it. It was this which 
Cicero was afraid of, and therefore opposed fore
knowledge. The Stoics also maintained that all 
things do not come to pass by necessity, although 
they contended that all things happen according 
to destiny. What is it, then, that Cicero feared in 
the prescience of future things? Doubtless it was 
this--that if all future things have been fore
known, they will happen in the order in which 
they have been foreknown; and if they come to 
pass in this order, there is a certain order of things 
foreknown by God; and if a certain order of 
things, then a certain order of causes, for nothing 
can happen which is not preceded by some effi
cient cause. But if there is a certain order of causes 
according to which everything happens which 
does happen, then by fate, says he, all things hap
pen which do happen. But if this be so, then is 
there nothing in our own power, and there is no 
such thing as freedom of will. 

Augustine, Ciry of God, V, 9 

10 	There are some things which act not from any 
choice, but, as it were, moved and made to act by 
others; just as the arrow is directed to the target 
by the archer. Others act from some kind of 
choice, but not from free choice, such as irrational 
animals, for the sheep flies from the wolf by a kind 
of judgment whereby it considers it to be hurtful 
to itself; .such a judgment is not a free one, but 

implanted by nature. Only an agent endowed 
with an intellect can act with a judgment which is 
free in so far as it apprehends the common notion 
of good, from which it can judge this or the other 
thing to be good. Consequently, wherever there is 
intellect, there is free choice. 

Aquinas, Summa Theologica, 1,59,3 

11 Man has free choice. Otherwise counsels, exhorta
tions, commands, prohibitions, rewards and pun
ishments would be in vain. . . . 

Free choice is the cause of its own movement, 
because by his free choice man moves himself to 
act. But it does not of necessity belong to liberty 
that what is free should be the first cause of itself, 
as neither for one thing to be cause of another 
need it be the first cause. God, therefore, is the 
first cause, Who moves causes both natural and 
voluntary. And just as by moving natural causes 
He does not prevent their acts being natural, so by 
moving voluntary causes He does not deprive 
their actions of being voluntary, but rather is He 
the cause of this very thing in them; for He oper
ates in each thing according to its own nature. 

Aquinas, Summa Theologica, I, 83, 1 

12 Man does not choose of necessity. And this is be
cause that which is possible not to be, is not of 
necessity. Now the reason why it is possible not to 
choose, or to choose, may be gathered from a two
fold power in man. For man can will and not will, 
act and not act; again, he can will this or that, 
and do this or that. The reason of this is seated in 
the very power of the reason. For the wiIl can tend 
to whatever the reason can apprehend as good. 
Now the reason can apprehend as good, not only 
this, namely, to will or to act, but also this, name
ly, not to will or not to act. Again, in all particular 
goods, the reason can consider an aspect of some 
good and the lack of some good, which has the 
aspect of evil; and in this respect, it can appre
hend any single one of such goods as to be chosen 
or to be avoided. The perfect good alone, which is 
Happiness, cannot be apprehended by the reason 
under the aspect of evil, or as lacking in any way. 
Consequently man wills Happiness of necessity, 
nor can he will not to be happy, or to be unhappy. 
Now since choice is not of the end, but of the 
means ... it is not of the perfect good, which is 
Happiness, but of other particular goods. There
fore man chooses not of necessity but freely. 

Aquinas, Summa Theologica, I-II, 13, 6 

13 	 Commands and prohibitions should be imposed 
only upon one who can do or not do; otherwise 
they would be imposed in vain. But prohibitions 
and commands are divinely imposed upon man. 
It is therefore in man's power to do or not to do; 
and so he is endowed with free choice. 

No one should be punished or rewarded for 
something which it is not in his power to do or not 
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to do. But man is justly punished and rewarded 
by God for his deeds. Therefore man can do and 
not do; and so he is endowed with free choice. 

Aquinas, On Truth, XXIV, 1 

14 "The world is indeed so wholly desert of every 
virtue, even as thy words sound to me, and 
heavy and covered with sin; 

but I pray that thou point the cause out to me, so 
that I may see it, and that I may show it to 
others; for one places it in the heavens and an
other here below." 

A deep sigh, which grief compressed to "Alas!" he 
[Marco] first gave forth, and then began: 
"Brother, the world is blind, and verily thou 
comest from it. 

Ye who are living refer every cause up to the 
heavens alone, even as if they swept all with 
them of necessity. 

Were it thus, Freewill in you would be destroyed, 
and it were not just to have joy for good and 
mourning for evil. 

The heavens set your impulses in motion; I say 
not all, but suppose I said it, a light is given you 
to know good and evil, 

and Freewill, which, if it endure the strain in its 
first battlings with the heavens, at length gains 
the whole vict~ry, if it be well nurtured. 

Ye lie subject, in your freedom, to a greater power 
and to a better nature; and that creates in you 
mind which the heavens have not in their 
charge. 

Therefore, if the world to-day goeth astray, in you 
is the cause, in you be it sought." 

Dante, Purgatorio, XVI, 58 

15 "Every substantial form, which is distinct from 
matter and is in union with it, has a specific 
virtue contained within itself 

which is not perceived save in operation, nor is 
manifested except by its effects, just as life in a 
plant by the green leaves. 

Therefore man knows not whence the under
standing of the first cognitions may come, nor 
the inclination to the prime objects of appetite, 

which are in you, even as the instinct in bees to 
make honey; and this prime will admits no de
sert of praise or of blame. 

Now in order that to this will every other may be 
related, innate with you is the virtue which giv
eth counsel, and ought to guard the threshold of 
assent. 

This is the principle whence is derived the reason 
of desert in you, according as it garners and 
winnows good and evil loves. 

Those who in their reasoning went to the founda
tion, perceived this innate freedom, therefore 
they left ethics to the world. 

Wherefore suppose that every love which is kin
dled within you arise of necessity, the power to 
arrest it is within you. 

By the noble virtue Beatrice understands Freewill, 
and therefore, look that thou have this in mind, 
if she betake her to speak with thee thereof." 

Dante, Purgatorio, XVIII, 49 

16 The greatest gift God of his largess made at the 
creation, and the most conformed to his own 
excellence, and which he most prizeth, 

was the will's liberty, wherewith creatures intelli
gent, both all and alone, were and are en
dowed. 

Dante, Paradiso, V, 19 

17 Mankind is at its best when it is most free. This 
will be clear if we grasp the principle of liberty. 
We must realize that the basic principle of our 
freedom is freedom to choose, which saying many 
have on their lips but few in their minds. 

Dante, De Monarchia, I, 12 

18 	 For if we believe it to be true that God foreknows 
and foreordains all things; that He can not be 
deceived or obstructed in His foreknowledge and 
predestination; and that nothing happens but at 
His will (which reason itself is compelled to 
grant), then on reason's own testimony, there can 
be no free will in man, or angel, or in any crea
ture. 

Luther, Bondage of the Will 

19 Hortensia. There's small choice in rotten apples. 
Shakespeare, Taming of the Shrew, I, i, 138 

20 	Cassius. Men at some time are masters of their 
fates: 

The fault, dear Brutus, is not in our stars, 
But in ourselves, that we are underlings. 

Shakespeare, Julius Caesar, I, ii, 139 

21 The faculty of will consists alone in our having the 
power of choosing to do a thing or choosing not to 
do it (that is, to affirm or deny, to pursue or to 
shun it), or rather it consists alone in the fact that 
in order to affirm or deny, pursue or shun those 
things placed before us by the understanding, we 
act so that we are unconscious that any outside 
force constrains us in doing so. For in order that I 
should be free it is not necessary that I should be 
indifferent as to the choice of one or the other of 
two contraries; but contrariwise the more I lean to 
the one-whether I recognise clearly that the rea
sons of the good and true are to be found in it, or 
whe.ther God so disposes my inward thought-the 
more freely do I choose and embrace it. And un
doubtedly both divine grace and natural knowl
edge, far from diminishing my liberty, rather in
crease it and strengthen it. Hence this indifference 
which I feel, when I am not swayed to one side 
rather than to the other by lack of reason, is the 
lowest grade of liberty, and rather evinces a lack 
or negation in knowledge than a perfection of 
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will: for if I always recognised clearly what was 
true and good, I should never have trouble in de
liberating as to what judgment or choice I should 
make, and then I should be entirely free without 
ever being indifferent. 

Descartes, Meditations on First Philosophy, IV 

22 As to the freedom of the will, a very different ac
count must be given of it as it exists in God and as 
it exists in us. For it is self-contradictory that the 
will of God should not have been from eternity 
indifferent to all that has come to pass or that ever 
will occur, because we can form no conception of 
anything good or true, of anything to be believed 
or to be performed or to be omitted, the idea of 
which existed in the divine understanding before 
God's will determined Him so to act as to bring it 
to pass. Nor do I here speak of priority of time; I 
mean that it was not even prior in order, or in 
nature, or in reasoned relation, as they say [in the 
schools], so that that idea of good impelled God to 
choose one thing rather than another. . . . Thus 
that supreme indifference in God is the supreme 
proof of his omnipotence. But as to man, since he 
finds the nature of all goodness and truth already 
determined by God, and his will cannot bear 
upon anything else, it is evident that he embraces 
the true and the good the more willingly and 
hence the more freely in proportion as he sees the 
true and the good the more clearly, and that he is 
never indifferent save when he does not know 
what is the more true or the better, or at least 
when he does not see clearly enough to prevent 
him from doubting about it. Thus the indifference 
which attaches to human liberty is very different 
from that which belongs to the divine. Neither 
does it here matter that the essences of things are 
said to be indivisible: for firstly no essence can 
belong in a univocal sense both to God and His 
creature; and finally indifference does not belong 
to the essence of human liberty, since we are free 
not only when our ignorance of the right renders 
us indifferent, but also, and chiefly, when a clear 
perception impels us to prosecute some definite 
course. 

Descartes, Objections and Replies, VI 

23 	Liberty and necessity are consistent: as in the wa
ter that hath not only liberty, but a necessity of 
descending by the channel; so likewise in the ac
tions which men voluntarily do, which, because 
they proceed from their will, proceed from liberty, 
and yet because every act of man's will and every 
desire and inclination proceedeth from some 
cause, and that from another cause, in a continual 
chain (whose first link is in the hand of God, the 
first of all causes), proceed from necessity. So that 
to him that could see the connexion of those caus
es, the necessity of all men's voluntary actions 
would appear manifest. And therefore God, that 
seeth and disposeth all things, seeth also that the 

liberty of man in doing what he will is accompa
nied with the necessity of doing that which God 
will, and no more, nor less. For though men may 
do many things which God does not command, 
nor is therefore author of them; yet they can have 
no passion, nor appetite to anything, of which ap
petite God's will is not the cause. And did not His 
will assure the necessity of man's will, and conse
quently of all that on man's will dependeth, the 
liberty of men would be a contradiction and 
impediment to the omnipotence and liberty of 
God. And this shall suffice, as to the matter in 
hand, of that natural liberty, which only is prop
erly called liberty. 

Hobbes, Leviathan, II, 21 

24 It is not good to have too much liberty. It is not 
good to have all one wants. 

Pascal, Pensees, VI, 379 

25 	 Burden not the back of Aries, Leo, or Taurus, with 
thy faults; nor make Saturn, Mars, or Venus, guilty 
of thy Follies. Think not to fasten thy imperfec
tions on the Stars, and so despairingly conceive 
thy self under a fatality of being evil. Calculate 
thy self within, seek not thy self in the Moon, but 
in thine own Orb or Microcosmical Circumfer
ence. Let celestial aspects admonish and adver
tise, not conclude and determine thy ways. 

Sir Thomas Browne, Christian Morals, III, 7 

26 	 God. I made him [man] just and right, 
Sufficient to have stood, though free to fall. 
Such I created all th' Ethereal Powers 
And Spirits, both them who stood & them who 

faild; 
Freely they stood who stood, and fell who fell. 
Not free, what proof could they have givn sincere 
Of true allegiance, constant Faith or Love, 
Where onely what they needs must do, appeard, 
Not what they would? what praise could they re

ceive? 
What pleasure I from such obedience paid, 
When Will and Reason (Reason also is choice) 
Useless and vain, of freedom both despoild, 
Made passive both, had servd necessitie, 
Not mee. They therefore as to right belongd, 
So were created, nor can justly accuse 
Thir maker, or thir making, or thir Fate; 
As if Predestination over-rul'd 
Thir will, dispos'd by absolute Decree 
Or high foreknowledge; they themselves decreed 
Thir own revolt, not I: if I foreknew, 
Foreknowledge had no influence on their fault, 
Which had no less prov'd certain unforeknown. 

Milton, Paradise Lost, III, 98 

27 	 I should say that human affairs would be much 
more happily conducted if it were equally in the 
power of men to be silent and to speak; but expe
rience shows over and over again that there is 
nothing which men have less power over than the 
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tongue, and that there is nothing which they are 
less able to do than to govern their appetites, so 
that many persons believe that we do those things 
only with freedom which we seek indifferently; as 
the desire for such things can easily be lessened by 
the recollection of another thing which we fre
quently call to mind; it being impossible, on the 
other hand, to do those things with freedom which 
we seek with such ardour that the recollection of 
another thing is unable to mitigate it. But if, how
ever, we had not found out that we do many 
things which we afterwards repent, and that when 
agitated by conflicting affects we see that which is 
better and follow that which is worse, nothing 
would hinder us from believing that we do ev
erything with freedom. Thus the infant believes 
that it is by free will that it seeks the breast; the 
angry boy believes that by free will he wishes ven
geance; the timid man thinks it is with free will he 
seeks flight; the drunkard believes that by a free 
command of his mind he speaks the things which 
when sober he wishes he had left unsaid. Thus the 
madman, the chatterer, the boy, and others of the 
same kind, all believe that they speak by a free 
command of the mind, whilst, in truth, they have 
no power to restrain the impulse which they have 
to speak, so that experience itself, no less than rea
son, clearly teaches that men believe themselves to 
be free simply because they are conscious of their 
own actions, knowing nothing of the causes by 
which they are determined: it teaches, too, that 
the decrees of the mind are nothing but the appe
tites themselves, which differ, therefore, according 
to the different temper of the body. For every man 
determines all things from his affect; those who 
are agitated by contrary affects do not know what 
they want, whilst those who are agitated by no 
affect are easily driven hither and thither. All this 
plainly shows that the decree of the mind, the ap
petite, and determination of the body are coinci
dent in nature, or rather that they are one and the 
same thing, which, when it is considered under 
the attribute of thought and manifested by that, is 
called a decree, and when it is considered under 
the attribute of extension and is deduced from the 
laws of motion and rest, is called a determination. 

Spinoza, Ethics, III, Prop. 2, Schol. 

28 	There being in us a great many uneasinesses, al
ways soliciting and ready to determine the will, it 
is natural, as I have said, that the greatest and 
most pressing should determine the will to the 
next action; and so it does for the most part, but 
not always. For, the mind having in most cases, as 
is evident in experience, a power to suspend the 
execution and satisfaction of any of its desires; 
and so 'all, one after another; is at liberty to con
sider the objects of them, examine them on all 
sides, and weigh them with others. In this lies the 
liberty man has; and from the not using of it right 
comes all that variety of mistakes, errors, and 
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faults which we run into in the conduct of our 
lives, and our endeavours after happiness; whilst 
we precipitate the determination of our wills, and 
engage too soon, before due examination. To pre
vent this, we have a power to suspend the prosecu
tion of this or that desire; as every one daily may 
experiment in himself. This seems to me the 
source of all liberty; in this seems to consist that 
which is (as I think improperly) called free-will. 
For, during this suspension of any desire, before 
the will be determined to action, and the action 
(which follows that determination) done, we have 
opportunity to examine, view, and judge of the 
good or evil of what we are going to do; and 
when, upon due examination, we have judged, we 
have done our duty, all that we can, or ought to 
do, in pursuit of our happiness; and it is not a 
fault, but a perfection of our nature, to desire, 
will, and act according to the last result of a fair 
examination. . . . This is so far from being a re
straint or diminution of freedom, that it is the 
very improvement and benefit of it; it is not an 
abridgment, it is the end and use of our liberty; 
and the further we are removed from such a de
termination, the nearer we are to misery and slav
ery. 

Locke, Concerning Human Understanding, 
Bk. II, XXI, 48-49 

29 Philosophic liberty consists in the free exercise of 
the will; or at least, if we must speak agreeably to 
all systems, in an opinion that we have the free 
exercise of our will. Political liberty consists in se
curity, or, at least, in the opinion that we enjoy 
security. 

This security is never more dangerously at
tacked than in public or private accusations. It is, 
therefore, on the goodness of criminal laws that 
the liberty of the subject principally depends. 

Montesquieu, Spirit of Laws, XII, 2 

30 It will not require many words to prove, that all 
mankind have ever agreed in the doctrine of liber
ty as well as in that of necessity, and that the 
whole dispute, in this respect also, has been hith
erto merely verbal. For what is meant by liberty, 
when applied to voluntary actions? We cannot 
surely mean that actions have so little connexion 
with motives, inclinations, and circumstances, 
that one does not follow with a certain degree of 
uniformity from the other, and that one affords no 
inference by which we can conclude the existence 
of the other. For these are plain and acknowl
edged matters of fact. By liberty, then, we can 
only mean a power of acting or not acting, ac
cording to the determinations of the will; that is, if 
we choose to remain at rest, we may; if we choose 
to move, we also may. Now this hypothetical li
berty is universally allowed to belong to every one 
who is not a prisoner and in chains. Here, then, is 
no subject of dispute. 
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Whatever definition we may give of liberty, we 
should be careful to observe two requisite circum
stances; first, that it be consistent with plain mat
ter of fact; secondly, that it be consistent with it
self. If we observe these circumstances, and render 
our definition intelligible, I am persuaded that all 
mankind will be found of one opinion with regard 
to it. 

lt is universally allowed that nothing exists 
without a cause of its existence, and that chance, 
when strictly examined, is a mere negative word, 
and means not any real power which has any
where a being in nature. But it is pretended that 
some causes are necessary, some not necessary. 
Here then is the advantage of definitions. Let any 
one define a cause, without comprehending, as a 
part of the definition, a necessary connexion with 
its effect; and let him show distinctly the origin of 
the idea, expressed by the definition; and I shall 
readily give up the whole controversy. But if the 
foregoing explication of the matter be received, 
this must be absolutely impracticable. Had not 
objects a regular conjunction with each other, we 
should never have entertained any notion of cause 
and effect; and this regular conjunction produces 
that inference of the understanding, which is the 
only connexion, that we can have any compre
hension of. Whoever attempts a definition of 
cause, exclusive of these circumstances, will be 
obliged either to employ unintelligible terms or 
such as are synonymous to the term which he en
deavours to define. And if the definition above 
mentioned be admitted; liberty, when opposed to 
necessity, not to constraint, is the same thing with 
chance; which is universally allowed to have no 
existence. 

Hume, Concerning Human 
Understanding, VIII, 73--'74 

31 What is the meaning of this phrase "to be free"? it 
means "to be able," or assuredly it has no sense. 
For the will "to be able" is as ridiculous at bot
tom as to say that the will is yellow or blue, round 
or square. To will is to wish, and to be free is to be 
able. Let us note step by step the chain of what 
passes in us, without obfuscating our minds by 
any terms of the schools or any antecedent princi
ple. 

It is proposed to you that you mount a horse, 
you must absolutely make a choice, for it is quite 
clear that you either will go or that you will no go. 
There is no middle way. It is therefore of absolute 
necessity that you wish yes or no. Up to there it is 
demonstrated that the will is not free. You wish to 
mount the horse; why? The reason, an ignoramus 
will say, is because I wish it. This answer is idiotic, 
nothing happens or can happen without a reason, 
a cause; there is one therefore for your wish: What 
is it? the agreeable idea of going on horseback 
which presents itself in your brain, the dominant 
idea, the determinant idea. But, you will say, can 

I not resist an idea which dominates me? No, for 
what would be the cause of your resistance? None. 
By your will you can obey only an idea which will 
dominate you more. 

Now you receive all your ideas; therefore you 
receive your wish, you wish therefore necessarily. 
The word "liberty" does not therefore belong in 
any way to your will. 

You ask me how thought and wish are formed 
in us. I answer you that I have not the remotest 
idea. I do not know how ideas are made any more 
than how the world was made. All that is given to 
us is to grope for what passes in our incomprehen
sible machine. 

The will, therefore, is not a faculty that one can 
call free. A free will is an expression absolutely 
void of sense, and what the scholastics have called 
will of indifference, that is to say willing without 
cause, is a chimera unworthy of being combated. 

Where will be liberty then? in the power to do 
what one wills. I wish to leave my study, the door 
is open, I am free to leave it. 

But, say you, if the door is closed, and I wish to 
stay at home, I stay there freely. Let us be explicit. 
You exercise then the power that you have of 
staying; you have this power, but you have not 
that of going out. 

The liberty about which so many volumes have 
been written is, therefore, reduced to its accurate 
terms, only the power of acting. 

In what sense then must one utter the phrase
"Man is free"? in the same sense that one utters 
the words, health, strength, happiness. Man is not 
always strong, always healthy, always happy. 

A great passion, a great obstacle, deprive him of 
his liberty, his power of action. 

The word "liberty," "free-will," is therefore an 
abstract word, a general word, like beauty, good
ness, justice. These terms do not state that all men 
are always beautiful, good and just; similarly, 
they are not always free. 

Voltaire, Philosophical Dictionary: 
Free-Will 

32 	Dr. Johnson shunned to-night any discussion of 
the perplexed question of fate and free will, which 
I attempted to agitate. "Sir, (said he,) we know our 
will is free, and there's an end on't." 

Boswell, L!fe ofJohnson (Oct. 10, 1769) 

33 Dr. Mayo. (to Dr. Johnson,) "Pray, Sir, have you 
read Edwards, of New England, on Grace!" Johnson. 
"No, Sir." Boswell. "It puzzled me so much as to 
the freedom of the human will, by stating, with 
wonderful acute ingenuity, our being actuated by 
a series of motives which we cannot resist, that the 
only relief I had was to forget it." Mayo. "But he 
makes the proper distinction between moral and 
physical necessity." Boswell. "Alas, Sir, they come 
both to the same thing. You may be bound as 
hard by chains when covered by leather, as when 
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the iron appears. The argument for the moral ne
cessity of human actions is always, I observe, forti
fied by supposing universal prescience to be one of 
the attributes of the Deity."Johnson. "You are sur
er that you are free, than you are of prescience; 
you are surer that you can lift up your finger or 
not as you please, than you are of any conclusion 
from a deduction of reasoning. But let us consider 
a little the objection from prescience. It is certain 
I am either to go home to-night or not; that does 
not prevent my freedom." Boswell. "That it is cer
tain you are either to go home or not, does not 
prevent your freedom; because the liberty of 
choice between the two is compatible with that 
certainty. But if one of these events be certain now, 
you have no future power of volition. If it be cer
tain you are to go home to-night, you must go 
home." Johnson. "If I am well acquainted with a 
man, I can judge with great probability how he 
will act in any case, without his being restrained 
by my judging. God may have this probability 
increased to certainty." Boswell. "When it is in
creased to certain!y, freedom ceases, because that 
cannot be certainly foreknown, which is not cer
tain at the time; but if it be certain at the time, it 
is a contradiction in terms to maintain that there 
can be afterwards any contingency dependent upon 
the exercise of will or any thing else." Johnson. "All 
theory is against the freedom of the will; all expe
rience for it."-I did not push the subject any far
ther. I was glad to find him so mild in discussing a 
question of the most abstract nature, involved 
with theological tenets, which he generally would 
not suffer to be in any degree opposed. 

Boswell, Life ofJohnson (Apr. 15, 1778) 

34 A free will and a will subject to moral laws are 
one and the same. 

Kant, Fundamental Principles of the 
Metaphysic of Morals, III 

35 	 If it were possible to have so profound an insight 
into a man's mental character as shown by inter
nal as well as external actions as to know all its 
motives, even the smallest, and likewise all the 
external occasions that can influence them, we 
could calculate a man's conduct for the future 
with as great certainty as a lunar or solar eclipse; 
and nevertheless we may maintain that the man is 
free. 

Kant, Critique of Practical Reason, Pt. I, I, 3 

36 	If we grant freedom to man, there is an end to the 
omniscience of God; for if the Divinity knows how 
I shall act, I must act so perforce. 

Goethe, Conversations with Eckermann 
(Oct. 12, 1825) 

37 	The absolute goal, or, if you like, the absolute im
pulse, of free mind is to make its freedom its ob
ject, i.e. to make freedom objective as much in the 
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sense that freedom shall be the rational system of 
mind, as in the sense that this system shall be the 
world of immediate actuality. In making freedom 
its object, mind's purpose is to be explicitly, as 
Idea, what the will is implicitly. The definition of 
the concept of the will in abstraction from the 
Idea of the will is "the free will which wills the 
free will." 

Hegel, Philosophy of Right, Introduction, 27 

38 In. . . the will is rooted my ability to free myself 
from everything, abandon every aim, abstract 
from everything. Man alone can sacrifice ev
erything, his life included; he can commit suicide. 
An animal cannot; it always remains merely neg
ative, in an alien destiny to which it merely accus
toms itself. 

Hegel, Philosophy of Right, Additions, Par. 5 

39 A will which resolves on nothing is no actual will; 
a characterless man never reaches a decision. 

Hegel, Philosophy of Right, Additions, Par. 13 

40 Every man, being what he is and placed in the 
circumstances which for the moment obtain, but 
which on their part also arise by strict necessity, 
can absolutely never do anything else than just 
what at that moment he does do. Accordingly, the 
whole course of a man's life, in all its incidents 
great and small, is as necessarily predetermined as 
the course of a clock. 

Schopenhauer, Free- Will and Fatalism 

41 	 Chance, freewill, and necessity-nowise incom
patible-all interweavingly working together. 
The straight warp of necessity, not to be swerved 
from its ultimate course-its every alternating 
vibration, indeed, only tending to that; freewill 
still free to ply her shuttle between given threads; 
and chance, though restrained in its play within 
the right lines of necessity, and sideways in its mo
tions modified by freewill, though thus prescribed 
to by both, chance by turns rules either, and has 
the last featuring blow at events. 

Melville, Moby Dick, XLVII 

42 	We are conscious automata, endowed with free 
will in the only intelligible sense of that much
abused term-inasmuch as in many respects we 
are able to do as we like-but none the less parts 
of the great series of causes and effects which, in 
unbroken continuity, composes that which is, and 
has been,. and shall be-the sum of existence. 

T. H. Huxley, Animal Automatism 

43 Correctly conceived, the doctrine called Philo
sophical Necessity is simply this: that, given the 
motives which are present to an individual's 
mind, and given likewise the character and dispo
sition of the individual, the manner in which he 
will act might be unerringly inferred; that if we 
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knew the person thoroughly, and knew all the in
ducements which are acting upon him, we could 
foretell his conduct with as much certainty as we 
can predict any physical event. This proposition I 
take to be a mere interpretation of universal expe
rience, a statement in words of what every one is 
internally convinced of. No one who believed that 
he knew thoroughly the circumstances of any 
case, and the characters of the different persons 
concerned, would hesitate to foretell how all of 
them would act. Whatever degree of doubt he 
may in fact feel arises from the uncertainty 
whether he really knows the circumstances, or the 
character of some one or other of the persons, with 
the degree of accuracy required; but by no means 
from thinking that if he did know these things, 
there could be any uncertainty what the conduct 
would be. Nor does this full assurance conflict in 
the smallest degree with what is called our feeling 
of freedom. We do not feel ourselves the less free 
because those to whom we are intimately known 
are well assured how we shall will to act in a par
ticular case. We often, on the contrary, regard the 
doubt what our conduct will be as a mark of igno
rance of our character, and sometimes even resent 
it as an imputation. The religious metaphysicians 
who have asserted the freedom of the will have 
always maintained it to be consistent with divine 
foreknowledge of our actions; and if with divine, 
then with any other foreknowledge. We may be 
free, and yet another may have reason to be per
fectly certain what use we shall make of our free
dom. 

Mill, System of Logic, Bk. VI, II, 2 

44 If history dealt only with external phenomena, 
the establishment of this simple and obvious law 
would suffice and we should have finished our ar
gument. But the law of history relates to man. A 
particle of matter cannot tell us that it does not 
feel the law of attraction or repulsion and that 
that law is untrue, but man, who is the subject of 
history, says plainly: I am free and am therefore 
not subject to the law. 

The presence of the problem of man's free will, 
though unexpressed, is felt at every step of history. 

All seriously thinking historians have involun
tarily encountered this question. All the contra
dictions and obscurities of history and the false 
path historical science has followed are due solely 
to the lack of a solution of that question. 

If the will of every man were free, that is, if 
each man could act as he pleased, all history 
would be a series of disconnected incidents. 

If in a thousand years even one man in a mil
lion could act freely, that is, as he chose, it is evi
dent that one single free act of that man's in viola
tion of the laws governing human action would 
destroy the possibility of the existence of any laws 
for the whole of humanity. 

If there be a single law governing the actions of 

men, free will cannot exist, for then man's will is 
subject to that law. 

In this contradiction lies the problem of free 
will, which from most ancient times has occupied 
the best human minds and from most ancient 
times has been presented in its whole tremendous 
significance. 

The problem is that regarding man as a subject 
of observation from whatever point of view-theo
logical, historical, ethical, or philosophic-we find 
a general law of necessity to which he (like all 
that exists) is subject. But regarding him from 
within ourselves as what we are conscious of, we 
feel ourselves to be free. 

This consciousness is a source of self-cognition 
quite apart from and independent of reason. 
Through his reason man observes himself, but 
only through consciousness does he know himself. 

Apart from consciousness of self no observation 
or application of reason is conceivable. 

To understand, observe, and draw conclusions, 
man must first of all be conscious of himself as 
living. A man is only conscious of himself as a 
living being by the fact that he wills, that is, is 
conscious of his volition. But his will-which 
forms the essence of his life-man recognizes (and 
can but recognize) as free. 

If, observing himself, man sees that his will is 
always directed by one and the same law (wheth
er he observes the necessity of taking food, using 
his brain, or anything else) he cannot recognize 
this never-varying direction of his will otherwise 
than as a limitation of it. Were it not free it could 
not be limited. A man's will seems to him to be 
limited just because he is not conscious of it except 
as free. 

You say: I am not free. But I have lifted my 
hand and let it fall. Everyone understands that 
this illogical reply is an irrefutable demonstration 
of freedom. 

That reply is the expression of a consciousness 
that is not subject to reason. 

If the consciousness of freedom were not a sepa
rate and independent source of self-consciousness 
it would be subject to reasoning and to experi
ence, but in fact such subjection does not exist and 
is inconceivable. 

A series of experiments and arguments proves 
to every man that he, as an object of observation, 
is subject to certain laws, and man submits to 
them and never resists the laws of gravity or im
permeability once he has become acquainted with 
them. But the same series of experiments and ar
guments proves to him that the complete freedom 
of which he is conscious in himself is impossible, 
and that his every action depends on his organiz '
tion, his character, and the motives acting upon 
him: yet man never submits to the deductions of 
these experiments and arguments. Having learned 
from experiment and argument that a stone falls 
downwards, a man indubitably believes this and 
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always expects the law that he has learned to be 
fulfilled. 

But learning just as certainly that his will is 
subject to laws, he does not and cannot believe 
this. 

However often experiment and reasoning may 
show a man that under the same conditions and 
with the same character he will do the same thing 
as before, yet when under the same conditions and 
with the same character he approaches for the 
thousandth time the action that always ends in 
the same way, he feels as certainly convinced as 
before the experiment that he can act as he pleas
es. Every man, savage or sage, however incontest
ably reason and experiment may prove to him 
that it is impossible to imagine two different 
courses of action in precisely the same conditions, 
feels that without this irrational conception 
(which constitutes the essence of freedom) he can
not imagine life. He feels that however impossible 
it may be, it is so, for without this conception of 
freedom not only would he be unable to under
stand life, but he would be unable to live for a 
single moment. 

He could not live, because all man's efforts, all 
his impulses to life, are only efforts to increase 
freedom. Wealth and poverty, fame and obscuri
ty, power and subordination, strength and weak
ness, health and disease, culture and ignorance, 
work and leisure, repletion and hunger, virtue 
and vice, are only greater or lesser degrees of free
dom. 

A man having no freedom cannot be conceived 
of except as deprived of life. 

lf the conception of freedom appears to reason 
to be a senseless contradiction like the possibility 
of performing two actions at one and the same 
instant of time, or of an effect without a cause, 
that only proves that consciousness is not subject 
to reason. 

This unshakable, irrefutable consciousness of 
freedom, uncontrolled by experiment or argu
ment, recognized by all thinkers and felt by ev
eryone without exception, this consciousness with
out which no conception of man is possible 
constitutes the other side of the question. 

Man is the creation of an all-powerful, all
good, and all-seeing God. What is sin, the concep
tion of which arises from the consciousness of 
man's freedom? That is a question for theology. 

The actions of men are subject to general im
mutable laws expressed in statistics. What is 
man's responsibility to society, the conception of 
which results from the conception of freedom? 
That is a question for jurisprudence. 

Man's actions proceed from his innate charac
ter and the motives acting upon him. What is con
science and the perception of right and wrong in 
actions that follows from the consciousness of free
dom? That is a question for ethics. 

Man in connection with the general life of hu
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manity appears subject to laws which determine 
that life. But the same man apart from that con
nection appears to be free. How should the past 
life of nations and of humanity be regarded-as 
the result of the free, or as the result of the con
strained, activity of man? That is a question for 
history. 

Only in our self-confident day of the populari 
zation of knowledge-thanks to that most power
ful engine of ignorance, the diffusion of printed 
matter-has the question of the freedom of will 
been put on a level on which the question itself 
cannot exist. In our time the majority of so-called 
advanced people--that is, the crowd of ignora
muses-have taken the work of the naturalists 
who deal with one side of the question for a solu
tion of the whole problem. 

They say and write and print that the soul and 
freedom do not exist for the life of man is ex
pressed by muscular movements and muscular 
movements are conditioned by the activity of the 
nerves; the soul and free will do not exist because 
at an unknown period of time we sprang from the 
apes. They say this, not at all suspecting that 
thousands of years ago that same law of necessity 
which with such ardor they are now trying to 
prove by physiology and comparative zoology was 
not merely acknowledged by all the religions and 
all the thinkers, but has never been denied. They 
do not see that the role of the natural sciences in 
this matter is merely to serve as an instrument for 
the illumination of one side of it. For the fact that, 
from the point of view of observation, reason and 
the will are merely secretions of the brain, and 
that man following the general law may have de
veloped from lower animals at some unknown pe
riod of time, only explains from a fresh side the 
truth admitted thousands of years ago by all the 
religious and philosophic theories-that from the 
point of view of reason man is subject to the law of 
necessity; but it does not advance by a hair's 
breadth the solution of the question, which has 
another, opposite, side, based on the consciousness 
of freedom. 

Tolstoy, War and Peace, II Epilogue, VIII 

45 	 Man's free will differs from every other force in 
that man is directly conscious of it, but in the eyes 
of reason it in no way differs from any other force. 
The forces of gravitation, electricity, or chemical 
affinity are only distinguished from one another 
in that they are differently defined by reason. Just 
so the force of man's free will is distinguished by 
reason from the other forces of nature only by the 
definition reason gives it. Freedom, apart from ne
cessity, that is, apart from the laws of reason that 
define it, differs in no way from gravitation, or 
heat, or the force that makes things grow; for rea
son, it is only a momentary undefinable sensation 
of life. 

Tolstoy, War and Peace, II Epilogue, X 
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46 	When scientific and moral postulates war thus 
with each other and objective proof is not to be 
had, the only course is voluntary choice, for scep
ticism itself, if systematic, is also voluntary choice. 
If, meanwhile, the will be undetermined, it would 
seem only fitting that the belief in its indetermina
tion should be voluntarily chosen from amongst 
other possible beliefs. Freedom's first deed should 
be to affirm itself. 

William James, Psychology, XXVI 

47 Both free will and determinism have been in
veighed against and called absurd, because each, 
in the eyes of its enemies, has seemed to prevent 
the 'imputability' of good or bad deeds to their 
authors. Queer antinomy this! Free will means 
novelty, the grafting on to the past of something 
not involved therein. If our acts were predeter
mined, if we merely transmitted the push of the 
whole past, the freewillists say, how could we be 
praised or blamed for anything? We should be 
'agents' only, not 'principals,' and where then 
would be our precious imputability and responsi
bility? 

But where would it be if we had free will? rejoin 
the determinists. If a 'free' act be sheer novelty, 
that comes not from me, the previous me, but ex 
nihilo, and simply tacks itself on to me, how can I, 
the previous I, be responsible? How can I have 
any permanent character that will stand still long 
enough for praise or blame to be awarded? The 
chaplet of my days tumbles into a cast of discon
nected beads as soon as the thread of inner neces
sity is drawn out by the preposterous indetermin
ist doctrine. . . . 

It may be good ad hominem, but otherwise it is 
pitiful. For I ask you, quite apart from other rea
sons, whether any man, woman or child, with a 
sense for realities, ought not to be ashamed to 
plead such principles as either dignity or imput
ability. Instinct and utility between them can 
safely be trusted to carry on the social business of 
punishment and praise. If a man does good acts 
we shall praise him, if he does bad acts we shall 
punish him-anyhow, and quite apart from theo
ries as to whether the acts result from what was 
previous in him or are novelties in a strict sense. 
To make our human ethics revolve about the 
question of 'merit' is a piteous unreality-God 
alone can know our merits, if we have any. The 
real ground for supposing free will is indeed prag
matic, but it has nothing to do with this 
contemptible right to punish which has made 
such a noise in past discussions of the subject. 

Free will pragmatically means novelties in the 
world, the right to expect that in its deepest ele
ments as well as in its surface phenomena, the 
future may not identically repeat and imitate the 
past. That imitation en masse is there, who can 
deny? The general "uniformity of nature" is pre
supposed by every lesser law. But nature may be 

only approximately uniform; and persons in 
whom knowledge of the world's past has bred pes
simism (or doubts as to the world's good charac
ter, which become certainties if that character be 
supposed eternally fixed) may naturally welcome 
free will as a melioristic doctrine. It holds up im
provement as at least possible; whereas determin
ism assures us that our whole notion of possibility 
is born of human ignorance, and that necessity 
and impossibility between them rule the destinies 
of the world. 

William James, Pragmatism, III 

48 The existence of strict causality implies that the 
actions, the mental processes, and especially the 
will of every individual are completely de
termined at any given moment by the state of his 
mind, taken as a whole, in the previous moment, 
and by any influences acting upon him coming 
from the external world. We have no reason what
ever for doubting the truth of this assertion. But 
the question of free will is not concerned with the 
question whether there is such a definite connec
tion, but whether the person in question is aware 
of this connection. This, and this alone, de
termines whether a person can or cannot feel free. 
H a man were able to forecast his own future sole
lyon the ground of causality, then and then only 
we would have to deny this consciousness of free
dom of the will. Such a contingency is, however, 
impossible, since it contains a logical contradic
tion. Complete knowledge implies that the object 
apprehended is not altered by any events taking 
place in the knowing subject; and if subject and 
object are identical, this assumption does not ap
ply. To put it more concretely, the knowledge of 
any motive or of any activity of will is an inner 
experience, from which a fresh motive may 
spring; consequently such an awareness increases 
the number of possible motives. But as soon as this 
is recognized, the recognition brings about a fresh 
act of awareness, which in its turn can generate 
yet another activity of the will. In this way the 
chain proceeds, without it ever being possible to 
reach a motive which is definitely decisive for any 
future action; in other words, to reach an aware
ness which is not in its turn the occasion of a fresh 
act of will. When we look back upon a finished 
action, which we can contemplate as a whole, the 
case is completely different. Here knowledge no 
longer influences will, and hence a strictly causal 
consideration of motives and will is possible, at 
least in theory. 

If these considerations appear unintelligible-if 
it is thought that a mind could completely grasp 
the causes of its present state, provided it were 
intelligent enough-then such an argument is 
akin to saying that a giant who is big enough to 
look down on everybody else should be able to 
look down on himself as well. The fact is that no 
person, however clever, can derive the decisive 
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motives of his own conscious actions from the 
causal law alone; he requires another law-the 
ethical law, for which the highest intelligence and 
the most subtle self-analysis are no adequate sub
stitute. 

Planck, 	Universe in the Light 
of Modern Physics, 6 

49 To foresee future objective alternatives and to be 
able by deliberation to choose one of them and 
thereby weight its chances in the struggle for fu
ture existence, measures our freedom. It is as
sumed sometimes that if it can be shown that deli
beration determines choice and deliberation is 
determined by character and conditions, there is 
no freedom. This is like saying that because a 
flower comes from root and stern it cannot bear 
fruit. The question is not what are the ant~cedents 
of deliberation and choice, but what are their con
sequences. What do they do that is distinctive? 
The answer is that they give us all the control of 
future possibilities which is open to us. And this 
control is the crux of our freedom. Without it, we 
are pushed from behind. 

Dewey, Human Nature and Conduct, IV, 3 

50 We are free when our acts spring from our whole 
personality, when they express it, when they have 
that indefinable resemblance to it which one 
sometimes finds between the artist and his work. 
It is no use asserting that we are then yielding to 
the all-powerful influence of our character. Our 
character is still ourselves; and because we are 
pleased to split the person into two parts so that 
by an effort of abstraction we may consider in 
turn the self which feels or thinks and the self 
which acts, it would be very strange to conclude 
that one of the two selves is coercing the other. 

Bergson, Time and Free Will, III 
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51 	 Human free will does not exclude but presupposes 
the vast and complex dynamism of instincts, ten
dencies, psycho-physical dispositions, acquired 
habits, and hereditary traits, and it is at the top 
point where this dynamism emerges in the world 
of spirit that freedom of choice is exercised, to give 
or withhold decisive efficacy to the inclinations 
and urges of nature. It follows from this that free
dom, as well as responsibility, is capable of a mul
tiplicity of degrees of which the Author of being 
alone is judge. It does not follow from this that 
freedom does not exist--on the contrary! If it ad
mits of degrees, then it exists. 

Maritain, The Conquest of Freedom 

52 	It must be made clear that not only particular 
and partial goods, offered us by the finite world, 
but all the concrete goods which we may love and 
desire in this life, are thus the object of the will's 
free choice. Even the noblest good, even the divine 
good, is thus, and for the same reason, the object 
of the will's free choice. 

Maritain, Scholasticism and Politics, V 

53 	Human-reality is free because it is not enough. It 
is free because it is perpetually wrenched away 
from itself and because it has been separated by a 
nothingness from what it is and from what it will 
be. It is free, finally, because its present being is 
itself a nothingness in the form of the "reflection
reflecting." Man is free because he is not himself 
but presence to himself. The being which is what 
it is can not be free. Freedom is precisely the noth
ingness which is made-to-be at the heart of man 
and which forces human-reality to make itself in
stead of to be. As we have seen, for human reality, 
to be is to choose oneself; nothing comes to it qer 
from the outside or from within which it can re
ceive or accept. 

Sartre, Being and Nothingness, Pt. IV, I, I 


