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define action in this way, he can do so. And if he chooses also
to define freedom, so as to niake it indicate rnerely the extetit to
wlîich resuits followv our subjective exertions of energy, lie cati do
so. But I repeat thit this is not the freedoin of wvhich we are
cornscious, since it is only frorn experience that wve learn to
connect certain resuits with our exertions of energy. And 1 say
stili fartier, that it is flot the freedomn which forms the basis of
our responsibility. We feel ourselves, as true agents, to be te-
sponsible for what we do, for the energies which %we direct L

towvards certain ends ; cqually responsible whether the ends be
attained or not.

XVith these rernarks on the first article of my thesis, which
places freedoni in the possession of a veritable power of voluntary
action, 1 proceed to the second, in wvhich voluntary action is con-
sidered as prompted by motive.

A prelimninary verbal explanation must bc hiere made. We
havc seen that Edwards distinguisiies voluntary action from act
of Will ; meaning, by thec latter, the act of the mind whcreby we
choose anything; and by the former, the effect consequent upon
our chioice. On the vie'v which I have taken of action as a
subjective eiîergy, there is no distinction between act of XViII and
voluntary action. An act of XViII is a v'oluntary action ; and
there is no other kind of voluntary action. I act by willing. I

bend my armi-in so far as I, the living being, do anything in the
case-by wilingy to bend it. Hence, iii speaking of motives, it is
immaterial wvhether wve say that they influence the WilI, or that
they prompt to action. The twvo statements are identical.

Can we then define the relation of motives to the WilI, or tor
the conduct, more precisely than by simply saying that motives
influence the choice, or that men act from mnotivres? I do flot
believe that we can. But, as you are awvare, philosophers of both
the schools wvhose viewvs we have bcen examinincg are of a con-
trary opinion. On the one hiand, Edwards us tells that the strongest
motive determines the WiIl accordingr to a lawv of necessity. On
the other hand, bis opponents hold thiat the mmnd, by whatever
motives it may be solicited, possesses a selIf-determiniing power.
It is my task to show, as I hope to be able to do, that a criticism
of these coniflictingr theories leads to the conclusion that there is
no truth held by the disputants on either side which is flot sub-


