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the circumstances, internal and external, motives,
perceptions, dispositions, impressions, passions,
inclinations taken together, I am still in a contin-

gent state, or whether [ am necessitated to make*

the choice, for example, to go out; that is to say,
whether this proposition true and determined in
fact, Ins all vhese circumstances taken vogether I shall
shoose to go out, is contingent or necessaiy.’1! Leib-
niz’s answer might be put as follows: in one sense
‘of the terms ‘necessary’ and ‘contingent’, the
proposition ‘In all these circumstances taken to-
gether I shall choose to go our’, may be said to be
contingent and not necessary, and in another sense
of these terms, it may be said to be necessary and
not coutingent. But the sense in which the propo-
sition may be said to be contingent, according to
Leibniz, is only this: there is no logical contradic-
tion involved in denying the proposition. And the
sense in which it may be said to be necessary is this:
since ‘nothing ever occurs without cause or detec-
mining reason’, the proposivion is causally neces-
sary. ‘Whenever all the circumstances taken
together are such that the- balance of deliberation
is heavier on'one side than on the other, it is cer-
tain and infallible that that is the side that is going
to win out’. But if what we have been saying is
true, the proposition ‘In all these circumstances
taken together I shall choose to go out’, may be
causally as well as logically contingent. Hence we
must find another interpretation for Leibniz’s

statement that our motives and desires may incline,

us, or influence us, to choose without thereby ne-
cessitating us to choose. -

Let us consider a public official who has some
moral scruples but who also, as one says, could be
had. Because of the scruples that he does have, he
would never take any positive steps to receive a
bribe—he would not actively solicit one. But his
morality has its limits and he is also such that, if we
were to confront him with a fair accompli or to'let
him see what is about to happen ($10,000 in cash
is being deposited behind the garage), then he
would succumb and be unable to resist. The gen-
eral situation is a familiar one and this is one rea-
son that people pray to be delivered from
temptation, (It also justifies Kant’s remark: ‘And
how many there are who may have led a long

blameless life, who are only fortunate in having es-
caped so many temptations’.)1? Our relation to the
misdeed that we contemplate may not be a miatter
simply of being able to bring it about or not to
bring it about. As St. Anselm noted, there are at
least four possibilities. We may illustrate them by
reference to our public official and the event which
is his receiving the bribe, in the following way:
(1) he may be able to bring the event about him-
self (fucere esse), in which case he would actively
cause himself to receive the bribe; (ii) he may be
able to refrain from bringing ir about himself {non
facere esse), in which case he would not himself do
anything to insure that he receive the bribe; (iii)
he may be able to do something to prevent the
event from occurring (facere non esse), in which
case he would make sure that the $10,000 was nor
left behind the garage; or (iv) he may be unable to
do anything to prevent the event from occurring
(mop facere non esse); in which case, though he may
not solicit the bribe, he would allow himself to
keep it.13 We have envisaged our official as a man
who can resist the temptation to (i) but cannot re-
sist the temptation to (iv): he can refrain from
bringing the event about himself, but he cannot
bring himself to do anything to prevent it.

Let us think of ‘inclination without necessita-
tion’, then, in such terms as these. First we may
contrast the two propositions:

(1) He can resist the temptation to do some-
thing in order to make A happen; .

{2) He can resist the temptation to allow A to
happen (i.c. to do nothing to prevent A
from happening).

We may suppose that the man has some desire to
have A happen and thus has a motive for making
A happen. His motive for making A happen, I sug-
gest, is one that necessitates provided that, becanse
of the motive, (1) is false; he cannot resist the
temptation to do something in order to make A
happen. His motive for making A happen is one
that énclines provided that, because of the motive,
(2} is false; like our public official, he cannot bring
himself to do anything to prevent A from happen-
ing. And therefore we can say that this motive for
making A happen is one that énclines bur does nor
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necessitate provided that, because of the motive,
(1) is true and (2) is false; he can resist the temp-
tation to make it happen but he cannot resist the
temptation to allow it to happen.

NOTES

1. The general position to be presented here is
suggested in the following writings, among others:
Aristotle, I Eudemian Etbics, bk, ii ch. 6, Nicomachean
Ethics, bk. iii, ch. 1-5; Thomas Reid, Essays on the Ac-
tive Powers of Man. C. A. Campbell, ‘Is “Free Will” a
Pseudo-Problem?’ Mind, 1951, 441-65, Roderick
M. Chisholm, ‘Responsibility and Avoidability’, and
Richard Taylor, ‘Determination and the Theory of
Agency’, in Determinism and Freedom in the Age of
Modern Science, ed. Sidney Hook (New York, 1958);

2. Thomas Reid, Essays on the Active Powers of
Man, essay iv. ch. 4 (Works, 600).

3. Summa Theologica, Pirst Part of the Second
Part, qu. vi (‘On the Voluntary and Involuntary’),

" 4. Jounathan Edwards, Freedom of the Will (New
Haven, 1957): G. E. Moore, Ethics (Home Univer-
sity Library, 1912). ch. 6.
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5. A, L Melden, Frez Action (London, 1961), es-
pecially ch. 3. Mr. Melden’s own views, however, are
quite the contrary of those that are proposed here.

6. Ardstotle, Physics, bk, iit, ch. 3; Suarez, Dispy-
tarions Metaphysicae, Disputation 18, s. 10.

7. Reid, Works. 524,

8. Essay concerning Human Understanding, bk,
if, ch. 21.

9. Melden, 166. -

10. Reid, Works, 608, 612,

11, ‘Lettre 2 Mr. Coste de la Mécessité et de la
Contingence’ (1707) in Opera Philosophica, ed. Brd-
mann, 447-9.

12, In the Preface to the Mezaphysical Elements of
Etbics, in Kant’s Critique of Practical Reason and
Other Works on the Theory of Btiics, ed. . K, Abbott
(London, 1959), 303.

13. Cf. D. P. Henry, ‘Saint Anselm’s Dz “Gram-
matico™’, Philosophical Quarteily, x (1960), 115-26,
St. Anselm noted that (i) and (iii}, respectively, may
be thoughr of as forming the upper left and the upper
right corners of a square of opposition, and (i) and
(iv) the Jower left and the lower right.
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“THERE IS A DISPUTATION that will continue till
mankind are raised from the dead, between the ne-
cessitarians and the partisans of free will.” These
are the words of twelfth-centnry Persian poet,

Jalalu’ddin Remi. The problem of free will and ne-
cessity (or determinism), of which Rumi speaks,
has puzzled the greatest minds for centuries—in-
cluding famious philosophers, literary figures,
theologians, scientists, legal theorists, and psychol-

*Copyright Robert Kane 2001, This essay was commissionzd by the editors cxpecially for the cloventh edition of
vhis anthology. -
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ogists—as well as many ordinary people, It has
affected and been affected by both religion and
science.

In his classic poem, Paradise Lost, John Milton
describes the angels debating how some of them
could have sinned of their own frec wills given that
God had made them intelligent and happy.! Why
would they have done it? And why were they re-
sponsible for it rather than God, since God had
made them the way they were and had complete
foteknowledge of what they would do? While puz-
zling over such questions, even the angels, Milton
tells us, were “in Endless Mazes lost” (not a com-
forting thought for us humans). On the scientific
front, issues about free will lead us to ask about the
nature of the physical universe and our place in it
{(are we determined by physical laws and move-
ments of the atoms?), about human psychology
and the springs of action {can our actions be pre-
dicted by those who know our psychology?), about
social conditioning, moral responsibility, crime and
punishment, right and wrong, good and evil, and
much more.

To dive into these questions, the best way to
begin is with the idea of freedom itself. Nothing
could be more important than freedom to the
modern world. All over the globe, the trend (often
against resistance) is toward societies that are more
free. But why do we want freedom? The simple,
and not totally adequate, answer is that to be more
free is to have the capacity and opportunicy to sat-
isfy more of our desires. In a free society we can
wallc into a store and buy almost anything we
want. We can choose what movies to see, what
music to listen to, whom to vote for.

But these are what you might call ssrfirce free-
doms. What is meant by fiee will runs deeper than
these everyday freedoms. To see how, suppose we
had maximal freedom to make such choices to sat-
isfy our desires and yet the choices we actually
made were manipulated by others, by the powers-
that-be, In such a world we would have a great
deal of everyday freedom to do whatever we
wanted, yet our free will wonld be severely limited.
We would be free to act or choose as we will, bat
would not have the ultimate say about what it is
that we will, Someone else would be pulling the

strings, not by coercing us against our wishes, bur
by manipulating ns.into having the wishes they
wanted us to have.

"You may be thinking that, to some extent, we
do live in such a world, where we are free to make
numerous choices, but are manipulated into mak-
ing many of our choices by advertising, television,
public relations, spin doctors, salespersons, mar-
keters, and sometimes even by friends, parents,
relatives, rivals, or enemies. One indication of how
important free will is to us is that pcople generally
feel revulsion at such manipulation. When people
find out that what they thought were their own
wishes were actually manipulated by others who
wanted them to choose in just the way they did,
they feel demeaned. Such sitnations are demean-
ing because we realize we were not our own per-
sons; and having free will is about being your own
person,

The problem is brought out in a striking way
by twentieth-century utopian novels, such as
Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World and B. P, Skin-
ner’s Walden Two.? In the fictional societies de-
scribed in these famous works, people can have
and do what they will or choose, but only to the
extent that they have been conditioned by behav-
ioral engineers or neuro-chemists to will or choose
what they can have and do. In Brave New World,
the lower-echelon workers are under the influence
of powerful drugs so that they do not dream of
things they cannot have. They are quite content to
play miniature golf all weekend. They can do what
they want, though their wants are meager and con-
trolled by drugs.

The citizens of Skinner’s Walden Two have a
richer existence than the workers of Brave New
Worid. Yer their desires and purposes are also
covertly controlled, in this case by behavioral en-
gineers. Walden Two-ers live collectively in a kind
of rural commune; and because they share duties
of farming and raising children, they have plenty
of leisure. They pursue arts, sciences, crafts, en-
gage in musical performances, and enjoy what
appears to be a pleasant existence. The fictional
founder of Walden Two, a fellow named Prazier,
forthrightly says that their pleasant existence is
brought about by the fact that, in his community,

o B

persons can do whatever they want or choose be-
cause they have been behaviorally conditioned
since childhood to want and choose only what
they can have and do. In other words, they have
maximal surfiace fresdom of action and choice (they
can choose or do anything they want), but they
lack a deeper freedom of the will because thelr de-
sires and purposes are created by their behavioral
conditioners or controllers. Their wills are not of
“their own” making. Indeed, what happens in
Walden Two is that their surface freedom to act
and choose as they will is maximized by minimiz-
ing the deeper freedom to have the ultimate say
about what they will.

Thus Frazier can say that Waldcn Two “is the
frecst place on carth” (p. 297), because he has sur-
face frecdoms in mind. For there is no coercion in
Walden Two and no punéshmens becanse no one
has to be forced te do anything against his or her
will, The citizens can have anything they want be-

‘cause they have been conditioned not to want any-

thing they cannot have, As for the deeper freedom,
or free will, it does not exist in Walden Two, as
Brazier himself admits (p. 257). But this is no loss,
according to Frazier. Echoing Walden Two's au-
thor, B. F. Skinner (a foremost defender of behav-
iorism in psychology), Prazier thinks the deeper
freedom of the will is an illusion in the first place.
We do not have it anyway, inside or outside
Walden Two. In our ordinary lives, he argues, we
are just as much the products of upbringing and
social conditioning as the citizens of Walden Two,
though we may delude ourselves into thinking
otherwise, The difference is that, unlike Walden
Two, our everyday conditioning is often haphaz—
ard, incompetent, and harmful,

Why then, Skinner asks, reject the maximal sur-
face freedom and happiness of Walden Two for a
deeper freedom of the will that is something we do
not and cannot have auyway? Along with many
other scientists, he thinks the idea that we could
be wltimate determiners of our own ends or pur-
poses (which is what the deeper freedom of the
will would require) is an impossible ideal that can-
not fit into the modern scientific picture of the
world, To have such freedom, we would have to
have been the original creators of our own wills—
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causes of ourselves. But if we trace rhe psychologi-
cal springs of action back furthcer and further to
childhood, we find that we were less freée back
then, not more, and more subject to conditioning,
We thus delude ourselves into thinking that we
have sacrificed some real (deeper) freedom for the
happiness of Walden Two. Rather we have gained
a maximum amount of the only kind of freedom
we really can have (surface freedom), while giving
up an illusion (free will).

Seductive as these arguments may be, thuc are
many people (myself included) who continue to
believe that something important is missing in
Walden Two and that the deeper freedom is not a
mere illusion. Such persons want to be the ulti-
mate designers of their own lives as Frazier was for
the lives of Walden Two. They want to be the cre-
ators, as he was, not the pawns—at least for their
own hvcs What they long for is what was tradi-
tionally meant by “free will.”

Here is yet another way of looking at it. Free
will in this deeper sense-is also intimately related
to notions of moral responsibility, blameworthi-
ness, and praiseworthiness. Suppose a young man
is on trial for an assault and robbery in which his
victim was beaten to death. Let us say we attend
his trial on a daily basis. At first, our thoughts of
the young man are filled with anger and resent-
mcnt. But as we listen daily to how he came to
have such a mean character and perverse motives—
a sordid story of parental neglect, child abuse,
sexual abuse, bad role models—some of our re-
sentment against the young man is shificd over to
the parents and others who abused and influenced
him. We begin to feel angry with them as well as
liim. Yet we aren’t quite ready to shift all of the
blame away from the young man himself. We woi-
der whether some residual responsibility may not
belong to him. Our questions become: To what
extent is ke responsible for becoming the sort of
person he now is? Was it aif a question of bad pat-
enting, societal neglect, social conditioning, and
the like, or did he have any role to play in it?

These are crucial questions abour free will, and
abont what may be called sltimate responsibiliy,
We know that parenting and society, genetic make-
up and upbringing, have an influence on what we
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become and what we are. But were these influences
entirely desermining or did they “leave anything
over” for us to be responsible for? That’s what we
wanted to know about the young man. The ques-
tion of whether he is merely a vietim of his bad cir-
cumstances or has some residual responsibility for
being what he Is depends on whether these orher
factors wete or were not entirely determining.?

Turning this around, if there were factors or ci-
cumstances that entirely determined what he did,
then to be ultimately responsible, he would have
had to be responsible to some degree for some of
those factors by virtue of eatlier acts through
which he formed his present character, As the phi-
losopher Aristotle put it centuries ago, if a man is
responsible for the wicked acts that flow from his
character, then he must at one time in the past
have been responsible for forming the character
from which these acts flow. But, of couirse, if 2/l of
our choices and actions were entitely determined
by prior circumstances, we would have had to be
responsible to some degree for some of these ear-
lier circumstances by still eatlier acts of ours, and
0 on indefinitely backward in time—an impossi-
bility for finite creatures like ourselves. At some
point, if we are to be ultimately responsible for
being what we are, there must be acts in our life
histories in which parenting and society, genetic
make-up, and other factors did not completely de-
termine how we acted, but left something over for
us to be responsible for then and there. This is why
many people have thought that the decper free-
dom of the will is not compatible with being com-
pletely determined by the past. Surface freedoms
(to do or choose what we will) may be compatible
with determinism, but free will does not seem to
be (as Skinner himself realized).

11

Yet such thoughts only lead to a further problem
that has haunted free will debates for centuries: If
this deeper freedom of the will is not compatible
with determinism, it does not séem to be compati-
ble with éndeterminism cither. An event that is uu-
determined might occur or might not occur, given
the entire past. (A determined event msst occur,

given the encire past.) Thus, whether or not an un-
determined event actually occurs, given its past, is
a matter of chance. But chance events occur spon-
taneougsly and are not under the control of any-
thing, hence not under the control of agents. How
then could they be free and responsible actions? If,
for example, a choiee occurred by virtue of a quan-
tum jump or other undetermiued event in your
brain, it would scem a fluke or accident rather than
a responsible choice. Undetermined events in the
brain or body, it seems, would inhibit or interfere
with freedom, oceurriug spontaneously and not
under our control. They would turn out to be a
nuisance—or perhaps a curse, like epilepsy—rather
than an enhancement of our freedom.

Or look at the problem in another way that

goes a little deeper. If my choice is really undeter- |

mined, that means I could have made a different
choice given exactly the same past right up to the
moment when I did choose. This is what indeter

minism and the denial of determinism mean: ex{
actly the same past, different outcomes. Imagine,
for example, that T had been deliberating about
where to spend my vacation, in Hawaii or Col-
orado, and after much thought and deliberation
had decided 1 preferred Hawaii, and chose it. If
the choice was undetermined, then exactly the
same deliberation, the same thought processes, the
same beliefs, desires, and other motives—not a
sliver of difference—that led to my favoring and
choosing Hawaii over Colorado, might by chance

have resulted in my choosing Colorado instead.

That is very strange. If such a thing happened it
would seem a fluke or accident, like that quantum
jump in the brain just mentioued, not a rational
choice. Becausc I had come to favor Hawaii and
was about to choose it, when by chance I chose
Colorado, I would wonder whar went wrong-in
my brain and perhaps consult a neurologist.

Tor reasons snch as these, people have argued
thar undetermined free choices would be “arbi-
trary,” “capricious,” “random,” “irrational,” “un-
controlled,” “inexplicable,” or merely “matrers of
luck or chance,” not really free and responsible
choices at all. If free will is not compatible with de-
terminism, it does not seem to be compatible with
indeterminism either.
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These charges are powerful ones and defenders
of free will over the centuries have made extraor-
dinary claims attempting to respond to them. Bree
will does require indeterminism, these defenders
have said. But it cannot merely be indeterminism
or chance. Some “extra factors” must be involved
in free will that go beyond ordinary scientific or
causal understanding. Immanuel Kant, for exam-
ple, insisted that we can’t explain free will in scien-
tific and psychological terms. To account for it we

have to appeal to the agency of what he called a-

“noumenal self” outside space and time that could
not be studied in scientific terms.* QOthers have ap-
peated to what Nobel physiologist John Eccles
calls 2 “transempirical power center,” which would
intervene in the brain, filling the causal gaps left
by indeterminism or chance.3 Still others have ap-
pealed to a special kind of agent-causation—or, as
Roderick Chisholm has called it, “immanent cau-
sation”—that cannot be explained in terms of the
ordinary scientific modes of causation in terms of
events or occurrences. Where all prior events, both
physical and mental, leave a choice or action un-
determined, the agent- or immanent cause deter-

" mines it, but cannot be determined in turn because

it is not an event. The agent-cause is, in Chisholm’s
words, 2 “prime mover upmoved.”®

Such unusual strategems are common among
defenders of an indetetminist free will (who often
nowadays are called “incompatibilists” because
they believe that free will is not compatible with
determinism and “libertarians” because they be-
lieve in addition that frce will is not an illusion).’

But these unusual strategems, such as noumenal -

selves, transempirical powet centers, and agent- or
immanent causes, have unfortunately reinforced
the view, now widespread among philosophers
and scieritists, that traditional notions of free will
requiring indeterminism are mysterious and have
no place in the modern scientific picture of the
world. Such libertarian strategems, to their critics,
are reminiscent of the old debates about vital
forces in the biology of the nineteenth century,
where obscure forces were postulated to explain
what otherwise could not be explained about liv-
ing things. They remind us of the Arkansas farmer
when he fiest saw an automobile. He listened in-

tently to the explanation of how the internaj ¢
bustion engine worked, and nodded iy agree-
ment, but insisted on looking under the 004
anyway because, as he said, “there must be 3 po e
in there somewhere.”

Thus, defenders of a nondererminist free wil
are faced with a dilemma that was expreggeq by
philosopher Thomas Hobbes at the beginning of
the modern era. When trying to explain fyqe will,
these incompatibilist or libettarian defendeys rend
to fall either inro “confusion” or “emptinegg”
the confusion of identifying free will with inderer-
minism or the emptiness of mysretions accoyyeg of
agency in terms of noumenal selves, transempirical
power centers, NON-OCCUTrent Or agENt-canges or
other strategems whose operations r emaill'obsgure
and unexplained. What is needed to €scape this
dilemma is some new thinking about how free will
can be reconciled with indetetrninism and how it
might fit into the modern scientific picture of (he
world, without appealing to extra factors thyg have

made it seem so mysterious. In the remainde; of -

this essay, I want to suggest some new ways of
thinking about this problem and about freg wij;
generally, which may stir you to do likewise 7

II1

The first thing to note is that indeterminisry dges
not have to be a factor in all acts done “of oyr gyn
free wills.” Not all of them have to be yp(e.-
termined, Frequently in everyday life we acr fom
existing motives without having to think or gefjt,.
erate about what to do. At such times, we mgy very
well be determined by our existing characters and
motives. Yet we may also at such times be acting
“of our own free wills” to the extent thyy ye
formed our present characters and motiveg {our
own wills) by carlier choices or actions that'were
not themselves determined. Recall again 4pjgq.
tle’s claim that if a man is responsible for ¢he
wicked acts that flow from his character, he gy

‘at one time in the past have been responsible for

forming the character from which these acts fow,
Not all choices or acts done “of our own free ywjijig”

have to be undetermined, but only those ¢hgjces' |

or acts in our lifetimes by which we made onpgejyeg




504 PART FOUR DETERMINISM FREE WILL, AND RESPONSIBILITY

et I [P SIS RN
{mto the kinds of persons we are. Let us call these
“self-forming choices or actions” or SFAs,

I believe that such undetermined self-forming
choices and actions (SBAs) occnr at those difficult
times of life when we are torn between competing
visions of what we should do ot become, and that
they are more frequent than we think. Perhaps we
are torn between doing the moral thidg or acting
from ambition, or between powerful present de-
sires and long-term goals, or we are faced with dif-
ficult tasks for which we have aversions. In all such
cases, we are faced with competing motiva-
tions and have to make an effort to overcome
temptation to do something else we also strongly
want. At such times, there is tension and uncer-
tainty io our minds about what to do. I suggest

| thar this is reflected in appropriate regions of our
brains by movement away from thermodynamic
equilibrium—in short, a kind of stirring up of
chaos in the brain rhat makes it sensitive to micro-
indeterminacies at the neuronal level. The uncer-
tainty and inner tension we feel at such soul-
searching moments of self-formation would thus
be refiected in the indeterminacy of our neural
processes themselves, What is experienced person-
ally as uncertainty corresponds physically to the
opening of a window of opportunity that tem-
porarily screens off complete determination by in-
fluences of the past. {By contrast, when we act
from predominant motives or settled dispositions,
the uncertainty or indeterminacy is muted. If it did
play a role in such cases, it would be a mere nui-
sance or fluke, as critics suggest, like the choice of
Colorado when we favored Hawaii.)

" - When we do decide under such conditions of
uncertainty, the outcome is not determined be-
cause of the preceding indeterminacy—and yet it
can be willed (and hence rational and voluntary)
either way owing to the fact that, in such self-
formation, the agents’ prior wills are divided by
conflicting motives. Consider a businesswoman
who faces a conflict of this Kind. She is on the way
to a business meeting important to her career
when she observes an assault taking place in an
alley. An inner struggle ensues between her moral
conscience telling her to stop and call for help, and

Qracgenlf <hors sitaatioy
Conglel ez will

.

her career ambitions telling her she cannot miss -

this mecting. She has to make an effort of will to
overcome the temptation to go on to her meeting,
If she overcomes this temptation, it will be the re-
sult of her effort, but if she fails, it will be because
she did not allpw her effort to succeed. And this is
because, while she wanted to overcome tempta-
tion, she also wanted to fail, for quite different and|
incommensurable reasons. When we, like the busi-
nesswoman, decide in such circumstances, and the
indeterminate efforts we are making become de-

terminate choices, we make one sct of competing
reasons ot motives prevail over the others then and|
there by deciding.

Now let us add a further piece to the puzzle.
Tust as indeterminism does not necessarily under-

‘mine rationality and voluntariness, so indeter-

minism, in and of itself, do¢s not necessarily
undermine control and responsibility. Suppose you
are trying to think through a difficule problem, say
a mathematical problem, and there is some inde-
terminacy in your ncural processes complicating
the task—a kind of chaotic background. It would
be like trying to concentrate and solve a problem
with background noise or distraction. Whether
you ate going to succeed in solving the mathemat-
ical problem is uncertain and undetermined be-
cause of the distracting indeterminisric neural
noise, Yet, if you concentrate and solve the prob-
lem nonetheless, we have reason to say you did it
and are responsible for it even thongh it was unde-
termined whether you would succeed. The dis-
tracting neural noise would have been an obstacle
that you overcame by your effort.

There are numerous other examples supporting
this point, where indeterminism functions as an ob-
stacle to success without precluding responsibility.
Consider an assassin who is trying to shoot the
prime minister, but might miss because of some un-
determined events in his nervous system that may
lead to a jerking or wavering of his arm. If the as-
sassin does succeed in hitting his target, despite the
indeterminism, can he be held responsible? The an-
swer is obviously yes because he intentionally and
voluntarily succeeded in doing what he was trying
to do—kill the prime minister. Yet his action, killing
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the prime minister, was undetermined. One might
even say “he got lucky” in killing the prime minis-
ter, because there was a chance he might have
missed. Yet, for all that, he 4i kil the prime minis-
ter and was responsible for it.

Here is another example: A husband, while ar-
guing with his wife, in a fit of rage swings his arm
down on her favorite glass-top table, intending to
break it. Again, we suppose that some indetermin-
ism in the nerves of his arm makes the momentum
of his swing indeterminate so that it is literally not
determined whether the table will break right up
to the moment when it is struck. Whether the hus-
band breaks the table or not is undetermined and
yet he is cleatly responsible if he does break it. (Tt
would be a poor excuse for him to say to his wife
“chance did it, not me” or “it wasn’t.my doing;
it happened by chance.” She would not be
impresged.)

To be sure, such examples—of the mathemati-
cal problem, the assassin, and the husband—do
not amount to genuine exercises of free will in
“self-forming actions” or SFAs, such as the busi-
nesswoman’s, where the wills of the agents are
divided between conflicting motives. The business-
woman wants to do the right thing and help the
victim, but she also wants to go on to her meet-
ing. By contrast, the will of the assassin is not
equally divided. He wants to Kl the prime minis-
ter, but does not also want to fail. {If his con-
science bothered him and he was undecided about
whar to do up o the last minute, that would be
another matter, Thes his choice would be a self-
forming action or SBA, like the businesswoman’s.
But such was not the case.) Thus, if the assassin
fails to hit his rarger, it will be merely by chance or
as'a fluke, not voluntarily {and so also for the hus-
band and mathematical problem-solver). Cases
such as the assassin, husband, and mathematical
problem-solver are therefore not all that we want,
Yet they are a step in the right direction because
they show that indeterminism does not necessarily
rule out action and responsibility, any more than it
necessarily rules out rationality and voluntariness.
"To go further, we have to dig more dccply and add
some further ideas.

v

Let us imagine in cases of self-forming choices, like
the businesswoman’s, where there 45 conflict in the
will, that the indeterministic noise that is provid-
ing an obstacle to her overcoming temptation (and
stopping to help the victim) is not coming from an
external source, but is coming from her own will,
becanse she also deeply desires to do the opposite
(go on to her meceting), Imagine that in such con-
flicting circumstances, two competing (recurrent)
neura] networks are involved. (These are complex
networks of interconnected neurons in the brain
circulating impulses in feedback loops that are gen-
erally involved in high-level luman cognitive pro-
cessing.8) The input of one of these networks is
coming from the woman’s desires and motives for
stopping to help the victim. If the network reaches
a certain activation threshold (the simultaneons fir-
ing of a complex set of “ontput” neurons), that
would represent her choice to help. Por the com-

peting network, the inputs are her ambitious no-

tives for going on to her meeting, and its reaching
an activation threshold would represent the choice
to go on. (If one network activates, the other will
be inhibited and the contrary choice will not bc
made.)

Now imagine further that these two compclmg
networks are connected so that the indeterministic
noise that is an obstacle to her making one of the
choices is coming from her desire to make the
other. Thus, as suggested for self-forming choices
or SFAs, the indeterminisin arises from a tension-
creating conflict in the will. In such circumstances,
wheu cither of the pathways “wins” (i.c., reaches
an activation threshold, which amounts to choice),
it will be like the agent’s solving the mathematical
problem by overcoming the indeterministic back-
ground noise generated by the other. And just as
we could say, when you solved the marhematical
problem by overcoming the distracting noise
through your effort, that you did it and are re-
sponsible for it, so one can say this as well, I would
argue, in the present case, whichever one is chosen.
The neural pathway through which she suceeeds
in reaching a choice threshold will have overcome
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the obstacle in the form of indeterministic noise
coming from the other pathway.

Note that, in these circumstances, the choices
cither way will not be “inadvertent,” “accidental,”
“capricious,” or “merely random,” because they
will be willed by the woman either way, when they
are made, and done for reasens either way (moral
convictions if she turns back, ambitious motives if
she goes on) which she then and there endorses.

"And thesc are the conditions usually required to
say something is done “on purpose,” rather than
accidentally, capriciously, or merely by chance.
Moreover, these conditions taken together (that
she wills it, and does it for reasons, and could bave
done otherwise willingly and for reasons) rule out
each of the normal motives we have for saying that
agents act, but do not have controf over their ac-
tions {coercion, constraint, inadvertence, mistake,
and control by others). None of these obtain in the
businesswoman’s case. She is not coerced (no one
is holding a gun to her head), not physically con-
strained or.disabled, not forced or controlled by
others; nor does she act inadvertently or by mis-
take, but on purpose either way, as just noted.,

Of course, with “self-forming” choices of these
kinds, agents cannot control or determine which
choice outcome will occur before it occurs or the
outcomes would be predetermined after all. (That
would be like deciding beforehand what you are
going to decide.) But it does not follow that, be-
cause one does not control or determing which of
a set of outcomes is going to occur before it oc-
curs, one does not control which of them occurs,
when it occurs. When the above conditions for self-
forming choices are satisfied, agents exercise con-
trol over their future lives then and rvhere by
deciding, Indeed, they have what may be called
“plural voluntary control” in the following sense:
Agents have plural voluntary control over a set of
options (stopping to help or going on to a meet-
ing) when they are able to bring about whickevesr
of the options they will, when they will to do so,
for the reasons they will to do so, on purpess rather
than by mistake or accident, without being co-
erced or compelled in doing so, or otherwise con-
trolled by other agents or mechanisms. We have
seen that each of these conditions can be satisfied

in cases of SFAs, like the businesswoman’s, despite
the indeterminism involved.” These conditions.of
plural voluntary control may be summed by say-
ing, as people often do, that the agents can choose
either way “at will.” (“Plural” in “plural voluntary
control” means “more-than-one-way” and “vol-
untary” means “in accordance with one’s will.”)

Note also that this account of selfeforming
choices amounts to a kind of “doubling” of the
mathematical problem. It is as if an agent faced
with such a choice is trying or making an effort to
solve #wo cognitive problems at once, or to com-
plete two competing (deliberative) tasks at once—
in our example, to make a moral choice and to
make a conflicting self-intcrested choice {corre-
sponding to the two competing neural networks
involved). Each task is being thwarted by the in-
determinism coming from the other, so it might
fail. But if it succeeds, then the agents can be held
responsible because, as in the case of solving the
mathematical problem, they will have succeeded
in doing what they were knowingly and willingly
trying to do. Recall again the cases of the assassin
and the husband. Owing to indeterminaciés in
their neural pathways, the assassin might iniss his
target or the husband fail to break the table. But if
they succeed, despite the probability of failure, they
are responsible, because they will have succeeded
in doing what they were trying to do.

And so it is, T suggest, with self-forming choices,
except that in the case of self-forming choices,
whichever way the agents choose, they will have suc-
ceeded in doing what they were trying to do be-
cause they were simultaneously trying to make both
choices, and oue is going to succeed. Their failure
to do one thing is not a #ere failure, but a volun-
tary succeeding in doing the other. Does it make
sense to talk about the agent’s trying to do two
competing things at once in this way, or to solve
two cognitive problems at once? Well, we know that
the brain is a parallel processor; it can simultane-
ously process different kinds of information relevant
to tasks such as perception or recognition through
different neural pathways. Such a capacity, I believe,
is essential to the exercise of free will.

In cases of self-formation (SEAs), agents are si-
multaneously trying to resolve plural and compet-
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ing cognitive tasks, They are, as we say, of two
minds. Yet they are not two separate persons. They
are not dissociated from either task. The business-
woman who wants to go back to help the victim is
the same ambitious weman who wants to go to her
meeting and make a sale. She is a complex crea-
ture, torn inside by different visions of who she is
and what she wants to be, as we all are from time
to time. But this is the kind of complexity needed
for genuine seff-formation and free will. And when
she succeeds in doing one of the things she is try-
ing to do, she will endorse that as 4er resolution of
the conflict in her will, voluntarily and intention-
ally, not by accident or mistake.

v

Yet it is still hard to shake the intuition that if
choices are undetermined, they must happen
merely by chance—and so must be “random,”
“capricious,” “uncontrolled,” “irrational,” “inex-
plicable,” and all the other things charged. I do
not deny the powerful hold such intuitions have
upon us. They are among the reasons why free will
continues to be such a deep problem, even for
those who want to believe in it. But the very.fact
that it has been such a problem for so long should
also suggest that we cannot take ordinary intu-
itions about free will at face value without ques-
tioning them. Xf we are ever going to understand
it, we will likely have to break old habits of
thought and learn to think in new ways.

The first step in doing this is to question the in-
tuitive connection in most people’s minds between
“indeterminism’s being involved in something”
and “its happening merely as a matter of chance or
tuck.” “Chance” and “luck™ are terms of ordinary
language that carry the connotation of “it’s out of
my control.” So using them already begs certain
questions, whereas “indeterminism?” is a technical
term that merely precludes deermindstic causation,
though not causation altogether. Indeterminism is
consistent with non-deterministic or probabilistic
causation, where the outcome is not inevitable. Tt
is therefore a mistake (alas, one of the most com-
mon in debates about free will) to assume that
“undetermined” means “uncaused.”
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Another source of misunderstanding is this: Be-
cause the outcome of the businesswoman’s effort
(the choice) is undetermined up to the last minure,
we may have the image of her first making an ef-
fort to overcome temptation (to go on' to her
meeting) and then at the last instant “chance tak-
ing-over” and deciding the issue for her, But this
image is misleading. On the view just described,
one cannot separate the judeterminism and the ef-
fort of will, so that first the effort occurs followed
by chance ot luck (or vice versa), One must think
of the effort and the indeterminism as fused; the
effort és indeterminate and the indeterminisin is a
property of the effort, not something separate that
occurs after or before the effort. The fact that the
effort has this property of being indeterminate
does not make it any less the woman’s effort. The
complex recurrent neural network that realizes the
effort in the brain is circulating impulses in feed-
back loops and there is some indeterminacy in
these circulating impulses. But the whole process
is her effort of will and it persists right up to the
moment when the choice is made. There is no
point at which the effort stops and chance “takes
over.” Shc chooses as a result of the effort, even
though she might have failed. Similarly, the hus-
band breaks the table as a result of his effort, even
though he might have falled because of the inde-
tcrminacy. (That is why his excuse—"chance broke
the table, not ne™—is so lame.}

And just as expressions such as “she chose &y
chance” can mislead us in such contexts, so can ex-
pressions like “she got lucky.” Recall that in the
cases of the assassin and the husband, one might
say “they got Jucky” in killing the prime minister
and breaking the table because their actions were
undetermined. Yet, as we noted, it does not follow
that they were not responsible. So ask yourself this
question: Why does the inference “he got lucky, 5o
#e was not vesponsible™ fail when it does fail, in the
cases of the husband and the assassin? The first part
of an answer has to do with the point made earlier
that “luck,” like “chance,” has question-begging
implications in ordinary language that are not nec-
essarily implications of “indeterminism” (which
implies only the absence of deterministic causa-
tion). The core meaning of “he got lucky” in the
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assassin and husband cases, which is implied by
indeterminism, I suggest, is that “he succeeded
despire the probabilivy or chance of fatlure”; and this
core meaning does not imply lack of responsibility,
if he succeeds.

If “he got lucky” had further meanings in the
husband and assassin cases that are often associ-
ated with “luck” and “chance” in ordinary usage
(for example, the outcome was not his doing, or
occurted by mere chance, or he was not responsi-
ble for it), the inference would not fail for the hus-
band and assassin, as it clearly does. But the point

is that these further meanings of “luck” and’

“chance” do not follow from the mere presence of
indeterminism. The second reason why the infer-
ence “he got lucky, so he was not responsible” fails
for the assassin and the husband is that wha# they
succeeded in doing was what they were trying and
wanting to do all along (kill the minister and break
the table respectively). The third reason is that
when they succeeded, their reaction was not “ch
dear, that was a mistake, an accident—something
that bappened to me, not something I #id.” Rather
they endorsed the outcomes as something they
were trying and wanting to do all along, that is to
say, knowingly and purposefully, not by mistake or
accident,

But these conditions are satisfied in the busi-
nesswoman’s case as well, eszher way she chooses.
If she succeeds in choosing to return to help the
victim (or in choosing to go on to her meeting),
first, she will have “succeeded despite the probabil-
#ty or chance of faslure; second, she will have suc-
ceeded in doing what she was trying and wanting
to do all along (she wanted both ontcomes very
much, but for different reasons, and was trying to
make those reasons prevail in both cases); and
third, when she succeeded (in choosing to return
to help) her reaction was not “oh dear, that was a
mistake, an accident—something that happened to
me, not something I did.” Rather she endorsed
the outcome as something she was trying and
wanting to do all along; she recognized it as her
resolution of the conflict in her will. And if she had
chosen to go on to her meeting, she would have
endorsed that outcome, recognizing it as her reso-
Iution of the conflict in her will.

Let us try another tack. Perhaps we are begging
the question by assuniing at the outset that the

- outcomes of the woman’s efforts are her chosices. If

they are not choices to begin with, they cannot be
voluntary choices. One might argue this on the
grounds that (A) “if an event is undetermined, it
must be something that metely bappens and can-
not be somebody’s choice”; or (B) “if an event is
undetermined, it must be something that merely
happens, it cannot be something an agent does (it
cannot be an action).” But to see how question-
begging these assumptions are, one has only to
note that A and B imply respectively {A') “if an
event is a choice, it must be determined” (“all
choices are determined”) and (B') “if an event is
an action, it must be determined” (“all actions are
determined”). Arc these claims supposed to be
true necessarily or by definition? If so, the free will
issue would be solved by fiat; it would follow
merely from the meanings of the words that all
choices and actions are determined.

But why should we believe this? Was the hus-
band’s breaking the rable not something he did
because it was not determined? Recall that “unde-
termined” does not mean “uncaused.” The break-
ing of the rable was caused by the swing of his arm,
and though the outcome was not inevitable, that
was good enough for saying he did it and was re-
sponsible. As for choices, a choice is the formation
of an intention or a purpose to do something,. It
resolves uncertainty and indecision in the mind
about what to do, “setting the mind” on one al-
ternative rather than another. Nothing in such a
description implies that there could not be some
indeterminism in the deliberaton and neurai
processes of an agent’s preceding choice corre-
sponding to the agent’s uncertainty about what to
do. Recall from preceding arguments that the pres-
ence of indeterminism does not mean the outcome
happened merely by chauce and not hy the agent’s
effort. {

But it is one thing to choose, in the sense of
forming an intention; it is another thing to have
control over one’s choosing. Perhaps this is where
the real problem lies. Would not the presence of
indeterminism at least déménish the control per-
sons have over their choices and other actions? Is
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it not the case that the assassin’s control over
whether the prime minister is killed (his ability to
realize his purposes or what he is trying to do) is

lessened by the undetermined impulses in his

arm—and so also for the husband and his break-
ing the table? Moreover, this limitation is con-
nected with another often noted by critics—that
indeterminism, wherever it occurs, seems to be a
bindrance or obstacle to our realizing our purposes
and hence an obstacle to our freedom.

These concerns are closer to the mark, and
there is something to them. But rather than being
devastating objections to an incompatibilist ac-
count of free will, I think they reveal something
important about such a free will. I think we should
concede that indeterminism, wherever it occurs,
does diminish control over what we are trying to
do and #sa hindrance or obstacle to the realization
of our purposes. But recall that in the case of the
businesswoman (and for S¥As generally), the in-
detexminism that is admittedly diminishing her
control over one thing she is trying to do (the
moral act of helping the victim) is coming from hor
own will—from her desire and effort to do the op-
posite (go to her business meeting). And the inde-
terminism that is diminishing her control over the
other thing she is trying to do (act selfishly and go
to her meeting) is coming from her desire and ef-
fort to do the opposite (to be a moral person and
act on moral reasons).

So, in each case, the indeterminism Js function-
ing as a hindrance or obstacle to her realizing one
of her purposes—a hindrance or obstacle in the
form of resistance within her will. As a conse-
quence, whichever choice she makes, whichever ef-
fort wins out, she will have to overcome the
hindrance or obstacle provided by the indetermin-
ism coming from the other. If there were no such
hindrance—if there were no resistance in her
will—she would indeed in a sense have “complete
control” over one of her options. There would be
no competing motives that would stand in the way
of her choosing it. But then also she would not be
free to rationally and voluntarily choose the other
purpose because she would have no good compet-
ing reasons to do so. Thus, by &eing a hindrance
to the realization of some of our purposes, inde-

terminism paradoxically opens up the genuine pos-
sibility of pursuing other purposes—of choos-
ing or doing orherwise in accordance with, rather
than against, our wills {voluntarily) and reasons
(rationally).

To be genuinely self-forming agents (creators
of ourselves)—to have free will—there must at
times in life be obstacles and hindrances in our
wills of this sort that we must overcoine, We can
concede then that indeterminism is a hindrance
and a nuisance, but a necessary one if we are to
have ultimate responsibility for our own wills.
Being “your own self” is a struggle. We €an appre-
ciate why existentialist philosopher Jean-Paul
Sartre said that true freedom ({ree will) is a bur-
den many people want to “escape”—preferring in-
stead that others tell them what to do and how to
live, or perhaps preferring that their choices always
be easy.10 In an earlier time, St. Augustine asked
why God would have given ns free will, since it is
such a pain to us and to others; and the answer was
that without it we would lack the greater good of
being ultimately responsible for what we are.and
what we do.1?

Perhaps we should look in another direction
that has also led to doubts about whether free will
can be reconciled with indeterminism or chance.
What might be going in the brain, we might ask,
when free choices take place? If neuroscientists
were to inspect the woman’s brain when she was
struggling with her moral decision, wouldn’t it be
the case that they would find nothing more than
interconneeted sets of neuron firings in 'which
micro-indeterminacies were not negligible? These:
interconnected neuron firings would in turn ter-

" minate in some definite configuration of nerve fir-

ings that corresponded to the “choice™ to stop and
help the victim or in another set of firings corre-
sponding to the “choice” to go on to her meeting.
But why one of these outcomes occurred rather
than the other would be inexplicable in terms of
the preceding processes. Probabilities could be as-
signed for one outcome rather than the other, but
thar is all. And this looks like chance. )

T agree that if the physical descriptions of these
events were the only legitimate ones, then free
will would look like nothing more than chance or
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probability. When neuroscientists described it in
physico-chemical terms, all they would get are in-
deterministic chaotic processes with probabilistic
outcomes. In short, if described from a physical
perspective alone, free will looks like chance. Buc
the physical descriprion is not the only one to be
considered. The indeterministic chaotic process is
also, experientially considered, the agent’s effort
of will—something the agent is doing. And the un-
determined outcome of the process, one way or
the other, is experientially the agent’s chojiee—
something the agent docs, not something that
mercly happens to the agent. So viewed from an-
other perspective, the neural output that tepre-
seats the choice is the result of the agent’s efforr
even though the outcome is not determined.,
Ifwe did not add these mental descriptions of
what is going on to the physical descriptions,
soinething important would be left out of our pic-
ture of the world. To make sense of frec will, we
do not have to be complete (snbstance) dualists
about mind and body, as Descartes was. But we
cannot be exrreme “eliminative” maretialists ei-
ther, We can'r expect to lop off from the top of our
world-view all psychological descriptions of human
belngs in terms of belicfs, desires, inteutions, ef-
forts, choices, and consciousness (leaving only de-
scriptions in neurophysiological terms), snd axpect
Sfres will to survéve. The fact is that a lot of other
things important ro us would not survive either if
we were to lop off these psychological descriptions
froin our descriptions of the world, such as person-~
hood, rationality, subjectivity, morality, and so on.
But norice thar #hés problem is not a special one
for theories of free will that presuppose indcter-
minism. Suppose you believed that all choices and
actions were determined and that human free
agency was compatible with decerminism, You seill
could not adequately describe human agency, if
you confined yourself to describing the brain in
chemical and newvophysiological terms alone, leav-
ing out all ordinary psychological descriptions in
terms of beliefs, desires, intentions, efforts,
choices, and consciousness. Determinists and com-
patibilists about free will cannot eliminate super-
venicnt meintal or psychological descriptions
either, if they are going to describe human agency.

It is no less a mystery how neural firings in the
brain could be, or give rise to, conscious beliefs,
efforts, or choices if these neural firings are deter-
mined than if they are undetermined. This prob-
lem (the problem of consciousness, or morc
generally, the “mind /body problem™)} is no special
problem for indeterminist theories of free will tike
the one given hese. It is a problem for anyone who
wishes to talk about free agency, whatever position
they take on free will, compatibilist or incompati-
bilist, detesminist or indeterminist.

These ceflections naturally raise the further
question of whether rhe indeterminism that is re-
quired by an incompatibilist theory of free will is
actually there in the brain. This is an empirical
question that cau only be decided by scientific ce-

'search and not hy a philosophical theory or arm-

chair speculation {much as philosophers would like
to decide alf questions a priers, or before all expe-
rience). While we-cannot resolve this question, we
can at least keep our minds open about it. There is
50 much more ro be learned about the brain and
fiving things. One caution, however: If you are in-
clined to believe that free will is incompatible with
dererminism (if you are an incompatibilist or ibcr-
tatian), don’t think you can escape snch scientific
and empirical questions alrogether unless you want
1o leave free will a complete mystery. Even if you
appealed to “transempirical power centers” or
“non-event” agent causes to make sense of free
will (as libertarians often do), rhere would still
have to be seme indeterminacy in the natural

world—and presumably in the brain where it

counts—to make room in nature {to provide the
“causal gaps”) for the intervention of these addi-
tional causes or agencies. As the ancient Epicurean
philosophers said centuries ago, if the atoms do
not sometimes “swerve” in undetermined ways,
there will be no room in nature for free witl.
Addressing this problem eaclicr, I sugpested
that conflicts in the wills of agents associated with
self-forming choices mighr “stir up chaos® in the
brain, sensitizing it to quantum indeterminacies at
the neuronal level, which would then be magni-
fied to affect the neural networks as a whole, This
is speculative Lo be sure, and others writers have
suggested different ways in which inderermivacy

/
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might be involved in the brain.12 But such specu-
lations are not merely idle. There is some evidence
rthat unpredictable chaotic activity plays a role in

.the brain and buman cognition, providing some of

the flexibility that the nervous system needs to
react creatively to an ever-changing environment,
A recent article in the journal Bebavior and Brain
Stiences, entitted “How Brains Make Chaos in
Order to Make Sense of the World”, defends this
role, as do other recent writings.13 Now [t is true
that chaos (or chaotic behavior) in physical sys-
tems, though unpredictable, is nonetheless usually
deterministic. Chaos does not of itself imply in-
determinism. But chaotc behavior in physical
systems does iuvolve “sensitivity to initlal condi-
tions.” Minute differences in the initial conditions
of chaotic physical systewns, including living things,
may be magnified, giving rise to large-scale, unde-
termined effeets. If the brain does “make chaos to
understand the world,” its sensitivity to initial con-
ditions may magnify quantum indeterminacies in
neural networks whose outputs can depend on
minute differences in the timings of individual
iteuron fitings. So while quantum physics and the
new sciences of chaos and complexity may not give
us the indeterminism needed for frec will alone
{because the uncertainty of the foriner is usually
negligible in larger physical systems and the larter
need not be indeterministic by itself), they mighr
do so together.

In any case, I have not trjed to sertle such em-
pirieal questions, nor eould 1. What I have been
addressiug is another set of questions that incline
people to write off incomparibilist views of free will
from the start, believing they could not possibly
make sense and could not be reconciled wirh the
modern scieutific picture of human beings, even if
indeterminism were somehow available in the
physical word. T have argued to the contraty that
if the indeterminism is there in narure, then some-
thing could be done to make sense of free will,

Let me conclude with one final objection that
is pechaps the most telling and has not yet been
discussed. Hven if one granted that persons, such
as the businesswoman, could make genuine self-
forming choices that were undetermined, isn’c
there something to the charge rthat such choices

would be “arbitrary” A residual arbitrariness
secms to remain in all self-forming choices because
the agents cannot in principle have sufficient or
overriding prier reasons for making one option
and one sct of rcasons prevail over the orher. The
ageurs make one set of reasons prevail by choosing,
to be sure, but they could as well have made the
other set of reasons prevail by choosing differentty.

T agree that there is some truth to this charge
as well, But I would argue that such acbicrariness
refative to prior reasons also tells us something im-
portanr about free will. It tells us thar every unde-
terinined self-forming free choice is the initiation
of what might be called a “value experiment™
whose justification lies in the futuze and is not Aally
explained by past reasons, In inaking such a choice
we say, in effect, “Let’s try this. It is not required
by my past, but is consistent with my past and is
one branching pathway my life can now meaning-
fully take. Whether it is the righr ¢hoice, only time
will tell. Meanwihile, I ain willing to take responsi-
bility foz it one way or the other.”

It is worth noting that rthe term “arbitrary”
comes from the Latin arbitrism, which means
“judgment”—as in biberum arbitripm voluntatis,
“free judgment of the will” (the ‘medieval philoso-
phers’® designation for free will}. Iinagine a writer
in the middle of a novel, The novel’s heroine faces
a crisis and the writer has not yet developed her
cliaracter in sufficient detail ro say exacedy how she
will act. The author makes a “judgment” ahount
this that is nor determined by the heroine’s already
formed pasr, which does not give unique direction.
In this sense, the judgment (arbitrisum) of how she
will react is “arbitrary,” but not entirely so. It had
input from the heroine’s fictionpl past and in turn
gave input ro her projected fucure, In a sixnilar way,
agents who exercise free will are both authors of
and characters in their own stories all at once. By

virrue of “self-forming” judgments of the will (ar-

bitria volunraris), they are “arbiters” of their own
lives, “making themselves” out of 4 past that, if
they are truly fiee, does not limit their futnre path-
ways to one.

Suppose we werc tosay to them, “But look,
you didn’t have sufficient or eonclusive prior rea-
sons for choosing as you did since you also had
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vi;lible reasons for choosing the other way.” Théy
ight reply, “True enough. But I did have Ho0d
reasons for choosing as I did, which I'm willing to
stand by and rake responsibility for, IF they were
not sufficient or conclusive reasons, that’s becanse.
like the heroine of the novel, T was not a full}:
formed person before I chose (and still am not, for
[ha‘t matrer). Like the author of the novel ,de-
scr}bed above, I am in the Pprocess of writing an un-
ﬁmshfd story and forming an unfinished character
who, in my case, is tayself
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1

THERE 1§ AN ARGUMENT, which I will cal! the
Basic Argument, which appears to prove that we
cannot be truly or ultimately morally responsible
for our acticns. According to the Basic Argument,
it makes no difference whether dererminism is true
or false, We cannot be truly or ultimately morally
sesponsible for our actions in cither case,

The Basic Argument has various expressions in
the lirerarure of free will, and its central idea can
be quickly conveyed. {1) Nothing can be cau54
sui-—nothing can be the cause of itself. {2} In
order to be truly morally respousible for one’s ac-
tions one would have to be causz sui, at least
in certain crucial mental respects. (3) Therefore
nothing can be truly morally responsible.

Tu this paper I want to reconsider the Basic Ar-
gument, in the hope that anyone who thinks that
we can be truly or ultimately moraliy responsible
for-our acticns will be prepared to say exactly what
is wrong with it. I think that she point that it has
to make is obvious, and that it has been undervated
in recent discussion of free will—perhaps because it
admits of -no answer. I suspect thar it is obvious in
such a way that insisting on it too much is likely to
make it seem less obvious than it is, given the in-
nate contrasuggestibility of human beings in gen-
cral aud philosophers in particular. But I am not
worried about making it seem less obvious than it

is 0 long as it gets adequate attention. As far as its
validity is chncerned, it cau look after itself.

A more cumbersome statement of the Basic Ar-
gument goes as follows.

(1) Interested in free action, we are particu-
larly interested in actions that are per-
formed for a reason (as opposed to ‘reflex’
actions or mindlessly habitual actions).

(2) When oue acts for a reason, what one does

iy a function of how ont is, mentally speak-

ing. (It is also a'function of one’s height,
one’s strength, onc’s place and time, and
so on, But the meutal factors are erucial
when moral responsibility is in question.)

So if one is to.be wruly responsible for how

one acts, one must be truly responsible for

how one is, mentally speaking—at least in
cermain respects.

(4) But to be truly responsible for how one is,
mentally speaking, in certaln respects, one
must have brought-it about that one is the
way onc is, mentally speakiug, in certain
respects. And it is not inerely that one
must have caused oneself to be the way
one is, mentally speaking. One st have
consciously and explicitly chosen to be the

3

=~

way one is, mentally speaking, in certain .

respects, and one must have succeeded in
bringing it abont that one is that way.

*From Philosophical Studiss 75: 5-24. Copyright 1994 Khwwer Acadensic Publishers, Roprinsed by permission,
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