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Abstract

R.E.Hobartarguesthat freewill is “inconceivable” without someform
of determinism.I will examinewhathemeansaboutthisremarkandthefree
will/determinismissuein the context of the essaysby Hobart, Chisholm,
van InwagenandO’Connor. Do we have “free will”? Is it explicableor a
“mystery” (asvanInwagensuggests)?How doesthe issueof causation(in
particular, agentcausation)tie in?

1 Introduction

The problemof free will hasbeendiscussedin philosophical,sociological,re-
ligious, andeven physicalcircles. The questionarisesfrom the fact of whether
we are forced to act, or if we are free to act aswe choose. The scienceshave
debatedthis issue,comingup with a ratherunclearanswer:we arefreeto a cer-
tain extent. This seemsto bea “having your cake,andeatingit too” conclusion.
Objectionscan(andhave beenmadeby Timothy O’Connor) to refuteeven this
conclusion. While PeterVan Inwagenhasstatedthat we cannotdemystify this
questionbecauseboth roadsleadus towardsa deadendof counter-arguments,
andcounter-counterargumentsetc.

RoderickChisholm,for example,illustratedthis point by statingthat either
determinismor indeterminismarebothinconsistentwith freewill. Chisholmand
O’Connorboth introducetheAgentastheunmovedmover within all personsto
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circumvent free will’ s incompatibili ty with either options(of deterministic free
will or indeterministic freewill.) Let usfirst analysetheseargumentsto seeif we
canarrive at someclarity revolving thesubject.Because,asChisholmputsit, it
is not possibleto sayanything significantaboutthis issue,which hasnot already
beenstatedbefore.

2 Determinism

R.E. Hobartarguesthat free will anddeterminismarenot in conflict with each
other; therecan be deterministicfree will. The qualificationhe makes is that
determinismis true,insofaraswehavefreewill. One’sactionsoughtto beviewed
asa complex decisioninvolving a systemof partsworking togetherin a complex
process.[2, p. 344]

Hobartplacesforth ananalogy;A certainenlightenedpastorwho introduced
therailway in Germany. He painstakinglyin plain Englishexplainedexactly the
intricate detailsof how a locomotive engineoperates. He was pleasedto see
nodsof acknowledgement as he went throughthe explanations. At the endof
the lecturehowever, he was asked by oneof the villagers, “yes, but thereis a
horseinside,isn’t there?”Hobartmakesthepoint that they couldnot realize the
analysisbecausethey were lacking the analyticalimagination. In this way, he
argues,thenon-conflictbetweendeterminismandfree will is only analysableif
thedifferentissuesaretakenall together, andrealisedjointly.

Hobartbeginson this first issueby citing that theindeterminist’sphysicalact
is not simply the resultof characterandcircumstances. The self feelsmotives,
but theactis notdeterminedby them.Whensomeonecommitsacrime,they may
reproachthemselvesby saying,“that wasstupidof me”. Thismeansthatyou had
somecharacteristicat thatpoint which leadyou to actmorally incorrect.Further,
he distinguishesfree will from determinismin that determinismis the passive
voice of freewill. In freewill, oneis inclined to say: “I producemy volitions.”
While in a deterministpoint of view, onesays: “my volitions areproducedby
me.”[2, p. 347] Ardent indeterminists,Hobartargues,solve the inconsistencies
of freewill with indeterminism, by going to the “little maninside.” Thereis an
infinite regressionof smallagentsto producethe“first” action.

Further, Hobart goesinto the word ‘can’ such that it denotesability. He
equatesthis with ‘power’, defining it as the settingof the actor in an appropri-
atemannerto producea certainsetof eventsthat do, indeed,follow. As such,
freedomthenimpliesthatnothingcanstandin one’sway to preventtheability to
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exerciseone’s power. Chisholmhowever, arguesthat this is a conflationof two
separateterms.

Chisholmputs forth the following dilemma:[1, p. 358] (a) He could have
doneotherwise;(b) If hewouldhavechosento dootherwise,hewouldhavedone
it. Thesetwo stipulationsareoften equatedwith eachothersuchthat, if (b) is
compatiblewith determinism,then(a) is also.Theconclusionis notsoundin that
the premisesarebeingmisinterpreted.If (b) could be true, then(a) could still
be false. If a persondecidedotherwise,he still may not have beenable to do
otherwise.We cannotbe justified in asserting(a) without also(c) hecouldhave
chosento dootherwise.Henceif wemustreject(c) andaccept(b), wearestill not
justifiedin asserting(a)’s truthfulness.As aresult,theascriptionof responsibility
conflictswith thedeterministicview.

Chisholmalso arguesthat indeterminismis inconsistentwith free will and
responsibility. If themanwasresponsiblethenhecausetheactandit wasentirely
madeup;healsocouldnothaveactedbasedonhiswill. Theproblemariseswhen
desiresandbeliefsenterthepicture.A weak-willedmanmaygive in to theflood
of desires,in which casehedid not causetheact. Thequestionthenbecomes:is
themanresponsiblesincethereis nothinghecando againsttheflood of desires?
Conversely, if a manwasof a goodcharacter, thenhe would be responsiblefor
the thingshedid do. However, hewould beunableto do anything but thegood,
becausebeingof a goodcharacter, he will alwayschoosethe good. Extending
theanalogya bit further(with religiousimplications)if Godis theultimateagent
of cause,thenGod forced thesinnerto commit thesin. Hence,thesinneris not
responsible.

3 Agents in Free Will

With the failure of both determinism,andindeterminism,we shouldnot sayit’ s
causedby somethingelse,nor is it causedby nothing- ratherChisholmargues,
it is causedof the consciousAgent. Eachoneof us is the prime mover, or the
unmovedmover, Chisholmstates.A similar argumentis put forth by O’Connor,
who arguesthat the two arewrong, but we can modify determinismtowardsa
“loose-fit” argument.This loosefit is turnedinto a causalindeterminismtheory
involving agents.

Causalindeterminism,asanargument,hasthefollowing premises:

1. I have reasonto actin accordancewith asetof rangesasoptions.
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2. My having theserelationsgivesmeanobjective(probabilistic)tendency to
actaccordingly.

3. Whatevertheprobabilities,eachof themis possible.

4. My having theserelationsto act in suchandsucha way, will have been
among thecausalfactors.

While O’Connor believes that this is not true freedom,the indeterministic
tendenciesarisingfrom my reasonsfor beinga causalfactor, leadtowardsa kind
of controlwhich is too probabilisticto allow the impositionof responsibilityfor
my actions. To make useof an analogy, let us presumethat I want to touchthe
Eiffel Tower. Basedon my physicallocationin Philadelphia,I cannotreachover
to touchthe tower asI would the keyboardI am typing on. However, I can,if I
really wanted to, boarda planetowardsParis,andwalk to thetowerandtouchit.
In otherwordstherangeof theoperationof my handis not limited insofarasI can
bemoved,or canmovemyself,towardsthetower. In asimilarmanner, O’Connor
arguesthattheagent’srangeof operationis not limited; heinfluencesthedirection
of what is already going on within him: a structureddynamicsituationopento
somepossibilitiesby not others(opento my beingableto travel to Paris,but not
by justextendingmy armif I amin Philadelphia.)[5, p. 378]

4 Mysterious Solutions

Van Inwagentakes the view that the solution to the free will of humansas a
mystery. While all of the above argumentscanbe sensible,they leave us with
a “wretchedsubterfuge”,asVanInwagenquotesKant. Thereareseveralreasons
why VanInwagentakesthisview, andthey areoutlinedbelow.

Many of ushaveconflatedtheuseof theword“can” with otherssuchas“will”.
It doesnotfollow, asHobartargued,thattheabsenceof all obstaclesto theperfor-
manceof anactionis sufficient for one’s beingable to performthataction. This
leadstowardsan argumentfor why determinismis incompatible with freedom.
Namelythatthelawsof natureandpasteventsdetermineauniquefuture.We are
free to do whatwe in factdo. Thus,metaphysical freedomarenot just negative
conceptsbecausethe laws of natureand the pastarenot impediments to one’s
will.

Yettheoutcomeof thepreviousargumentleadsustowardsanargumentagainst
indeterminismbeingcompatiblewith metaphysicalfreedom.Namelythatif God,
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for example,would turn backtime, thingswould eitherhappenagain,or not: be
deterministicor indeterministic.

Hence,thereis somethingwrong with oneargumentor the otherandwe do
not know (for sure)which is at fault, so van Inwagenleavesit asa mysteryfor
now.

5 Free will in A Clockwork Orange

Throughoutmy writings on this subject,I oftenreturnedto rememberoneof the
main themesin theStanley Kubrick film Clockwork Orange. This film revolved
aroundacharacterof theutmostevil whowas“cured” fromhisevil waysbyadrug
thatinvokedaPavlovianreactionagainstviolence.Thepriestin themovie argued
that thescientistshave takenaway thevery thing thatmadehim a pioushuman:
the ability to exercisemoral judgementof free will. Whenever the protagonist
evenconsideredactingviolently, hewouldgetextremelyphysicallyill. Thedesire
to easethe pain was greaterthan his desireto make anotherthe object of this
violence.

Onemaysayherethathe was“weak willed” suchthathecouldnot actoth-
erwise.Soif he is “forced” into beinga pacifist,thenheoughtnot receivepraise
for his actsof non-violence;hewasnot responsiblefor his actsof non-violence.
Is this really a cure?No this is not a cure. Insteadwhat thescientistshave done,
is forcedthe individual to act in a particularway with conditioning.Without the
conditioning,hewill still, basedon thecomplex processesof hismentalmakeup,
beaviolentperson.

Thequestionof freewill asdeterminateor indeterminate is still unanswered
andunanswerable.It maybeamysteryasVanInwagensuggests;however, if this
mysteryis unravelled,it still hasno bearingon one’sactions.Let ussaythatfree
will wasfound(definitively throughsomescientificapparatus)to bedeterminis-
tic. Theeffectsof this discovery would leadoneto believe that they cannotalter
their ultimatefate. It would bemoredetrimental to us(assentientbeings)thanit
wouldhelp.Further, somepeoplewouldextremelyrefute,or notbelievethis, just
aspeoplenow believe in particularformsof religion, while sciencecontinuesto
“disprove” religiousdoctrine. If, however, it is found that freewill is indetermi-
nate,thenthis would leadto no changesin our daily life. At best,this question
is left for merechild’s play, in that it canbe playedwith by philosophers,but a
real answeris not forthcoming. I doubtwhetherany human(aswe know them
now) will beableto answerthis questionasit is beyondour comprehensionasa
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species,in thatwe needto believe thatwe have freewill in orderto survive asa
societyandraceof beings.
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