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Preface 
The aim of this book is to present the main features of the prob-
lem of free will and determinism via a dialogue that is clear, 
readable and interesting. I have attempted to make the dialogue 
suitable for persons who have had little or no background in 
philosophy. 

The participants in the dialogue are Daniel, who is a deter-
minist; Frederick, who is a free-willist; and Carolyn, who is a 
compatibilist. Each participant is of equal status—no one is pre-
sented as representing the correct viewpoint. The reader can 
remember more easily which position each participant holds by 
noting that the first letter of each of their names is the same as 
the first letter of the position that each holds. 

The reader's attention is drawn to the abstract that begins on 
page 59. It summarizes the entire dialogue, section by section, 
and may be of some benefit to those wishing to review the 
structure of the ideas presented in the dialogue. 

A list of questions for each section appears at the end of the 
dialogue. 

I would like to thank the following persons for the sugges-
tions they made on various parts of the book: William Car-
rington, Arthur F. Holmes, George G. Lavere, Robert McLaugh-
lin, John R. Perry, and David White. I want especially to thank 
my wife Linda for making numerous helpful comments on the 
entire manuscript. I am also grateful to St. John Fisher College 
for granting me a sabbatical for Spring, 1977, during which a 
portion of the dialogue was written. 

Clifford Williams 
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FREE WILL and DETERMINISM 
A Dialogue 

Participants: 

FREDERICK: Free-willist 
DANIEL: Determinist 
CAROLYN: Compatibilist 

INTRODUCTORY REMARKS 

FREDERICK: Here comes Carolyn. Maybe she can tell us what 
she thinks about the case. 

DANIEL: Hello, Carolyn. 
CAROLYN: Hello, Daniel. Hi, Frederick. 
FREDERICK: Daniel and I were talking about the Leopold and 

Loeb murder trial. 
CAROLYN: Was that the trial at which Clarence Darrow tried 

to persuade the judge that the defendants should not 
be hanged for murdering a little boy? 

FREDERICK: Yes. The trial made headlines all over the coun-
try. Nathan Leopold and Richard Loeb were only eigh-
teen years old at the time, and their parents were well 
known throughout Chicago where they lived. 

CAROLYN: Why did Leopold and Loeb kill the little boy? 
FREDERICK: They wanted to commit the perfect crime. 
CAROLYN: Is that all? 
FREDERICK: Yes. They went to a school just as the children 

were leaving, picked up a youngster whom they happened 
to know, drove around for awhile, and then hit him on the 
head with a chisel, so that he bled to death right in the 
car. After that, they stuffed his body into a culvert in some 
out-of-the-way locality. 

CAROLYN: How ghastly! 
FREDERICK: I agree. Maybe that's why the newspapers played 

it up so big. 
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CAROLYN: What was Darrow's strategy at the trial? 
FREDERICK: Darrow argued that the judge should have com-

passion on the two young murderers, because what they 
did was the product of causes over which they had no 
control. Let me read to you what he actually said. "I do not 
know what it was that made these boys do this mad act, 
but I do know there is a reason for it. I know they did not 
beget themselves. I know that any one of an infinite num-
ber of causes reaching back to the beginning might be 
working out in these boys' minds, whom you are asked to 
hang in malice and in hatred and injustice, because some-
one in the past has sinned against them." 

CAROLYN: That certainly is a bold strategy for a defense 
attorney to use! 

FREDERICK: Yes it is. Listen to what he goes on to say. "Nature 
is strong and she is pitiless. She works in her own myster-
ious way, and we are her victims. We have not much 
to do with it ourselves. Nature takes this job in hand, and 
we play our parts." 

CAROLYN: Was the judge persuaded to reduce Leopold 
and Loeb's punishment? 

FREDERICK: Yes, he must have been, because he sentenced 
them to life imprisonment, even though he was under 
great pressure from the public to sentence them to death. 

CAROLYN: What do you think about Darrow's strategy? 
FREDERICK: I think it is absurd, because it is based on the false 

belief that everything we do is determined. If that were 
true, then the two murderers could not have acted freely, 
which is obviously false. 

DANIEL: I would say that Clarence Darrow is right in believing 
that everything we do is determined. If that means that the 
two murderers did not act freely, then that is what we 
should believe. 

FREDERICK: What would you say about this case, Carolyn? 
CAROLYN: I think Darrow is right in believing that everything 

we do is caused by previous happenings. But I also think 
that we are free and morally responsible for what we do. 

FREDERICK: That sounds contradictory to me. If it was deter-
mined that Leopold and Loeb would kill the little boy, I 
don't see how they could have done it freely. 

DANIEL: Why don't we discuss the whole issue of free will and 
determinism? Maybe we can resolve our disagreements. 

FREDERICK: That's a good idea. Would you like to stay, 
Carolyn? 

CAROLYN: Yes, I would be glad to. I don't think, however, 
that the issue should be put solely in terms of free will or 
determinism. 

FREDERICK: How do you think it should be put? 
CAROLYN: I would say that there are three main questions: 

One, do people have free will? Two, is determinism true? 
And three, are free will and determinism compatible? 

FREDERICK: My answers to those questions are that people 
have free will, that free will and determinism are incom-
patible, and, therefore, that determinism is false. 

DANIEL: My reasoning is just the opposite. Since determinism 
is true, people have no free will. 

CAROLYN: I agree with you, Frederick, that people have free-
dom, and with you Daniel, that determinism is true, but I 
don't think that the two conflict. 

DETERMINISM 
FREDERICK: Perhaps we should define "determinism" before 

we start discussing our positions. 
CAROLYN: That's a good idea. My definition of "determin-

ism" is, "Everything that happens is caused to happen." In 
contemporary philosophical jargon, this is the same as say-
ing that every event has a cause. That includes everything 
we ever do, think or say. 

FREDERICK: Why do you define it that way and not as "People 
have no control over anything they do"? 

CAROLYN: Because the question of whether or not we have 
control over anything we do is different from the question 
of whether or not everything we do is caused. And each of 
these two questions is different from the question of 
whether we can have control over anything we do even if 
everything we do is caused. That's why I said before that 
there are three main questions and not just two: One, Do 
we have control over anything we do? Two, Is everything 
we do caused? And three, Can we have control over what 
we do even if everything we do is caused? We can discuss 
these three questions separately, so we can give three differ- 
ent names to their answers—"free will" if we answer "Yes" 
to the first; "determinism" if we answer "Yes" to the second; 
and "compatibilism" if we answer "Yes" to the third. 

DANIEL: Don't people usually think of determinism as saying 
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that people have no free will? 
CAROLYN: Yes, people probably do think of determinism in 

that way. But I think that what determinism says should be 
clearly distinguished from what it may or may not entail. 
It says only that everything that happens is caused. 
Whether or not it entails that we have no free will is a dif-
ferent question altogether. 

FREDERICK: You're saying that we should define "determin-
ism" in a relatively neutral way, such as "Everything that 
happens has a cause," and talk first about whether this 
claim is true, and then about whether it entails that we 
have no free will, right? 

CAROLYN: Right. 
FREDERICK: That sounds like a good procedure. 
DANIEL: I'll start by giving my reason for believing that every-

thing that happens has a cause. I think this is true because 
of the enormous amount of happenings for which we have 
found causes. Both in daily life and in science we come 
across countless cases of caused happenings. 

FREDERICK: Can you give some examples? 
DANIEL: Yes. Wind causes trees to bend. Rain causes plants to 

grow. Friction causes heat. 
FREDERICK: Can you give examples involving people? 
DANIEL: Yes. Hunger causes people to eat. Peer pressure 

causes people to conform. Stress causes people to become 
tense. And so on. There are so many instances of what we 
do being caused that one cannot escape the conclusion that 
everything we do is caused. 

CAROLYN: I agree. 
DANIEL: And the extraordinary success of science in finding 

explanations makes it almost impossible to doubt deter-
minism. Biology tells us that heredity determines what 
kind of persons we will be. Sociology tells us that environ-
mental factors determine much of what we do. Psychol-
ogy tells us that what we become as adults is influenced 
largely by what happens to us when we are young chil-
dren. Psychiatry tells us that our conscious desires are 
products of unconscious motives. Neurology tells us that 
what we do is caused by electrical-chemical happenings in 
our brains. And all of them together tell us that everything 
we do, say, want or think is produced entirely by previous 
occurrences. 

FREDERICK: How would you explain the murder committed 
by Leopold and Loeb? 

DANIEL: According to the psychiatrist who examined them, 
they were emotionally ill. One of them was paranoic and 
had intense nervous energy; the other was manic-depres-
sive and had as a personal philosophy the gratification of 
his own desires. Given these factors, we can see what trig-
gered their outburst of murderous passion. 

FREDERICK: How would you explain an everyday occurrence, 
such as my buying a mystery novel? 

DANIEL: Based on what I know about you, I would say that 
your delight in reading suspense stories and your knowing 
that you will have some free time cause you to make the 
purchase. 

CAROLYN: I like what you have been saying, Daniel. I think 
determinism is true for the same reason you do. Would 
you mind if I stated that reason in a different way? 

DANIEL: No, go ahead. 
CAROLYN: I want to link up your statement about finding 

causes with a description of what exactly it is for a happen-
ing to have a cause. 

DANIEL: Okay. 
CAROLYN: If something that happens is caused to happen, 

then it could have been different in the way it happened 
only if something just prior to it were different. But if 
something that happens has no cause, then it could have 
been different in the way it happened even if everything 
just prior to it were exactly the same. That means that de-
terminism would not be correct if, whenever we found 
differences in the way things usually happen, we also 
found that the prior conditions were exactly the same. But 
we never do find this. What we find is that whenever 
there are differences in the way things usually happen, 
there are also differences in the prior conditions. The only 
fair conclusion, I think, is that determinism is true. 

FREDERICK: Could you illustrate that with an example? 
CAROLYN: Yes. Suppose a strong gust of wind hits the tree in 

my front yard but does not knock it down. And suppose 
that later another strong gust of wind hits the tree and does 
knock it down. We would naturally think that the condi-
tions prior to the tree's falling down were different from 
what they were when the wind hit the tree the first time. 
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Perhaps the wind was stronger the second time, or perhaps 
it hit the tree from a different direction. The reason we 
would think this is that we naturally think that the wind 
caused the tree to fall over the second time. We would say 
that the tree's falling over has no cause only if we found 
that the initial conditions each time were exactly the same. 
But in a case like this, we invariably find some difference 
in the initial conditions. 

FREDERICK: Do you think the same can be said about what 
people do? 

CAROLYN: Yes. Suppose one person reacts with great anger to 
personal insults, whereas another person reacts with calm-
ness and equanimity. When we look into their characters, 
we find differences that account for the different ways 
they react. We don't find that their genetic inheritance 
and social and family environment are exactly the same. 
But only if we did find this could we say that determinism 
is false. 

FREDERICK: What would you say about identical twins who 
are brought up in the same family, yet who grow up to 
have different personalities? That seems to me to be a case 
in which the initial conditions are the same but the out-
comes are different. 

CAROLYN: If you could show me a case where identical twins 
grew up in exactly the same environment yet turned out 
to be different, then I would admit that determinism is 
false. But showing that two children grew up in exactly the 
same environment seems impossible. There are vast 
differences in the way children are treated and in what 
they experience. These differences can lead to still further 
differences, and so produce different personalities. 

DANIEL: I would be interested in hearing your reactions to our 
argument for determinism, Frederick. 

FREDERICK: Well, as I have already said, I don't think 
determinism is true. So, naturally, I disagree with your 
argument for it. 

DANIEL: What do you think is wrong with our argument? 
FREDERICK: Two things. In the first place, I don't think it 

shows that everything we do is determined. And in the 
second place, it seems to me to ignore the fact that there is 
concrete evidence against determinism. 

DANIEL: Could you explain each of those points?  

FREDERICK: Yes. I'll start with the first one. Even though you 
two are right in saying that science and everyday experience 
show that much of what we do is determined, I don't think 
there is enough evidence to show that everything is. There 
are, after all, many happenings for which we don't know the 
causes. And there are many areas of human behavior that sci-
entists haven't investigated yet. So I don't see how you can 
claim that all of what we do is caused. 

DANIEL: Carolyn and I aren't saying that people actually have 
discovered the causes of every happening. What we are 
saying is that it is legitimate to infer that everything we 
do is determined from the fact that much of what we do is 
determined. In daily life, we frequently make this 
kind of inference. For instance, we infer that all of the 
grass in the world is green after seeing only some of the 
world's grass. We infer that all heavy objects fall on the 
basis of seeing only a small number of heavy objects fall. 
If you think these inferences are valid, then you should 
believe that determinism is true on the basis of the evi-
dence that science and everyday experience provide. 

FREDERICK: No, I don't think I should, because the percentage 
of the world's events we have observed is much smaller 
than the percentage of grass and falling objects we 
have observed. In the case of the grass and falling 
objects, we may have seen as much as five or ten percent, 
but when it comes to the total number of events in the 
world, we can scarcely have observed more than one-mil-
lionth of one-millionth of one percent. In view of this fact, 
isn't it rather presumptuous to say that every single event 
is caused? 

DANIEL: No, it's not presumptuous, because over the past sev-
eral centuries, scientists have discovered the causes of 
enormous numbers of occurrences. Surely, that is a good 
reason for believing in determinism. 

FREDERICK: Compared to what scientists knew centuries ago, 
we do, indeed, have a great deal of knowledge. But com-
pared to what could be known, we have very little. And 
even the knowledge scientists do have about people is 
general and imprecise. It leaves plenty of room for free 
and uncaused actions. For example, you said earlier that 
peer pressure causes people to conform. But that's not al-
ways so. There are plenty of exceptions. And there are 
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exceptions to almost every other causal explanation of 
people's behavior. 

DANIEL: That may be true, but science has progressed to the 
point where many of the exceptions can themselves be ex- 
plained. If a person doesn't conform when confronted with 
peer pressure, his behavior can be explained by means of 
a different causal law. Scientists have discovered so many 
causal laws that we are justified, I believe, in thinking that 
all of our behavior is governed by causal laws. 

FREDERICK: Well, that seems to me to be nothing more than a 
mere hope, not based on good, solid evidence. Besides, 
you still have my second point to contend with, namely, 
that there is actual evidence against determinism. 

DANIEL: What is that evidence? 
FREDERICK: It's evidence that scientists have discovered in a 

branch of physics called quantum physics, or micro- 
physics. In the early part of the twentieth century, physi- 
cists began studying the behavior of electrons, photons 
and other subatomic particles. What they found was that 
the movements of individual electrons and photons were 
random. There was nothing that explained why an elec-
tron or photon moved as it did. For example, it was discov- 
ered that electrons sometimes jump from one orbit to an- 
other without any apparent cause. And in the "shooting 
photon" experiment, it was found that when photons were 
shot at a barrier with two holes in it, it was impossible to 
explain why individual photons went through one hole 
rather than another. 

DANIEL: Haven't scientists discovered any laws governing the 
behavior of subatomic particles? 

FREDERICK: Yes, they have, but many of the laws they have 
discovered are only statistical ones, which don't explain 
the behavior of individual electrons and photons. They ex- 
plain only what groups of electrons and photons do as 
groups. For instance, in the shooting photon experiment, 
physicists can tell how many of the photons will go 
through each hole, but they can't tell which ones will go 
through which hole. And in the jumping electron phenom- 
enon, physicists know that a certain percentage of 
electrons will suddenly jump to a new orbit, but they can't 
tell which ones will do it or when they will do it. 

DANIEL: What do you think is the significance of these new 
discoveries? 

FREDERICK: I think that quantum physics has revolutionized 
our view of reality. Previously, scientists assumed that 
every occurrence was causally explainable, but now quan-
tum physics has shown that this assumption is not true. 
Some kinds of occurrences are random and uncaused. 

CAROLYN: How would you respond to this, Daniel? 
DANIEL: My first reaction would be to wonder whether 

quantum physics really has shown that some kinds of oc-
currences are uncaused. There is so much evidence for de-
terminism that I think we should be very skeptical when 
anyone claims to have found something that is uncaused. 

FREDERICK: That's what the quantum physicists said at first, 
too. But their new discoveries were so startling that many 
of them changed their minds. 

DANIEL: The only thing quantum physics has shown, so far as 
I can tell, is that we don't know the causes of certain kinds 
of occurrences. But this is far different from knowing that 
the occurrences don't have causes. 

FREDERICK: No, quantum physics has shown that there is an 
actual lack of causality in the subatomic realm, not just that 
we don't know the causes. Consider the case of the shoot-
ing photons. When physicists shoot a stream of photons at 
a barrier, they find that the photons don't hit the barrier 
all at the same place. Some of the photons hit the barrier 
at places other than the spot at which the photons are shot, 
in the same way that some of the light from a flashlight 
hits a wall at places other than the exact place at which 
the flashlight is aimed. This phenomenon is called the pho-
ton dispersion effect. There is nothing about the way the 
photons are shot that explains their different directions of 
travel. Each photon is shot in exactly the same way. So the 
situation conforms to Carolyn's description of an uncaused 
happening—same initial conditions but different out-
comes. 

DANIEL: I don't see how anyone could know that the initial 
conditions are exactly the same. The most that anyone can 
say is that no one has found what accounts for the differ-
ent outcomes. In the future, someone may well discover 
what causes the photons to disperse. 
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FREDERICK: According to quantum physicists, we will never 
find the cause. In fact, they say, we literally cannot find 
the cause, because the only instruments physicists can use 
to detect the movements of subatomic particles are so 
much larger than the particles themselves that the move-
ment of the particles is changed whenever the physicists 
attempt to observe the particles. This situation is just like 
trying to find how fast a marble is moving by throwing a 
basketball at it. Obviously, the marble is going to change 
its speed when the basketball hits it. 

DANIEL: If what you say is correct, then it is, indeed, impossi-
ble for us ever to find the cause of the photon disper-
sion effect. But that's not the same as saying that there is 
no cause. There still may be a cause even though no one 
can ever find it. 

CAROLYN: I agree. There is no method of observing that an 
occurrence has no cause. Here is an example. Suppose the 
light in this room were to come on suddenly and then five 
seconds later go off. We don't see the cause of this mysteri-
ous phenomenon, but neither do we see that it has no 
cause. Something of which we have no conception might 
have caused it. So we can't say that it has no cause, but 
only that we don't know what it is. 

DANIEL: Right. And the same is true at the subatomic level. 
There may be something of which we presently have no 
conception that is causing the photon dispersion effect. 

CAROLYN: This means that there is no way to disprove de-
terminism. If determinism were false, no one could ever 
know it. 

DANIEL: I have another reaction to what you have been say-
ing, Frederick. 

FREDERICK: What is it? 
DANIEL: I'm wondering what the new discoveries in quantum 

physics have to do with free will. In order for them to be 
relevant, wouldn't it have to be shown that our actions 
are the result of the uncaused behavior of electrons and 
photons in our brains? 

FREDERICK: Yes, that's right. 
DANIEL: Well, then, I don't see how the new discoveries are 

relevant, because scientists haven't shown that the un-
caused activities of subatomic particles produce our free 

actions. But until they do show this, it is entirely possible 
that everything we do is determined, even if occurrences 
at the subatomic level are uncaused. 

FREDERICK: It seems to me that if occurrences at the subatomic 
level are uncaused, then it is much more likely that some 
ordinary-level occurrences are uncaused. 

DANIEL: No, that doesn't follow, because there is a huge 
amount of evidence for ordinary-level occurrences being 
caused. This means we can safely believe that all of our 
actions are caused, regardless of what quantum physics 
says about subatomic phenomena. 

WHETHER DETERMINISM IS AN EMPIRICAL THEORY 
CAROLYN: What is your reaction to Daniel's and my state-

ment that we cannot observe that an occurrence has no 
cause, Frederick? 

FREDERICK: If that statement is true, then you and Daniel can-
not use observations to show that every occurrence has a 
cause, contrary to what you have been trying to do. 

DANIEL: Why do you say that Carolyn and I can't do what 
we have been doing? 

FREDERICK: Because if you say that we cannot observe that an 
occurrence has no cause, then you have to say that deter-
minism is not an empirical theory. And if you say that 
determinism is not an empirical theory, then you can't 
say that science and everyday observations show it is true. 

DANIEL: Could you explain that in more detail? 
FREDERICK: Yes. In order for a statement to be empirical, it 

has to be refutable in principle. This means that we have to 
be able to think of some observable circumstance which, 
if it were to exist, would disprove the statement. If a state-
ment is not refutable in principle—if, in other words, there 
isn't even any possible observation that would disprove 
it—it cannot be empirical. Would you say that's a fair de-
scription of an empirical statement? 

DANIEL: Yes. That's the way it is normally described. 
FREDERICK: Well, then, I don't see how you can say both that 

"Everything that happens has a cause" is an empirical state-
ment and that there aren't any possible observations that 
would show that a happening doesn't have a cause. If there 
aren't any possible observations that would show that a 
happening doesn't have a cause, then determinism would 
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not be refutable in principle, in which case it would not 
be empirical, according to the description to which you 
just agreed. That means that your appeal to empirical 
evidence in support of determinism would be quite beside 
the point. It wouldn't have the slightest relevance to 
whether or not determinism is true. 

CAROLYN: It looks as if he has you in a trap, Daniel. 
DANIEL: Aren't you in the same trap? 
CAROLYN: No, because I didn't admit that empirical state-

ments have to be both supportable and refutable in prin-
ciple by empirical evidence. Some empirical statements, 
such as "Everything that happens has a cause," are sup-
ported by empirical evidence but are not refutable in 
principle by empirical evidence. 

FREDERICK: The very definition of an empirical statement says 
that it has to be able to be refuted, in principle, by empir-
ical evidence. If there isn't even any possible empirical 
evidence that would go against a statement, then the state-
ment cannot be empirical. For instance, I know what 
would show the statement that all blades of grass are green 
to be false—a blade of grass that was orange or blue. We 
have to know what observable circumstance would make 
a statement false, even if it is true in actuality, in order to 
say that it is empirical. 

CAROLYN: Here is an empirical statement that can be sup-
ported by empirical evidence but can't be refuted even in 
principle: "There is at least one thing in existence." It is an 
empirical statement because we can show it to be true by 
means of observations. But there isn't any possible 
observation we could use to show it to be false, because if 
it were false, nothing would exist, including ourselves. So 
the definition of an empirical statement is that either it has 
to be supportable in principle or it has to be refutable in 
principle. 

FREDERICK: That violates the normal definition of "empirical." 
It has to be both supportable in principle and refutable 
in principle, even though it might actually be true, or ac-
tually false. Besides, my point is more than just a verbal 
one about the meaning of the word "empirical." If I can 
think of a possible circumstance that would show a state-
ment to be true, then I should be able to think of a possible 

circumstance that would show that statement to be false. 
For instance, if I say there is a little red house on the other 
side of Jupiter, I know what would have to exist in order 
for it to be true. And I also know what circumstance 
would make it false. If I went there and looked every-
where but didn't see any little red house, it would be false. 
So if there aren't even any possible circumstances that 
would falsify a statement, then there aren't any possible 
circumstances that would verify a statement. That means 
that you are being inconsistent in trying to show that deter-
minism is true on empirical grounds yet saying that there is 
nothing that could show that happenings don't have causes. 

DANIEL: Well, there is something that would show that hap-
penings don't have causes, namely, the circumstance of 
happenings not having causes. It's just that we could never 
know that that circumstance exists, if it does. 

FREDERICK: That sounds like doubletalk. If there is some cir-
cumstance that would show determinism to be false if the 
circumstance existed, then it would be possible, theoret-
ically at least, for us to know that determinism is false. 

DANIEL: What I meant was that there is no way in which we, 
as limited, finite beings, can know that events don't have 
causes. For one thing, as Carolyn said, we don't ever ob-
serve events being uncaused. Also, if we look for the cause 
of an event and don't find it, we can't conclude that the 
event has no cause, because no matter how long we look, 
it is still possible that it has a cause and that we haven't 
looked long enough for it. We would know that events 
don't have causes only if we knew everything there is to 
know about the universe. We don't know everything, ob-
viously, so we aren't able to know that events don't have 
causes. 

FREDERICK: Are you saying that showing that an event doesn't 
have a cause is like showing that there are no dandelions 
in Brazil's jungles? Dandelions don't usually grow in jun-
gles. But they could. So to show that they don't, we would 
have to look. And, of course, we could never go over 
every square foot of Brazil's jungles. Thus, we could never 
know for sure that there are no dandelions there. 

DANIEL: Yes. The universe is so complicated that we could 
never be sure that we had looked at everything that we 
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needed to in order to say that a certain event had no cause. 
If we found that a certain event, A, was not the cause 
of another event, E, there still might be another 
event, B, which was the cause of event E. And if we found 
that event B was not the cause of E, there still might be an-
other event, C, which was the cause of event E. The possi-
ble causes of event E are so many that we could never be 
sure that we had exhausted them all. 

FREDERICK: Tell me, Daniel, if you were looking for dande-
lions in the jungles of Brazil, and you spent several years 
carefully examining the ground for them, and did not find 
any, wouldn't you say that it is fairly probable that there 
weren't any, even though you had covered only one per-
cent of all the jungles? 

DANIEL: Yes, that sounds reasonable. 
FREDERICK: If you say "Yes" in this dandelion case, then it 

seems to me you should say "Yes" to a similiar question 
about causes. Suppose you were looking for the cause of a 
certain type of event, and you spent several years care-
fully performing experiments in an effort to find it, but 
you did not find it. Wouldn't you say that it is fairly prob-
able that such a cause doesn't exist, even though you had 
not performed all the possible experiments? 

DANIEL: No, because there are many cases in which people 
have found the cause of a certain type of event only after 
looking for it a very long time. If I use your jungle meta-
phor, what it comes to is that people often before have 
looked in jungles for dandelions, and they haven't found 
them at first, but after much searching, they finally have 
found some. That being the case, if I were looking in some 
new jungle and didn't find any dandelions right away, I 
wouldn't conclude that probably there weren't any. 

FREDERICK: I'm beginning to wonder whether you really think 
that "Every event has a cause" is an empirical statement. 
You don't seem to think that there is any possible circum-
stance which, if it existed, would show that events don't 
have causes. That makes it look as if you really believe 
determinism can be known to be true independently of ex-
perience. 

DANIEL: I do think that "Every event has a cause" is an empir-
ical statement, and I don't think that it can be known to be 

true independently of experience. 
FREDERICK: I know you say that, but I'm wondering whether 

you can consistently say that in view of the fact that you 
also say that it isn't possible for us to obtain any evidence 
which would show that events don't have causes. If it is 
not possible for us to obtain any evidence which would 
show that events don't have causes, then it is not possible 
for us to obtain any evidence which would support deter-
minism. That means that "Every event has a cause" is not 
an empirical statement, as you claim it is. 

DANIEL: Well, it surely isn't like "Every father has a child" or 
"Every effect has a cause." Those statements aren't empir-
ical because we can know that they are true just by know-
ing the meanings of the words in them. To be a father 
means to have a child, and to be an effect means being 
caused by something. If you look in the dictionary, you 
will find that "father" means "a man who has a child." 
And you will find that "effect" means "something pro-
duced by a cause." But you won't find that "event" means ,'occurrence that has a cause." It means just plain "occur-
rence" or "something that happens." So "Every event has 
a cause" is like "Every man is courageous in the face of 
great danger." We can't tell that these statements are true 
just by knowing the meanings of the words in them. 

FREDERICK: I agree with you about all that. But that still 
doesn't show that "Every event has a cause" can be known 
to be true on the basis of experience. It might be a special 
statement which is neither empirical nor like "Every father 
has a child," and which you believe to be true because of a 
special insight you believe you have. If you say that 
there isn't any way to show that events don't have causes, 
then one wonders whether you really believe deter-
minism to be true on the basis of empirical evidence. 
Maybe you believe it to be true because of an intuition 
that isn't based on any observations or experiences. 

DANIEL: No, I really don't. There is empirical evidence for the 
truth of determinism, namely, many instances of events 
having causes. Determinism is like the statement "Every 
man is courageous." We have to observe whether or not 
men are courageous in order to find out whether or not 
the statement is true. If we didn't observe any men at all to 
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see whether or not they are courageous, we wouldn't 
know what to believe about that statement. And if we 
didn't observe any events at all to see whether or not they 
have causes, we wouldn't know what to believe about 
determinism. We don't have any special nonempirical 
intuition that tells us that every event has a cause. At least 
I don't. 

FREDERICK: If there is observational evidence that supports 
determinism, then not only should we be able to think of 
circumstances that show that events do have causes, but 
we should also be able to think of circumstances which, if 
they were to exist, would show that events don't have 
causes. But you said before that there is no amount of evi-
dence which would show that events don't have causes. So 
I don't see how you can say that there is observational 
evidence that supports determinism. 

DANIEL: What you want me to convince you of, I take it, is 
that I can conceive of a possible circumstance which, if 
it existed, would refute determinism. Is that right? 

FREDERICK: Yes, that's right. 
DANIEL: Well, if we never, or only rarely, found the causes of 

events, I would think that determinism is not very prob-
able. In other words, not ever, or only rarely, finding 
causes of events would be empirical evidence against the 
probability of determinism. 

FREDERICK: Didn't you say before that not finding the causes 
of events doesn't show that there aren't any? 

DANIEL: Yes. 
FREDERICK: Then you are being inconsistent. If not finding 

the causes of events doesn't show that the events don't 
have causes, then not finding the causes of events can't 
count as evidence against the probability of determinism, 
as you just said it could. 

DANIEL: But the two cases are different. 
FREDERICK: What two cases? 
DANIEL: Never, or only rarely, finding the causes of events, 

on the one hand, and not finding the causes of events, on 
the other. 

FREDERICK: Your distinction between "never" and "not" es-
capes me. 

DANIEL: If we never found the causes of any events, or if we 
found the causes of only a few events, even though we 

looked hard and long, I would say that it was very 
probable that some events don't have causes. But since we 
have already found a huge amount of causes of events, it is 
probable that any given event does have a cause, even if 
we have not found it after looking hard and long. So as 
things stand, we cannot say that events don't have causes 
just because we have not found them, although we could 
say this if we had not already found so many causes. 

FREDERICK: I'm still not satisfied that you have established 
that "Every event has a cause" is empirical. Your possible 
circumstance which, if it existed, would show determinism 
to be false consists only of not finding the causes of events, 
instead of finding that events do not have causes. But to 
show that "Every event has a cause" is empirical, you have 
to demonstrate that there is a possible circumstance in 
which we can determine that an event has no cause. 

DANIEL: Never finding the causes of events would show that 
some events, at least, probably don't have causes. 

FREDERICK: What circumstance, if it existed, would show that 
a single event has no cause? Unless you can answer that 
question, I don't see how you can maintain that "Every 
event has a cause" is empirical. 

DANIEL: I don't think it is possible for us ever to know that 
a single event has no cause, because we don't ever observe 
an event having no cause. The most we could ever say is 
that a long and hard search for the cause of an event is a 
failure. And that's not sufficient for us to show that the 
event has no cause. However, if we knew everything there 
is to know about the universe, we would know of any 
event in the universe either that it has a cause or that it 
doesn't. So it is possible, in principle, though not for us as 
humans, to know that a single event has no cause. 

CAROLYN: I would be interested in knowing how you would 
show that something doesn't have a cause, Frederick. 
What evidence do you think disproves determinism? 

FREDERICK: There are two kinds of evidence that I think dis-
prove determinism: twentieth-century advances in quan-
tum physics, as I have already explained, and evidence 
that shows we have free will. 

DELIBERATION AND FREE WILL 
DANIEL: What evidence shows that we have free will? 
FREDERICK: The fact that we deliberate, choose, think, con- 
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front alternatives and are directly aware of ourselves act-
ing freely. 

DANIEL: How do any of those things show that people have 
free will? 

FREDERICK: Take deliberation. Suppose I am deliberating 
about whether or not to go to a concert. I have two alter-
natives. Either I can go to the concert or I can do something 
else, such as staying home and reading a book. That means 
I have a choice, because there is more than one thing I can 
do. If there were only one thing I could do, I would have 
no choice and I could not deliberate about what to do. But 
since I do deliberate about what to do, I have a 
choice, and, therefore, have free will. 

DANIEL: Why can't our deliberations be caused by hap-
penings over which we have no control? 

FREDERICK: We can't deliberate about what we are going to 
do unless we can choose differently from the way we actu-
ally choose. And that means we can't deliberate about 
what we are going to do unless our deliberations are not 
caused by happenings over which we have no control. 

DANIEL: I'm not convinced that that's so. Here's a case that 
shows we can deliberate about what we are going to do 
even though our deliberations are caused by happenings 
over which we have no control. Physiologists and neuro-
surgeons know enough about our brains and central ner-
vous systems to be able to cause us to move parts of our 
bodies and have certain images and thoughts. They do 
these things by touching an electrically charged electrode 
to certain parts of the brain. Of course, they can't cause us 
to do everything, but a number of experiments have been 
done, and scientists are learning which parts of the brain 
control which activities. As of now, they don't know how 
to cause us to think and deliberate and choose, but it is 
possible that they will know how to do this at some time 
in the future. Suppose that time comes, and a physiologist 
touches an electrode to just the right part of my brain so as 
to cause me to deliberate about doing something. He then 
causes me to choose one of the alternatives that he has 
caused me to think about, and lastly, he touches the part 
of my brain that causes me to do what I have chosen to 
do. If these things were to happen, I would be deliberating 

and choosing among alternatives, even though my deliber-
ations and choice were caused by happenings over which I 
have no control. That shows that it is possible for our de-
liberations to be caused by happenings over which we 
have no control. And that means you can't use the fact of 
deliberation to prove that we have free will. 

FREDERICK: I don't think your case refutes my argument, be-
cause it is not a case in which you are really deliberating 
about what you are going to do. The physiologist would 
be manipulating what you think, choose and do, so you 
wouldn't be free. You would be just like a puppet, except 
that the strings attached to you would be electrically 
charged electrodes. 

DANIEL: But the physiologist was causing me to do exactly 
what I do in daily life when I deliberate. How can you say 
that I was not deliberating? 

FREDERICK: You weren't deliberating when the physiologist 
was touching electrodes to your brain because you weren't 
able to choose differently from the way you actually 
chose — there was only one thing you could choose, 
namely, the thing the physiologist caused you to choose. 

DANIEL: When we deliberate in daily life, we weigh alterna-
tives, think about consequences, evaluate reasons for do-
ing things and make decisions. These are the very things I 
was doing when the physiologist was touching electrodes 
to my brain. 

FREDERICK: You are right in saying that we weigh alternatives, 
think about consequences, evaluate reasons and make de! 
cisions when we deliberate. But that's not all that deliber-
ation involves. It also involves the ability to choose differ-
ently from the way we actually choose. For instance, I 
could have chosen to stay home and read a book last night 
instead of going to a concert. Or I could have chosen to 
have an orange for breakfast instead of apple juice. 

DANIEL: It is certainly true that when we deliberate in daily 
life we think we can choose differently from the way we 
actually choose. Otherwise, we wouldn't deliberate. But 
thinking we can choose differently doesn't show that we 
can actually choose differently. What makes you think it 
is the latter and not just the former that deliberation 
involves? 
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FREDERICK: A physiologist could cause us to think that we can 
choose differently. But if he did so, we wouldn't be 
deliberating. So deliberation must involve more than just 
thinking we can choose differently—we have to be able 
actually to choose differently. 

DANIEL: If you are going to say that we can't deliberate un-
less we are actually able to choose differently, then it is far 
from obvious, at least to me, that we actually do deliber-
ate. I don't want to say that we don't deliberate any more 
than you do. I think that we do deliberate—we weigh al-
ternatives, consider consequences, evaluate reasons and 
make decisions. But doing these things doesn't presuppose 
that we can actually choose one thing rather than another, 
because they all can be caused by what goes on inside us—
by brain states, for example, as my physiologist case 
shows, or by unconscious motives. So if you are going to 
use deliberation to refute determinism, you have to prove 
that we deliberate in a sense that clearly conflicts with 
determinism. 

FREDERICK: We deliberate in a sense that clearly conflicts with 
determinism because the very concept of thinking about 
what we are going to do is linked to the concept of being 
able to choose differently from what we actually choose. 
When we think about doing something, we have the abili-
ty to choose to do it, and we also have the ability not to 
choose to do it. So no matter what we actually choose to 
do, we could have chosen differently. But if what we 
choose to do is determined, then we cannot choose dif-
ferently, because there is only one thing we can 
choose, namely, that which we are determined to choose. 
So if we deliberate about what we are going to do, 
determinism has to be false. 

DANIEL I thought my physiologist  case disproved that. 
FREDERICK: You weren't really deliberating. 
DANIEL: Take this case, then. Suppose you are hypnotized, 

and the hypnotist gives you a posthypnotic suggestion. He 
tells you that after you regain consciousness you will be-
come thirsty. You will then deliberate about whether to 
get up and get a drink. You will think about whether it is 
worth the effort and about whether you would prefer wa- 

ter or orange juice. Finally, you will decide to get a drink 
of water. And then you will actually get up and do it. Now 
suppose that that is what you actually do. You go through 
the process of thinking, deciding and acting. Yet the entire 
process is caused by happenings that are beyond your con-
trol. You deliberate about what you are going to do even 
though you cannot choose or act differently from the way 
you actually choose and act. What would you say about 
this case? 

FREDERICK: I would say that I wasn't really deliberating, be-
cause the hypnotist's posthypnotic suggestion was causing 
me to think and act as I did. 

DANIEL: Well, it seems to me you're cheating, because every 
time I give you a case in which someone is deliberating 
but isn't free, you say he isn't really deliberating. I think 
that shows you are in a dilemma. If you admit that we are 
deliberating in the two cases I have described, then you 
also have to admit that deliberation does not disprove 
determinism. But if you say that we are not deliberating in 
those cases, then one wonders how you could show that 
we ever deliberate. What we think about in those cases is 
exactly what we think about in every other case in which 
anyone would say we deliberate. So either way, you can't 
prove that determinism is false. 

FREDERICK: Your dilemma doesn't apply to me because there 
are times when we deliberate, thus disproving determin-
ism. 

DANIEL: To disprove determinism, you have to show that 
our deliberations cannot be caused by happenings over 
which we have no control. But I don't see how you could 
ever show that. 

THE AWARENESS OF FREE WILL 
FREDERICK: We can know that our deliberations are not 

caused by happenings over which we have no control 
because we directly apprehend ourselves being able to 
choose and act differently from the way we actually 
choose and act. And we can't have this direct apprehension 
unless our deliberations are not caused. 

DANIEL: Could you give an example of that direct apprehen-
sion? 
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FREDERICK: Yes. Suppose I'm walking home from school and 
there are two ways I could go. Each way is the same length 
as the other, and neither is prettier, or more convenient, 
or less dangerous than the other. There is nothing about 
one of the ways that would make me decide for it rather 
than the other. In this circumstance, I am directly aware of 
myself being confronted with two possible courses of ac-
tion. I am aware of myself being able to do either one, and 
when I choose one of them, I am aware of my choice being 
free and unhindered. After I choose one path, I have the 
awareness that I could have chosen the other. 

DANIEL: How much weight do you attach to the awareness of 
being free 

FREDERICK: I think that the introspective evidence for free will 
is one of the strongest reasons for rejecting determinism. 
Our conviction that we can choose and act differently in 
different circumstances is based on immediate and self-
evident intuitions of our ability to choose and act differ-
ently. Denying these immediate intuitions would seem to 
be a flagrant denial of the facts. 

CAROLYN: Well, nobody wants to be in the position of 
flagrantly denying the facts. The real questions are 
whether or not what you say are facts really are facts, 
and whether or not those facts really show what you say 
they show. 

DANIEL: Yes. It looks to me as if you're saying that we could 
have acted or decided differently because we have the 
feeling that we could have acted or decided differently. 
Such arguments are notoriously unreliable. I could argue 
that it will rain this afternoon because I have the feeling 
that it will rain. 

FREDERICK: There is an obvious difference between the two 
cases. Your feeling that it will rain this afternoon isn't a 
direct observation of anything. It's more like a hunch. But 
our awareness that we can decide differently from the way 
we actually decide isn't a hunch. It's an immediate observa-
tion of our choices, like seeing and touching, except that 
the object is inside us. If you're going to be skeptical about 
our intuitions of free will, you should also be skeptical 
about seeing and touching. 

DANIEL: Intuition is much more suspect than seeing and 

touching. If you're wondering whether there is a tree over 
there, you can get a lot of people to look, and presumably 
everyone will see the same thing. But when you ask about 
people's intuitions, you will find nearly as many different 
intuitions as people. 

FREDERICK: If the awareness of being able to choose and act 
differently were like that, I might have some doubts about 
using it as a proof for free will. But it isn't. Everyone has 
had the same awareness. Just try introspecting. The option 
of moving your arm is now open to you. You have the im-
mediate intuition that it is up to you whether or not you 
do it. Now move it. Go ahead. Don't just imagine what it 
would be like. Actually experience it. 
(Daniel moves his arm.) 

FREDERICK: Okay. Now you have the immediate intuition 
that you could have refrained from doing it. Maybe there 
are people who have never stopped to think about what 
they experience in such circumstances. But if you point it 
out to them, they will immediately agree. 

DANIEL: I guess you are right about everyone having the same 
intuition. However, intuitions are so unreliable in other 
cases that I don't see why we should trust them in this case. 

FREDERICK: We should trust our intuitions of free choice be-
cause everyone has had exactly the same intuition. If one 
hundred people see a tree in my back yard, it would be 
absurd to say that there is no tree there. Similarly, it is un-
reasonable to doubt that we are able to choose and act 
differently from the way we actually choose and act, be-
cause everyone intuits himself having this ability. 

DANIEL: I think my hesitancy to trust our intuitions of free 
will stems from the fact that it is possible for them to be 
mistaken. It is possible for us to intuit our choices and 
actions being free, even though they are not actually free. 
This means that our intuitions of free will don't show that 
we really have free will. 

FREDERICK: By using similar reasoning, you could prove that 
seeing things doesn't show that they exist. It is possible for 
us to see things even though they don't exist. Mirages and 
hallucinations prove that. If it is possible for us to see 
things even though they don't exist, then, according to 
your reasoning, the fact that we see things doesn't prove 
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that they exist. If that's so, then you can't be sure that 
anything we see exists. But that's absurd. So your argu-
ment is unsound, because it leads to an absurd result. 

DANIEL: Let me give you an illustration of an unfree action 
that is intuited to be free. Suppose you were hypnotized 
and the hypnotist suggested to you that five minutes after 
you ceased being hypnotized you would debate with 
yourself about whether to read a certain book. You would 
decide to read the book and then you would actually start 
reading it. Now suppose that that is what you did. While 
you were debating to yourself, you were aware that you 
were able to decide in favor of reading the book, and you 
were aware that you were able to decide against reading 
the book. After you decided, you were aware that whether 
or not you read the book was up to you and that you 
were in control of whether or not you did it. After you 
began reading, you had the immediate intuition that you 
could have refrained from reading the book. But your 
choice and action were in reality caused by the suggestion 
of the hypnotist while you were hypnotized. So you 
weren't in control of what you did. It was determined, and 
you were the subject of forces beyond your control. This 
case shows that it is possible for us to have intuitions of 
free will even though our choices and actions are not free. 
And that means that our intuitions of free will don't prove 
that we actually have free will. What we are directly 
aware of as being free might actually be unfree. 

FREDERICK: Suppose you were hypnotized and the hypno-
tist suggested to you that five minutes after you regained 
consciousness you would see a baby giraffe walking 
around the room. You wake up and five minutes later you 
see a baby giraffe walking around the room. It's not really 
there, of course, but you see it, because the hypnotist 
made you see it. Better yet, suppose that there is a cosmic 
hypnotist who has hypnotized everybody and has caused 
everyone to see the very things we now see. Nothing 
would exist besides ourselves, but we would still be seeing 
things. These cases are possible. And if your reasoning a-
bout free will and the awareness of free will is sound, then 
these possibilities show that seeing things isn't sufficient 
evidence for our knowing that they actually exist. 

DANIEL: Are you saying that our intuitions of free will are like 
our perceptions of physical things? 

FREDERICK: Yes. If the possibility of our intuitions of free will 
being mistaken shows that they do not prove that we have 
the ability to act differently from the way we actually act, 
then the possibility of our external perceptions being mis-
taken shows that they do not prove that physical objects 
exist. But if external perceptions such as seeing an& touch-
ing show that physical objects really exist, then our intu-
itions of being able to act differently show that we really 
are able to act differently from the way we actually act. 

DANIEL: Intuitions are different from our perception of phys-
ical things. We can corroborate seeing a tree by touching 
it. But there is no way we can corroborate an intuition of 
free will. 

FREDERICK:  Yes there is. I can corroborate an intuition of free 
will by having the same intuition on many different occa-
sions and by asking other people whether or not they have 
the same intuition. 

DANIEL: But everyone could be mistaken. 
FREDERICK: Everyone could be mistaken in thinking that he 

sees and touches a tree. 
CAROLYN: If your parallel between intuitions and external 

perceptions is correct, Frederick, then our intuitions of free 
will show that we actually have free will. 

FREDERICK: Yes, that's right. 
CAROLYN: Of course, someone could say that neither our in-

tuitions of free will nor our external perceptions establish 
the existence of anything. 

FREDERICK: Surely, no one would go so far as to say that. You 
wouldn't say that, would you, Daniel? 

DANIEL: No. What I say is that your parallel between in-
tuitions of free will and external perceptions is not 
correct. But even if your parallel is correct, I don't 
have to say that our intuitions of free will show that 
we actually have free will. I can say that all of our in-
tuitions of free will are mistaken. That, in fact, is what I do 
say. The amount of scientific evidence for there being 
causal explanations of all our choices and actions is so 
overwhelming that we cannot avoid concluding that 
our intuitions of free will are mistaken. 
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FREDERICK: When we compare the evidence for free will with 
the evidence against it, what we find is that our intuitions 
of free will are stronger evidence for free will than your 
appeal to science is against free will. 

DANIEL: Why do you say that? 
FREDERICK: In the first place, everyone has had immediate in-

tuitions of being able to act differently from the way he 
actually acts. In the second place, the intuitions are 
strong.They are evident and obvious. We aren't mistaken 
about what they are. It's like feeling warm. We know 
when we feel warm, and that's all there is to it. Both of 
these points mean that we have actual evidence for free 
will. But we don't have actual causal explanations for all of 
the things we do. You admit that. And scientists admit it, 
too. There wouldn't be any need for further research if 
scientists had already discovered everything there is to 
know. Now put the first two points next to this last point. 
In the one case, we have actual evidence. In the other 
case, we have only hoped-for evidence. If we're rational 
and objective about the matter, we should choose the side 
that has the actual evidence. 

DANIEL: There is actual evidence for determinism, not just 
hoped-for evidence. The amount of scientific evidence we 
now have makes it very likely that all of our choices and 
actions have causal explanations, even though we don't 
know now what all of the explanations are. The actual evi-
dence for that likelihood is stronger evidence for determin-
ism than your appeal to intuition is against determinism. 
Don't you agree, Carolyn? 

WHETHER THE AWARENESS OF FREE WILL 
CONFLICTS WITH DETERMINISM 

CAROLYN: I'm not sure how to answer that question. On the 
one hand, the evidence for determinism is so strong that it 
would be unreasonable to disbelieve it. Yet, as Frederick 
says, the awareness of free will is so clear and pervasive 
that it would be unreasonable to deny that people have free 
will. Fortunately for me, I don't have to choose between 
the evidence for determinism and our intuitions of free 
will, as you do, because I don't think that our intuitions of 
free will conflict with determinism. 

FREDERICK: How does that differ from what Daniel says? 

CAROLYN: Daniel thinks that if our intuitions of being able to 
act differently were correct, determinism would be false. 
In other words, he thinks that our intuitions of being able 
to act differently conflict with determinism. Since he also 
thinks that the evidence for determinism outweighs the 
evidence for free will, he says that our intuitions of free 
will are mistaken. We intuit ourselves being free, but we 
aren't really. Is that right, Daniel? 

DANIEL: Right. 
CAROLYN: I say, however, that determinism can be true even 

though our intuitions of being able to act differently are 
correct. In other words, our intuitions of being able to act 
differently don't conflict with determinism. So I don't have 
to say that our intuitions are mistaken, as Daniel does, in 
order to maintain determinism. I can say that they show 
that we have free will. Of course, if our intuitions of being 
able to act differently don't conflict with determinism, 
then they don't disprove determinism. 

FREDERICK: I'd like to see you make a case for our intuitions not 
conflicting with determinism, because it certainly appears 
as if they do conflict. Determinism says that nothing we do 
could have been different. But we intuitively apprehend 
that we are able to act differently from the way we actu-
ally act. 

CAROLYN: When we intuit that, we are not intuiting that we 
can act differently even if everything just prior to our ac-
tions were to remain the same. But unless we do intuit this, 
we are not intuiting anything that conflicts with deter-
minism. 

FREDERICK: Why do you say that? 
CAROLYN: Suppose you were watching a walking robot. It 

walks up to a wall and then stops. At that point, it can go 
left, or it can go right, or it can turn around and walk away 
from the wall. Nothing in its immediate environment pre-
vents the robot from doing any of these things. If it does 
happen to go to the left, it could have gone to the right 
instead. So it can act differently from the way it actually 
acts. But notice that it can act differently only with respect 
to its immediate external environment. It might have been 
programmed always to turn around and walk away from a 
wall it bumped into. If so, it could not act differently even 
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if everything just prior to its action, including what goes 
on inside it, had remained the same. So if we intuit only 
that we can act differently with respect to our immediate 
external environment, we are not intuiting anything that 
goes against determinism. It might be that something in- 
side us causes us to act as we do. What we need to intuit 
is that we can act differently even if everything, including 
what goes on inside us, were to remain the same. 

FREDERICK: We do intuit that. Take moving an arm as an ex-
ample. Before I move my arm, I am aware that I can move 
it in different directions. I can move it up, down, left, right, 
or not at all. It is the same with almost anything we do. And 
there is an easy way to test my claim—just introspect 
whenever you do or decide something. 

CAROLYN: I have introspected. But I don't find that I can act 
differently even if everything inside me were to remain 
the same. The reason I don't find this is that I am not aware 
of everything that goes on inside me. I am not aware of 
anything that goes on in my brain, central nervous system 
or subconscious mind. So when I am aware that I can do 
any one of several different things, I am aware that there 
isn't anything outside me that prohibits me from doing 
them. 

FREDERICK: I agree with you that with respect to external cir-
cumstances, we observe ourselves able to do a number of 
different things. But that's not all we intuit. Take the case 
of choosing between two ways to go home. Each way is of 
equal length, and each way is equal in every other respect. 
When we intuit our motives, we find that they are equal; 
that is, we do not intuit ourselves having a stronger motive 
to go one of the ways. And we intuit ourselves choosing 
freely between the two alternatives. There is nothing exter-
nal or internal which we intuit to hinder us from choosing 
either alternative. 

CAROLYN: We may intuit all of our conscious motives, but 
we certainly do not intuit any of our unconscious motives. 
Nor do we intuit anything in our brains. That means that 
when we intuit ourselves freely choosing one of several 
alternatives, we are intuiting that there are no external 
circumstances preventing us from doing what we want to 
do. That intuition is what constitutes the intuition of free- 

dom. Notice, however, that the intuition doesn't have the 
slightest tendency to disprove determinism. There might 
be something inside us, such as an unconscious motive or 
part of our brain, that causes us to choose one alternative 
rather than another. 

DANIEL: It occurs to me, Carolyn, that we don't have to intuit 
everything that goes on inside us in order to have an intu-
ition that conflicts with determinism. We know that some 
things inside us won't cause us to move our arms or to 
choose one way to go home instead of another. Our stom-
achs, for instance, or the blood vessels in our fingers, don't 
influence us when deciding which way to go hOme. So we 
don't have to be aware of them in order to intuit some-
thing that conflicts with determinism. 

CAROLYN: That's a good point. If we know that something in-
side us won't cause us to do something, then our intuitions 
of being able to act differently don't have to include that 
in order to conflict with determinism. But there are 
several things inside us that could cause us to do some-
thing. Brain states, for example. And unconscious motives. 
We aren't aware of any of these. But we would have to be 
aware of them in order for us to say that our intuitions 
of being able to act differently conflict with determinism. 

DANIEL: I take it you think that applies to all of the different 
ways we are aware of our free will. Is that correct? 

CAROLYN: Yes. No matter how our awarenesses of freedom 
are described, we still would have to be aware of our 
choices and actions being uncaused in order for our aware-
nesses to refute determinism. 

FREDERICK: What about the awareness of being in control of 
what we do? Or the awareness of being able to choose 
freely among conflicting desires and impulses? Or the 
awareness of being able to perform either of two different 
movements of our body? Or the awareness that what we 
do, think and decide is up to us? Surely these disprove 
determinism! 

CAROLYN: No, I don't think that any of them disproves deter-
minism. When we have these intuitions, we are not intuit-
ing that our actions, thoughts and decisions are uncaused, 
because we are not intuiting that we can act, think and de-
cide differently even if everything inside us were to re- 
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main the same. But unless we do intuit that our actions, 
thoughts and decisions are uncaused, we are not intuiting 
anything that conflicts with determinism. 

FREDERICK: Do you think our awarenesses of free will are mis-
taken? 

CAROLYN: No. I think our awarenesses of free will are cor-
rect. They show that we have freedom, but they do not 
show that determinism is false. 

WHETHER DETERMINISM IS 
COMPATIBLE WITH FREE WILL 

FREDERICK: Perhaps we should turn to the question of 
whether determinism is compatible with free will. 

CAROLYN: Okay. 
DANIEL: That's okay with me, too, except that I don't see the 

need for much of a discussion since it seems obvious that 
no one can be both free and determined. If everything we 
do is determined, as you and I have been arguing, Carolyn, 
then nothing we do can be free. 

FREDERICK: I agree. And if some of what we do is free, as I 
have been arguing, then not everything we do can be de-
termined. 

DANIEL: That seems so obvious that I wonder why anyone 
would seriously wonder otherwise. 

CAROLYN: There is a good motive for seriously wondering 
otherwise. The evidence for determinism is so strong that 
one cannot help believing it. And the belief in free will 
is so evident that one cannot help believing it, either. 
That means that a person who thinks that free will and 
determinism are incompatible is in a predicament. He can't 
believe both, because they are incompatible, yet he has to 
believe both because of the evidence for them. 

FREDERICK: One way for him to get out of that predicament 
is to deny determinism. 

CAROLYN: I know. That's your way out. But I don't think it is 
a good way, because of the large amount of evidence for 
determinism. 

DANIEL: Another way out of that predicament is to deny that 
people have free will. 

CAROLYN: I know. That's your way. But the intuitive convic-
tion of free will is so strong and widespread that I am reluc-
tant to deny that people have free will. So the only thing 

left for me to do is to wonder seriously whether free will 
and determinism really do conflict. 

FREDERICK: That's not a good reason for saying that they don't 
conflict, is it? 

CAROLYN: No, not at all. It's just a motive for investigating 
the possibility of their not conflicting. As it turns out, there 
is a good reason for thinking that they don't conflict. 

FREDERICK: What is it? 
CAROLYN: To say that we are free is to say that there are no 

persons or external circumstances preventing us from do-
ing what we want to do. And saying that we are free in 
this sense is compatible with saying that determinism 
is true. 

FREDERICK: Why do you define freedom in that way? 
CAROLYN: I define freedom in that way because those situa-

tions in which we say a person is free are situations in 
which no other person or circumstance prevents him from 
doing what he wants to do. And those situations in which 
we say a person is not free are situations in which there is 
some person or circumstance preventing him from doing 
what he wants to do or forcing him to do something he 
does not want to do— Let me illustrate. Suppose three 
people suddenly grab my arm and prevent me from mov- 
ing it. I would not be free to scratch my nose because they 
would be preventing me from doing so. But as soon as 
they let go, I would be free again because they would not 
be preventing me from acting as I wish. Or suppose the 
government suddenly disenfranchised all suspected 
subversives. They would not be free to vote because the 
government would be preventing them from doing so. As 
it is now, they are free to vote because the government is 
not preventing them from doing so. 

FREDERICK: Do you think people have freedom in your sense 
of the word "free"? 

CAROLYN: Yes. There are lots of things we are not prevented 
from doing, and there are lots of things we are not forced 
to do. We can travel where we want to, vote in any way 
we wish, buy any house or car we want to, and so on. Of 
course, we are not free to do anything we want to, and 
sometimes we are forced to do things we do not want to 
do. In fact, throughout our lives we are hedged by people, 
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circumstances and laws that constrict our freedom in 
various ways. So our freedom certainly is not absolute but 
it is, nevertheless, something we do have. 

FREDERICK: Isn't it possible to take away all of a person's free-
dom by not permitting him to do anything? 

CAROLYN: Yes, it certainly is possible, but it is hardly ever 
done. And even if a person were prevented from doing 
anything he wanted to do, he still could think whatever he • 
wished. That is one freedom that is very difficult to take s 
away. 

FREDERICK: Do you think that everyone has the same amount 
of freedom in your sense of the word "free"? 

CAROLYN: No. Some people have less freedom than others. 
People living under military dictatorships have less free-
dom than do people in other countries. Black people in the 
United States sometimes cannot obtain the job of their 
choice because white prejudice prevents them from doing 
so. But although some people are not as free as others, 
everyone has some measure of freedom, because no one is 
forced to do everything he does, and no one is prevented 
from doing everything he wants to do. 

FREDERICK: I understand now what your conception of being 
free is. Could you explain why in your sense a person can 
be both free and determined? 

CAROLYN: Yes. A person can be free and determined because 
what he does can be caused by something that goes on in- 
side him even though he is not forced by some circum- 
stance outside him to act as he does. If he is not forced by 
some circumstance outside him to act as he does, then he 
acts freely. Yet his action nonetheless could be caused by 
something inside him, such as an unconscious motive or a 
brain state. 

FREDERICK: Am I right in saying that your position involves 
two separate statements—the first being a statement of 
what it means to be free, and the second being the state-
ment that this conception of being free does not conflict 
with determinism? 

CAROLYN: Yes. 
FREDERICK: Your second statement is certainly true. If being 

free is the same as not being prevented by external circum-
stances from acting as we want to, then our actions could 

be caused even though they are done freely. Determinism 
could then be true even though some of our actions are 
done freely. 

CAROLYN: What do you think about my first statement? 
FREDERICK: I think it is false, because being free in your sense 

is not a genuine freedom. It is a bogus freedom, not 
worthy of the name at all. 

CAROLYN: Why do you say that? 
UNCONSCIOUS 

FREDERICK: Because a person could have freedom in your 
sense even though he had no control over anything he 
does. Let me explain. If everything a person does were 
caused by unconscious motives, as you say, then he would 
have no control over anything he does. Unknown to him, 
he would be buffeted about by the workings of his uncon-
scious mind. Yet such a person would have freedom in 
your sense of freedom because no external circumstances 
would prevent him from doing what he consciously wants 
to do. That means your conception of freedom is a sham—
a person who has freedom in your sense does not have 
control over what he does. 

CAROLYN: That is an interesting response to my position, 
but I don't think it discredits my concept of freedom. 
Whether or not something inside us causes us to act as we 
do is irrelevant to whether or not we are free. What counts 
is whether or not something outside us prevents us from 
acting as we wish. If nothing does, we are free. 

FREDERICK: You can call that freedom if you want to, but it is 
a pseudofreedom. Suppose a very smart neurosurgeon 
could put a device into a person's brain that would cause 
him to do everything he does. He would be just like a 
robot. In no significant sense could he be said to have free 
will, because he would not have control over anything he 
does. He would not even have control over what he wants 
to do, because the device would cause him to want to do 
what he does. Yet he would have freedom in your sense of 
freedom, because no external barriers or obstacles prevent 
him from doing what he wants to do. So your conception 
of freedom is bogus—a "robot-person" who has freedom 
in your sense does not have any control over what he 
does. Who would want a freedom from external con- 
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straints if something else external to our conscious minds 
but inside our bodies, were controlling everything we do 
and think? That's no freedom at all! 

CAROLYN: People everywhere want freedom from external 
constraints. And when it is lost, wars are sometimes fought 
to regain it. 

FREDERICK: That's beside the point. You accept the findings of 
contemporary psychoanalysis, so you have to say that 
everything we do, think, choose and desire is caused by 
our unconscious minds. Our unconscious minds are just 
like the device put into the person's brain by the neuro-
surgeon. How, then, can anyone have genuine freedom? 

CAROLYN: I base my concept of freedom on the way we ordi-
narily use the word "free." We say people are free to buy 
things at one store instead of another because nothing pre-
vents them from doing so. We say people in China are not 
free to set up private businesses because they are pre-
vented from doing so by the government. 

FREDERICK: You are right in saying that we use "free" in those 
ways. But if that is the entire foundation for our concept of 
freedom, then freedom is nothing more than an absence of 
external constraints, which is not enough to constitute gen-
uine human freedom. 

CAROLYN: What more could be wanted in human freedom 
than an absence of external constraints? 

UNCAUSED 
FREDERICK: Uncaused choices and actions. If our freedom is 

simply an absence of external constraints, then it lacks the 
most important feature of free will—the ability to control 
what we do. To have this feature, our actions and choices 
must be uncaused. 

CAROLYN: Why must our actions and choices be uncaused if 
they are to be in our control? 

FREDERICK: In order for our actions and choices to be in our 
control, they must be able to be different even if every-
thing prior to them were to remain the same. But that is 
just what it means to be uncaused. So in order for our ac-
tions and choices to be in our control, they must be un-
caused. 

CAROLYN: Could you explain all that in more detail? 
FREDERICK: Yes. Let me begin with what it means to be un- 

caused. When you and Daniel were explaining why you be-
lieve in determinism, you said that something is uncaused if 
it is possible for it to be different even if everything occur-
ring just prior to it were to remain the same. You gave an 
example of a tree being blown over by a strong wind. If a 
strong gust of wind did not blow a tree over on one oc-
casion but did on another, then we would naturally think 
that the conditions immediately prior to the wind's hitting 
the tree were different each time. That's because we naturally 
think the wind caused the tree to fall over the second 
time. So when we think of something's being caused we 
think of it as not being able to be different unless something 
occurring just before it were also different. And, conversely, 
when we think of something's being uncaused, we think of it 
as being able to be different even though everything occur-
ring just before it were the same. Does that sound right? 

CAROLYN: Yes. 
FREDERICK: Now let me relate this to the concept of being in 

control of what we do. We cannot be in control of what we 
do unless we are able to do something different from what 
we actually do. We have to be faced with genuine possibil-
ities—there cannot be just one thing we can do. This applies 
both to our external environment and our internal states. In 
other words, in order to be in control of what we do, what 
we do has to be able to be different even though every-
thing—both external and internal—just prior to what we do 
were to remain the same. Since that is what it means to be 
uncaused, what we do has to be uncaused if we are to be in 
control of it. So you cannot say that people are free and that 
determinism is true. 

DANIEL: I like that argument. 
FREDERICK: Thank you. 
DANIEL: What do you think of it, Carolyn? 
CAROLYN: It certainly is well thought out. 
FREDERICK: Don't you wee with it? 
CAROLYN: No. I don't think that actions must be uncaused in or- 

der to be free. In fact, I think just the opposite—in order to 
be free, actions cannot be uncaused. They must be caused. 

FREDERICK: Why is that? 
CHANCE 

CAROLYN: Because being uncaused is the same as happening 
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as a result of pure chance. But, surely, we cannot be in con-
trol of what we do if it is pure chance whether or not we 
do it. A dice-throw conception of human freedom is cer-
tainly wrong. 

FREDERICK: Why do you say that being uncaused is the same 
as happening as a result of pure chance? 

CAROLYN: To be uncaused, as you just pointed out, involves 
being able to be different. And being able to be different is 
the same as pure chance—either one thing can happen or 
something else can happen. This means that free actions 
cannot be uncaused—any action that is a result of pure 
chance is not free. 

DANIEL: How would you reply to that, Frederick? 
FREDERICK: I would say that Carolyn is wrong in thinking 

that being uncaused is the same as pure chance. To be un-
caused is the same as being able to act differently, to be 
sure, but being able to act differently is the essence of free 
will, not chance. 

CAROLYN: Why is that so? 
FREDERICK: Because being able to act differently is the same as 

being confronted with alternatives. And this, surely, is 
what free will is. How could it possibly be chance? 

CAROLYN: It's chance because either alternative might hap-
pen. The case of the swerving electron illustrates this per-
fectly. When Daniel and I were arguing that determinism 
is true, you said that contemporary quantum physics has 
shown that electron movements are sometimes uncaused. 
For example, electrons sometimes jump from one orbit to 
another without any apparent cause. Some physicists inter-
pret this phenomenon as a chance event. They do so be-
cause they think that the electron's swerve might have 
been different. But this is exactly what you say about free 
actions. So it seems to me that your concept of free action 
is no different from the concept of an electron's chance 
swerve. 

FREDERICK: But there are clear and evident differences be-
tween the two cases. 

CAROLYN: What are they? 
FREDERICK: In the first place, a free action is something that a 

person produces, whereas an electron's uncaused swerve is 
something that happens to the electron. In the second 

place, a person's free action is usually done for a particular 
purpose, whereas obviously, an electron's swerve is not 
done for a purpose. These differences mean that a person's 
free actions are controlled by the person and are not a re-
sult of chance. 

CAROLYN: You aren't saying that free actions are caused by 
persons or purposes, are you? 

FREDERICK: No, not at all. A person does not cause his actions 
in the way that one happening causes another. He does, in-
deed, bring about his own actions, but this is different 
from one happening causing another, because a person is 
not a happening—he is an enduring individual. Nor does a 
purpose cause someone to act as he does. A purpose does, 
indeed, provide a reason for a person's acting as he does; 
but, again, this is different from one happening causing 
another, because purposes are not happenings. For ex-
ample, a law student's goal to become a defense attorney 
explains why he is in law school, but it doesn't cause him 
to be there. 

CAROLYN: That's a good example, but even so, I still think 
that your concept of free will involves chance just as much 
as the concept of an electron swerve does. 

FREDERICK: Don't you think there are any differences be-
tween the two cases? 

CAROLYN: Essentially, no. Since you deny determinism, you 
have to say that what a person does to bring about his ac-
tions is itself uncaused. And saying this brings you right 
back to the electron swerve. A person can either bring 
about his actions or not. This is just like saying that an elec-
tron can either swerve or not. And appealing to purposes 
doesn't remove the chance, because a person still can act in 
more than one way. 

FREDERICK: Don't we normally distinguish between chance 
and nonchance on the basis of the absence or presence of a 
purpose? Don't we say, for instance, that two people met 
by chance if neither one intended to meet the other? And 
doesn't the presence of one person's intention to meet the 
other eliminate the element of chance from their meeting? 

CAROLYN: No, I don't think it does if what they did was un-
caused. An uncaused action is one that either might hap-
pen or might not. And this is what chance is. It makes no 
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difference that the action is done for a purpose. So, again, 
a free action cannot be uncaused. 

FREDERICK: If you say that actions must be caused in order to 
be free, don't you have to say that the causes also have to 
be caused in order for the actions to be free? 

CAROLYN: Yes, that's right. What I have been saying about ac-
tions applies also to their causes. 

FREDERICK: In that case, you have to say that in order to be 
free, our actions must have endless chains of causes,, 
don't you? 

CAROLYN: Yes. If we are to be in control of what we do, our 
actions must be caused, and the causes must be caused, and 
so on, forever. 

FREDERICK: Well, I don't see how that can possibly be true. If 
we are in control of what we do, there has to be some 
point at which the chain of causes is broken—a point at 
which something is uncaused. 

CAROLYN: Why do you say that? 
BEFORE-BIRTH ARGUMENT 

FREDERICK: Because if everything we do were caused, and if 
the causes of what we do were caused, and so on, there 
would be a chain of causes stretching back to happenings 
that occurred prior to our births. But we certainly do not 
have control over anything that happened prior to our 
births. You will admit that, I presume? 

CAROLYN: Yes. 
FREDERICK: Well, then, it follows that if everything we do 

were caused, we would have no control over anything we 
do, because everything we do would be caused ultimately 
by happenings over which we have no control. So there 
cannot be an endless chain of causes causing everything 
we do if our actions are free. Our actions, or the choices 
that cause our actions, must be uncaused if we are to be in 
control of what we do. That means that if people have free 
will, as I say, then determinism is false; and if determinism 
is true, as you and Daniel say, then people have no free will. 

DANIEL: I agree with you. That is an excellent argument for 
the incompatibility of free will and determinism. 

CAROLYN: Your argument sounds a little bit like Clarence 
Darrow's statement that "any one of an infinite number of 
causes reaching back to the beginning" made Leopold and 
Loeb commit murder. 

FREDERICK: That's right. Of course, I disagree with Darrow's 
belief in determinism, but I agree with him that if every-
thing we do is caused by events occurring before our 
births, then we have no free will. 

DANIEL: What are your reactions to this argument, Carolyn? 
CAROLYN: I think that we all have freedom even though every-

thing we do is caused by happenings occurring prior 
to our births. That's because the way we decide in daily 
life whether or not we have freedom is to determine 
whether or not there is anything preventing us from doing 
what we want to do. If there isn't anything, then we have 
freedom, even though what we do is caused by an endless 
chain of happenings. 

FREDERICK: Your response seems to me to sidestep the issue 
entirely. If everything we do is caused by happenings that 
occur prior to our births and over which we have no con-
trol, then we have no control over anything we do now, 
and, thus, we have no free will. Your claim about how we 
ordinarily decide whether or not someone has freedom, 
even if true, is quite irrelevant to this argument. 

CAROLYN: The way in which we ordinarily decide whether or 
not someone has freedom is at the very heart of the issue. 
We have to have a conception of freedom before we can 
answer the question, "Are we free?" Our normal concep-
tion of what it means to be free is expressed by the phrase, 
"not being prevented from doing what we want to do." 
So the question becomes, "Are there times when we are 
not prevented from doing what we want to do?" and its 
answer is obvious—there are, lots of them. What happens 
before we are born has nothing to do with answering this 
question. 

FREDERICK: That's true. But the question itself is wrong. The 
"freedom" it refers to is not at all what people have in 
mind when they talk about free will. What Daniel and I 
want to know, and what people down through the ages 
have wanted to know, is whether or not people have free 
will. What happens before we are born is most relevant to 
this question, because we cannot have any free will if our 
lives are products solely of what happens before our 
births, which would be the case if determinism were true. 

CAROLYN: No, the question is not wrong, because the con-
cept of freedom it contains is linked to other concepts 
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which we all use in our daily lives. Both moral and legal 
accountability depend on the kind of freedom I have been 
defending, since a person cannot be held accountable for 
what he does if he is forced to do it. The legitimacy of 
punishment depends on freedom as I conceive it. And the 
very existence of moral obligations depends on the free-
dom I say we have, for it is absurd to suppose we have 
obligations if we have no freedom to fulfill them. So my 
concept of freedom cannot be eliminated from our think-
ing without wrenching a whole group of concepts from 
our daily thought patterns. That means that the way I un-
derstand the question "Are we free?" is right. 

FREDERICK: I don't think it means that at all. Just because the 
concept of freedom is linked to those other concepts 
doesn't mean that your compatibilist concept of freedom is 
right. After all, all of those concepts—freedom, moral and 
legal accountability, punishment, and moral obligation—
could conflict with determinism even though they are 
linked together. Besides, nothing you have said indi-
cates what part of my before-birth argument you think is 
wrong. 

CAROLYN: The part that is wrong is the part that says we have 
no freedom if everything we do is caused by happenings 
occurring prior to our births. This part is wrong because of 
the things I have been saying about our ordinary concep-
tion of freedom and its connection to other commonly 
used concepts. 

FREDERICK: But surely we cannot have control over what we 
do if our lives are products solely of what happens before 
we are born. What could be more obvious? 

CAROLYN: What could be more obvious than that a person is 
free when nothing prevents him from doing what he 
wants to do? 

DANIEL: Maybe it is time we turned to another topic. You 
two are never going to convince each other. 

SUMMARY 
FREDERICK: Why don't we summarize our positions before we 

move on? 
DANIEL: That's a good idea. I'll start. I think your criticisms of 

Carolyn's conception of freedom are good, Frederick. If 
we have free will, then what we do, think and choose has 
to be uncaused. 

FREDERICK: You and I agree on that. 
DANIEL: Yes, that's right. We disagree on whether we have 

free will and on whether determinism is true. I think that 
science and experience show that determinism is true—
everything we do, think and choose is caused. I infer that 
we have no free will. 

FREDERICK: I think that we do have free will, for the reasons I 
explained earlier—we deliberate about things we are go- 
ing to do, and we are directly aware of ourselves acting 
and deciding freely. I infer that determinism is false—some 
things we do, think and choose are uncaused. 

CAROLYN: I agree with Daniel that determinism is true. But I 
do not infer that people have no free will, as Daniel does, 
because I do not think that determinism and free will con-
flict. 

FREDERICK: You and I wee, Carolyn, in rejecting Daniel's 
claim that people have no free will. 

CAROLYN: Yes. Daniel believes in both determinism and the 
incompatibility of determinism and free will. Because of 
this he has to say that people have no choice at all about 
anything they do. I find that impossible to believe. 

FREDERICK: So do I. 
CAROLYN: But I find your position just as impossible to be-

lieve, Frederick, because it involves the absurd conception 
of a free action that is nothing more than pure chance. The 
obvious solution, it seems to me, is to say that freedom 
and determinism do not conflict. 

FREDERICK: I think that involves a bogus conception of free-
dom, as I pointed out earlier. Besides, no one has yet suc-
ceeded in destroying my before-birth argument for the in-
compatibility of free will and determinism. 

DETERMINISM AND MORAL RESPONSIBILITY 
DANIEL: Shall we consider the question of moral responsibil-

ity now? 
FREDERICK: Yes, let's do that. I'll begin by describing the prob-

lem that the determinist faces. What he must do is explain 
how people can be morally responsible for what they do, 
even though everything they do is caused. 

DANIEL: Can you explain why you think that is a problem for 
the determinist? 

FREDERICK: Yes. If everything we do were caused, as you say, 
then nothing we do could be different. And if nothing we 



42  FREE WILL and DETERMINISM: A DIALOGUE Determinism and Moral Responsibility  43 

do could be different, we would not be morally respon-
sible for anything we do. To be morally responsible for 
something, there has to be more than one thing we can do. 
It can't be that we have to do something. Do you agree to 
these things? 

DANIEL: Yes. 
FREDERICK: Then it follows that we are not morally respon-

sible for anything we do if everything we do is caused. 
DANIEL: Yes, I agree. Determinism and moral responsibility 

are incompatible. A person can't consistently believe both. 
But that's not a problem for the determinist unless there 
are decisive reasons for thinking that we actually are mor- 
ally responsible for what we do. After all, the determinist 
can simply deny that we are ever morally responsible. 

FREDERICK: No, he can't do that, because there are decisive 
reasons for believing in moral responsibility. 

DANIEL: My response to that is to say that the evidence for 
determinism is so strong that we should believe it even if 
that means denying moral responsibility. What you think 
are good reasons for believing in moral responsibility 
really aren't, because the evidence for determinism shows 
that we aren't morally responsible for anything we do. 

FREDERICK: That certainly is an extreme position to take. It 
goes against what nearly everyone believes about human 
nature, and it goes against plain and evident facts that 
show we are morally responsible beings. 

DANIEL: To what facts are you referring? 
FREDERICK: I'm referring to praise, blame, reward, punishment, 

guilt, remorse, the criminal justice system, and morality. 
All of these presuppose that we are morally responsible 
for what we do. 

DANIEL: No, they don't presuppose that. They make sense 
even though everything we do is caused by happenings 
over which we have no control and even though we are 
not morally responsible for anything we do. 

FREDERICK: I don't see how that can be true. It makes no sense 
to blame or punish someone for something he does unless 
he is morally responsible for it. And it makes no sense to 
judge the rightness or wrongness of something a person 
does unless he has control over it. How can you deny these 
obvious truths? 

DANIEL: I don't think they are obvious truths. In fact, I think 
they are wrong, because the whole point of blaming and 
punishing people is to deter them from hurting other peo-
ple and to protect other people from being hurt. Further-
more, morality is nothing more than a system of likes and 
dislikes. Since deterring, protecting, liking and disliking 
are all compatible with determinism and the denial of 
moral responsibility, it follows that blame, punishment 
and morality are all compatible with determinism and the 
denial of moral responsibility. 

FREDERICK: Can you explain that in more detail? 
BLAME AND PUNISHMENT 

DANIEL: Yes. I'll start with the first point. When we blame 
someone for doing something wrong or punish him for 
breaking the law, we do so because we want to prevent 
him from doing it again and because we want to prevent 
other people from doing it at all. When we praise someone 
for doing something good or reward him for doing some-
thing beneficial to society, we do so because we want to 
encourage him and others to do it again. These motives are 
the reason we prosecute people who break the law, and 
they are the reason we discipline our children and praise 
them for their achievements. 

FREDERICK: How is that supposed to refute my claim that 
blame and punishment make sense only if people are 
morally responsible for what they do? 

DANIEL: Encouraging people to act in certain ways, trying to 
change their behavior patterns, and preventing them from 
hurting others do not presuppose that people are morally 
responsible for what they do. These activities presuppose 
only that there is a strong probability that the person to 
whom they are directed will be caused to act differently. 
That's why it is not pointless to blame a person for his mis-
deeds, and why it is pointless to blame a rock for breaking 
a window, even though neither the person nor the rock is 
morally responsible for anything he or it does. All of this 
means that blaming, praising and punishing make sense 
even though everything we do is caused by happenings 
over which we have no control and even though we are 
not morally responsible beings. 

FREDERICK: It sounds to me as if you would disagree with 
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Clarence Darrow's strategy of using determinism to try to 
save his clients from being hanged. 

DANIEL: Yes, that's right. Although I agree with Darrow's be-
lief in determinism, I don't think determinism can be used 
as an excuse to avoid blame and punishment. 

FREDERICK: I certainly agree with you that we use blame and 
punishment to get people to change their behavior and to 
protect other people from harm. But if that is all there is to 
blaming and punishing, then I think you have missed a 
crucial requirement for their legitimate use. 

DANIEL: What requirement are you referring to? 
FREDERICK: The avoidance requirement, which says that a 

person should be blamed or punished for doing something 
only if he could have avoided doing it. Suppose, for in-
stance, that a person is forced at gun-point to drive the get-
away car in a bank robbery, or suppose that a person 
accidentally trips and knocks down a bystander whose arm 
is broken as a result of the encounter. In neither case could 
the person have avoided what he did. So in neither case 
would it be legitimate to blame him and to say he has done 
something morally wrong. Nor would it be legitimate to 
prosecute the first person for complicity in a bank 
robbery, and the second for assault and battery. This 
avoidance requirement is so widely accepted that any 
conception of blaming and punishing that denies it should 
be seriously questioned. And, also, you will notice that 
the avoidance requirement makes blame and punishment 
incompatible with determinism. If determinism were true, 
then nothing we do could be different; everything we do 
would have to be done and could not be avoided. So if 
determinism were true, blaming and punishing should be 
abandoned because they would violate the avoidance re-
quirement. 

DANIEL: I agree with you that determinism entails that noth-
ing we do can be avoided. But that doesn't mean blame 
and punishment should be abandoned, because the avoid-
ance principle is not a requirement for their legitimate use. 
The only requirements are that the behavior in question be 
undesirable, and that the blaming or punishing help 
prevent that kind of behavior. These requirements are not 
met in your two examples, because in neither case would 
blame and punishment help prevent people from doing 

those things. For instance, we don't punish someone who 
accidentally trips and knocks down a bystander, because 
blaming and punishing would not deter him or other 
people from tripping again. By contrast, blaming and 
punishing would deter people from deliberately knocking 
down other people. 

FREDERICK: How can blame and punishment deter people 
from doing something unless people are able to avoid do-
ing it? 

DANIEL: Blame and punishment deter people from doing cer-
tain things because they cause people's later actions to be 
different from their former actions. Blame and punishment 
do not presuppose that the very action for which a person 
is blamed could have been avoided. 

FREDERICK: If punishment is permissible even though people 
are not able to avoid what they do, then how can there be 
a distinction between punishing someone for something he 
has done and treating him for an illness he has? Isn't the 
difference between these two just that in the one case a 
person could have avoided doing what he did and that in 
the other case a person could not have avoided getting ill? 
Doesn't your conception of punishing obliterate this dis-
tinction between punishment and treatment? 

DANIEL: Yes, that's right. Punishing and treating are exactly 
the same kind of activities. Neither one presupposes moral 
responsibility or the ability to have acted differently. 
Both of them presuppose only that a certain kind of be-
havior is desirable and that there is a reasonable chance of 
maintaining it by the punishment or treatment of behavior 
that deviates from it. Both of these presuppositions are 
compatible with determinism and the denial of moral re-
sponsibility. 

FREDERICK: I don't see how you can deny the distinction be-
tween punishment and treatment. It is such an essential 
part of our lives that denying it seems patently false. For 
example, we put insane people into mental hospitals to be 
treated, and we put criminals into prisons to be punished. 
We don't punish insane people, because they can't help 
doing what they do. We don't even blame them. We just 
feel pity. But we do punish criminals, because they could 
have avoided what they did. 

DANIEL: The distinction you are referring to is between those 
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kinds of treatment that will deter and change behavior and 
those that will not. Putting sick persons and insane people 
into prison will not change their condition, whereas giving 
them medicine or treating them in mental hospitals will. 
Putting criminals into prison will deter and change criminal 
behavior. We call one of these kinds of activities "treating" 
and the other "punishing," even though neither one presup-
poses moral responsibility or the ability to act differently. 

FREDERICK: But surely there is a difference between being 
responsible and not being responsible. We commonly sup-
pose that people are responsible for criminal behavior but 
are not responsible for getting sick. Your denial of moral 
responsibility obliterates this plain and evident distinction. 

DANIEL: I agree with you that there is a distinction between 
those two cases, but I think it can be accounted for per-
fectly well by the notion of causal responsibility, which 
is different from moral responsibility. We are responsible 
for criminal behavior because we ourselves cause it, but 
we are not responsible for getting sick because we do not 
cause it. We don't need to invoke moral responsibility to 
explain the difference between these cases. 

FREDERICK: Oh yes we do, because causal responsibility is not 
enough to justify blame and punishment. These are legit-
imate only if someone has done something wrong. 

DANIEL: Again, I agree with you—blaming and punishing 
make sense only if someone has done something wrong. 
But just because someone has done something wrong 
doesn't mean that he is morally responsible for it. 

FREDERICK: How can that possibly be so? 
DANIEL: Saying that someone has done something wrong is 

the same as expressing a dislike of it. But disliking some-
thing has nothing to do with moral responsibility. 

FREDERICK: Can you explain what you mean? 
MORALITY 

DANIEL Yes. When people think of morality, they usually 
think of objective, eternal principles which apply to all 
people. "It is wrong to torture people just for the fun of it" 
and "It is better to love than to hate" are two examples. 
These statements are supposed to express objective truths 
—they are true regardless of what we like or dislike. In 
my conception of morality, however, these statements 

merely express our likes and dislikes. The first one ex-
presses our dislike of torture, and the second expresses 
our liking of love more than of hate. Neither one expresses 
an objective, eternal principle which would exist even if 
people had no likes or dislikes. That's because there are 
no such principles. There are only likes and dislikes. 

FREDERICK: Is that why you think that morality makes sense 
even though determinism is true, and even though people 
are not morally responsible for anything they do? 

DANIEL That's right. Our likes and dislikes can exist even 
though everything we do is caused by happenings over 
which we have no control. 

FREDERICK: Why do you think your conception of morality is 
correct? 

DANIEL: Because it is the conception of morality that best fits 
in with determinism. It doesn't make sense to say that peo-
ple have obligations if they cannot avoid doing what they 
do. But it does make sense to say that people do what 
other people like or dislike, even though they cannot 
avoid doing what they do. 

FREDERICK: Since your conception of morality seems to con-
flict with what people usually believe about morality, I 
would like to ask you a few questions about it. 

DANIEL: Okay. 
FREDERICK: If you are right in saying that morality is the same 

as a system of likes and dislikes, then conflicting moral 
beliefs would be nothing more than differences in what we 
like. If I say "Wars are always wrong" and someone else 
says "Wars are sometimes right," we would only be ex-
pressing different feelings toward war. We would not be 
asserting incompatible moral statements—one of which is 
true and the other of which is false—because truth and 
falsity do not apply to feelings. 

DANIEL Yes, that's right. On my view of morality, differ-
ences in moral beliefs are differences in what we like. 

FREDERICK: Well, that goes against our ordinary view of mor-
ality, which says that when two people disagree, one of 
them is right and the other is wrong. So my question is, 
How can you reconcile your conception of morality with 
the common belief that people say contradictory things 
when they disagree about moral matters? 
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DANIEL: I don't reconcile the two because I reject the common 
view. We never do say contradictory things when we utter 
different moral statements. Moral statements that appear 
to be contradictory are really expressions of different 
tastes, which are no more contradictory than two people 
liking different kinds of food. 

FREDERICK: But don't people think of themselves as saying 
something that is true or false when they utter a moral 
statement such as "He should not have hit him"? 

DANIEL: People may think this, but they are wrong if they do, 
because in actuality they are merely expressing a dislike 
of one person's having hit another. And dislikes are no 
more true or false than trees or rivers. 

FREDERICK: Suppose someone were to ask you whether or 
not your likes are good. Would you understand what he 
was asking? 

DANIEL: Yes, certainly. 
FREDERICK: Then it follows that morality is something more 

than mere likes and dislikes. When a person says that his 
likes are good, he is not merely expressing a like of his 
own likes. That would be absurd. He is saying something 
true or false about his own likes. 

DANIEL: No, in this case, too, he would be expressing a like. 
There's nothing absurd in expressing a like of our own likes. 

FREDERICK: Don't people directly apprehend moral principles? 
Don't we all see intuitively that it is wrong to hurt people 
just for the fun of it? 

DANIEL If we did have special intuitions of moral principles, 
we would all agree on what is right and wrong. We don't 
agree, however. So it is hard to escape the conclusion that 
there aren't any objective moral truths, and that morality is 
solely a matter of taste. 

FREDERICK: How can your conception of morality account for 
guilt and remorse? Aren't these based on a violation of ob-
jective moral laws? 

DANIEL: There is no such thing as guilt if you mean by it a 
violation of objective moral laws. And there is no such 
thing as remorse if you mean by it a sorrow for having vio-
lated an objective moral law. However, there is guilt if it 
means "not having done what other people would have 
liked for you to have done"; and there is remorse if it 

means "sorrow for having done what other people disliked." 
FREDERICK: Your answers to my questions show how radical 

your conception of morality is. They demonstrate the 
lengths to which a determinist must go just to maintain 
his belief in determinism. If determinism entails .all that, I 
think it should be rejected. 

DANIEL From my perspective, it is really the other way 
around. Your rejection of the evidence for determinism, as 
demonstrated in your remarks near the beginning of our 
entire discussion on free will and determinism, shows to 
what lengths a free-willist must go just to maintain his 
belief in free will. If free will and moral responsibility en-
tail the denial of determinism, I think they should be re-
jected, no matter what the consequences are for our con-
ception of morality. 

FREDERICK: What do you think of all this, Carolyn? 
WHETHER DETERMINISM IS COMPATIBLE 

WITH MORAL RESPONSIBILITY 
CAROLYN: I don't think that a person has to say what Daniel 

has been saying just to maintain his belief in determinism. 
I think a person can believe in determinism, as I do, with-
out also denying moral responsibility, as Daniel does. 

FREDERICK: That certainly is an interesting statement. 
CAROLYN: I agree with Daniel that the evidence for deter-

minism is so strong that we have to believe that determin-
ism is true. And I agree with you, Frederick, that the legiti-
macy of blame, punishment and morality shows that we 
are morally responsible for what we do. Neither determin-
ism nor moral responsibility can be denied without deny-
ing plain and evident facts. 

FREDERICK: I take it you believe that moral responsibility is 
compatible with determinism. Is that correct? 

CAROLYN: Yes. A person can believe both without contra-
dicting himself. 

FREDERICK: I would like to see you make a case for that, be-
cause it seems to me that they are contradictory. Deter-
minism entails that people cannot act differently from the 
way they actually act, and moral responsibility presup-
poses that people can act differently from the way they 
actually act. 

CAROLYN: I agree with you that moral responsibility presup- 
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poses that people can act differently, but I don't think that 
this ability to act differently conflicts with determinism. 
What we mean when we say that we can act differently is 
that no person or circumstance compels us to act as we 
do or prevents us from doing something different. And 
what we do might not be compelled by any person or cir-
cumstance even though it is caused by our own beliefs, 
desires and choices. 

FREDERICK: Why do you define the ability to act differently 
in that way? 

CAROLYN: I define the ability to act differently in that way 
because that is what we normally mean by it. For instance, 
a bank robber who could have refrained from robbing a 
bank is one who was not forced to act as he did. A check 
forger who could have refrained from writing a bad check 
is one who was not forced to forge another person's signa-
ture—and so on. The typical everyday meaning of "being 
able to act differently" is "not being forced to act as one 
does or not being prevented from acting differently." It is 
this typical sense of the ability to act differently which is 
required by moral responsibility and which is compatible 
with determinism. 

FREDERICK: How exactly is it compatible with determinism? 
CAROLYN: Our actions can be caused by our beliefs, desires 

and choices and at the same time be uncompelled by any 
person or circumstance. The case of the check forger illus-
trates this nicely. He could have refrained from writing a 
bad check because no one forced him to do it, yet his do-
ing it was caused by his belief that he could get away with 
it and by his desire for more money. He was morally 
responsible for what he did even though his action had 
a cause. 

FREDERICK: You are certainly right in saying that moral respon- 
sibility would be compatible with determinism if it pre- 
supposed only your sense of being able to act differently. 

CAROLYN: Do you disagree with me? 
FREDERICK: Yes. I think moral responsibility presupposes a 

different sense of the ability to act differently—a sense 
that conflicts with determinism. 

CAROLYN: Can you explain that sense to me? 
FREDERICK: Yes. I think moral responsibility presupposes that 

we can act differently even if all of the immediately prior 
conditions are the same. This means that moral responsi-
bility conflicts with determinism, because saying that an 
occurrence can be different even if all of the immediately 
prior conditions are the same is identical with saying that 
the occurrence is uncaused. You explained this when we 
were discussing the evidence for determinism. 

CAROLYN: Yes, that's right. 
FREDERICK: Being able to act differently in my sense means 

that nothing inside or outside a person causes him to act 
as he does. He can act differently even if everything in 
his brain, subconscious mind, and external environment is 
the same. In other words, he has genuine alternatives open 
to him. If he didn't have genuine alternatives open to 
him, there would be only one thing he could do—in which 
case he certainly should not be held morally responsible 
for what he does. 

CAROLYN: Perhaps we should consider a few examples to see 
exactly what moral responsibility presupposes. 

FREDERICK: That's a good idea. 
CAROLYN: First, let's take the case of a person who has been 

caught stealing. If we ask why it is that we think of him as 
being morally responsible for what he has done, I think the 
answer is that we assume that he knew he was doing 
something wrong or at least that he ought to have known 
he was doing something wrong, and we assume that he 
was not forced to steal. We don't consider all of the imme-
diately prior conditions, as you say we should, because 
some of them are entirely irrelevant to whether or not he 
is to be blamed. For instance, we don't even think about 
what is going on in his brain or subconscious mind. We 
know he is morally responsible for stealing without having 
to take him to a neurologist, physiologist and psychiatrist. 
If you were right in saying that he is morally responsible 
for stealing only if he can act differently even if all of the 
immediately prior conditions were to remain the same, we 
would never be able to tell that he is morally responsible 
for doing what he did. But we know that he is—and that's 
because moral responsibility presupposes only that he was 
not compelled to steal, which we can ascertain quite 
readily. 
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FREDERICK: It presupposes more than that. If something in 
the person's brain or subconscious mind caused him to 
steal, then even though he was not compelled or forced 
to do what he did, he would, nevertheless, be unable to act 
any differently from the way he actually acted. And cer-
tainly he should not be blamed, punished or held morally 
accountable for stealing if he could not have done any-
thing else but steal. 

CAROLYN: Here's another example. Suppose one night your 
garage burns down. After investigating, the fire depart-
ment discovers that it had been set on fire, and several 
days later the police apprehend the person who did it. 
Would your indignation be softened if you reflected on 
the fact that his behavior was determined by a chain of 
occurrences stretching back prior to his birth, even if you 
knew that he had deliberately, maliciously and voluntarily 
set fire to your garage? I think not. What would soften 
your indignation toward him would be the discovery that 
he was an otherwise harmless youth who had been goaded 
and taunted into setting fire to some garage that night 
by a gang of rowdy toughs. 

FREDERICK: If I knew that his action was caused by an endless 
chain of occurrences, I would not blame him for what he 
did, because he could not have acted differently. 

CAROLYN: Here is one last example. Suppose you were a 
judge, and a defendant who was accused of assaulting and 
injuring his neighbor said to you, "Mr. Judge, I am inno-
cent of this charge, because my early childhood experience, 
upbringing and inherited character traits have all made it 
such that I could not have acted any differently than I did. 
Only if something were different in the immediately prior 
conditions, in my background or in my gene structure 
could I have avoided assaulting and injuring my neighbor. 
Therefore, I should not be blamed, punished or held 
accountable for what I did." What would you think? 

FREDERICK: I would think that his defense is just as inappro-
priate as Clarence Darrow's defense of Leopold and Loeb. 

CAROLYN: Why? 
FREDERICK: Because although the defendant is right in thinking 

that he should not be blamed if his crime is determined, he 
is wrong in assuming that what he did was determined. I 
don't see how that could possibly be shown. 

CAROLYN: I think any judge who reacted ip that way would 
be basing blame, punishment and accountability on an in-
secure foundation. He would be basing these on the mere 
hope that our actions could be proven to be uncaused—a 
hope that has become more and more unfounded as 
science has provided causal explanations of increasing 
amounts of human behavior. What we really base blame, 
punishment and accountability on, as my examples show, 
is something entirely different. We don't have to investi-
gate the causal history of an action before deciding 
whether or not we should blame a person for doing it. 

FREDERICK: Yes we do. If a person's heredity and early en-
vironment make it difficult for him to avoid committing a 
certain kind of crime, we should soften our blame. For 
example, a person who has a neurotic impulse to steal 
probably has had his character molded by circumstances 
over which he has no control. We shouldn't blame him for 
what he does, because he can't help it. 

CAROLYN: We do sometimes use a person's heredity and early 
environment as mitigating conditions for blame. But that 
doesn't mean we should do so all of the time. We surely 
shouldn't refuse to blame the person who deliberately and 
voluntarily set fire to your garage, even though we can 
trace the causal history of his action to conditions in his 
early environment. 

FREDERICK: If it is sometimes right to mitigate blame because 
of a person's heredity or early environment, then it is al-
ways right to do so. My robot-person example illustrates 
this perfectly. You may recall that this example involves 
an ingenious neurosurgeon who has implanted a device 
into a certain person's brain. The device causes all of the 
person's thoughts, desires, choices and actions. Nothing he 
thinks about, wants to do, chooses and does can be any 
different from what actually happens. Now let me ask a 
few questions. Would the robot-person be morally respon-
sible for anything he does? Would we be justified in blam-
ing and punishing him for his misdeeds? Would morality 
and guilt apply to him? I have asked these questions of 
people, and invariably I have received a "No" answer. 
That is because none of the categories we commonly ap• 
ply to people apply to this robot-person. It makes no 
sense to say that he should have done one thing rather 
than another, because he could not have done the other 
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thing. To blame him for doing something illegal is illegit-
imate, because he is not a moral being. Of course, we 
might not like what he does and we might want to restrain 
him from acting in certain ways. But that would not be 
punishment, because punishment requires that the person 
punished be a moral agent who has the ability to act 
differently. And notice, too, that the robot-person fulfills 
the requirements that you say are necessary for holding 
someone morally responsible. No one forces him to act as 
he does, and no one prevents him from acting otherwise, 
even though the device inside him causes him to do every-
thing he does. This shows, I think, that the sense of "being 
able to act differently" required by moral responsibility 
involves something more than not being forced to act as 
one does. It. also involves the ability to act differently, 
even if everything prior to our action, including what goes 
on inside us, were to remain the same. This ability is re-
quired if we are to have genuine alternatives, which are 
necessary if blame, punishment, morality and guilt are to 
apply to people. 

CAROLYN: Your example is very persuasive. Unfortunately, 
its persuasiveness comes from the fact that it neglects en-
tirely our everyday practice of blaming people and making 
moral judgments about what they do. Our everyday prac-
tice ignores the question of whether or not we are all 
robots. All that it asks is whether or not a person knew 
what he was doing, and whether or not he was made to 
do what he did against his will or was prevented from 
doing something he wanted to do. We all could be robots 
and still legitimately ask these questions, which means 
that we all could be robots and still legitimately distinguish 
between actions for which we are morally responsible and 
actions for which we are not morally responsible. 

FREDERICK: That sounds most paradoxical. If everything we 
do were caused, I don't see how morality and blame could 
apply to us. This is shown even more persuasively by my 
before-birth argument. 

CAROLYN: That's the argument you used when we were dis-
cussing the compatibility of free will and determin-
ism, right? 

FREDERICK: Yes. It says that if determinism were true, every-
thing we do would be caused by a chain of happenings 
that stretches back to before our births. Since we have no 

control over what happened prior to our births, we would 
have no control over what we do now. Everything we do, 
think, choose and desire would have to be exactly as it is. 
This means that if determinism were true, we could not 
be held responsible for anything. Moral obligations would 
not apply to us, and the distinction between right and 
wrong would be obliterated. 

CAROLYN: My response to that is the same as my response to 
your robot-person example. We apply blame, punishment 
and morality in everyday life without regard to what has 
happened prior to our births. We do not absolve people of 
moral responsibility when we realize that all of their 
actions are caused. 

FREDERICK: Don't we refuse to apply the distinction between 
right and wrong to the actions of animals, birds and 
insects, on the grounds that they are determined to act as 
they do? Why should it be any different for people, if 
everything they do is determined? 

CAROLYN: The reason we don't apply the distinction between 
right and wrong to the actions of animals, birds and insects 
is that they have no knowledge of right and wrong. 
Whether or not actions are caused has nothing to do with 
applying moral concepts to the actions. 

FREDERICK: But isn't it senseless to say that what we do is 
right or wrong if it has to be exactly as it is? 

CAROLYN: It would be senseless to say that what we do is 
right or wrong if we were forced to act against our wills 
all the time or were continually prevented from acting as 
we wish. But we aren't. So right and wrong can apply to 
our actions even though they are all caused. The causes of 
our actions—beliefs, desires, choices, brain states, uncon-
scious motives—don't force us to act against our wills 
or prevent us from acting as we wish. People and circum-
stances do that. 

FREDERICK: Isn't it easier to see how people can be morally 
responsible for their actions if they are uncaused rather 
than caused? 

CAROLYN: No. In fact it is just the reverse. It is easier to see 
. how people can be morally responsible for their actions 

if they are caused rather than uncaused. 
FREDERICK: How can that be so? 
CAROLYN: If something we do is uncaused, then, as we have 

both agreed, it can be different even if all of the immedi- 
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ately prior circumstances were to remain the same. This 
means that if something we do is uncaused, it can be dif-
ferent even if our beliefs, desires and choices were to re-
main the same, because these are part of the circumstances 
that exist immediately prior to our actions. Consequently, 
uncaused actions would be entirely unconnected to our 
choices, beliefs and desires. Our actions would be purely 
arbitrary. We might just as well have done something 
different, even if we had not chosen to do so or had not 
believed it to be in our best interests. Now I ask you, how 
can we be held accountable for actions such as these? 

FREDERICK: I am willing to admit that our actions are caused 
by our beliefs, desires and choices. But that wouldn't 
remove responsibility from our actions unless the causes 
were themselves caused by an endless chain of happen-
ings. This is not the case, however, because our actions are 
the products of our free and uncaused decisions. 

CAROLYN: That doesn't answer my argument, because the 
very same things I just said about actions also apply to 
uncaused decisions, which you say cause our actions. If a 
decision is uncaused, it would be entirely unconnected to 
our character traits and personality patterns. Our making 
a decision would be purely arbitrary. We might just as 
well have decided differently, even if nothing in our 
character or personality were different. How can we be 
responsible for a decision that is disassociated from our-
selves in this way? 

FREDERICK: We can be held accountable for uncaused de-
cisions because we are confronted with genuine alterna-
tives when we make them. If our decisions were caused, 
and the causes caused, and so on, we would not be con-
fronted with genuine alternatives. This makes it easier, 
for me at least, to see how people can be morally respon-
sible for their decisions if they are uncaused rather 
than caused. 

DANIEL: It doesn't look as if you two are ever going to agree 
with each other. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS 
CAROLYN: Maybe we should end our discussion of free will 

and determinism. It's getting rather late. 
DANIEL: Have we talked about all of the issues? 
FREDERICK: No, but we have talked about some of the im-

portant ones. 

CAROLYN: We don't seem to have come any closer to agree- 
ment. In fact, we seem to have solidified our disagreements. 

DANIEL: Since people are continually disagreeing about the 
answer to the problem, one wonders whether it is possible 
for anyone ever to know what the right answer is. 

FREDERICK: I would say that it is possible. People agree on 
what general criteria should be used in evaluating the truth 
of beliefs. And these general criteria can be used in decid-
ing whether determinism is true or whether the free will 
position is true. 

DANIEL: What general criteria do you have in mind? 
FREDERICK: A belief has to be in agreement with facts and 

experiences of every kind; it cannot conflict with other 
well-established beliefs, and it cannot be self-contradictory. 

DANIEL: You are certainly right in saying that people agree to 
those criteria. But the crucial question is how to apply 
them. One person might think that his position is true 
because it conforms to the criteria better than the opposite 
position. And another person might think that the oppo-
site position is true because it conforms to the criteria 
better than the first position. So how can we tell that a cer-
tain position conforms to the criteria better than an-
other position? 

FREDERICK: That would be a matter of patiently and carefully 
examining the evidence. 

DANIEL: And when you do that, what do you think is the cor-
rect solution to the problem of free will and determinism? 

FREDERICK: I think the free will position is correct. 
DANIEL: And I think the determinist position is correct. 
CAROLYN: It looks as if we'll never settle the issue. 
DANIEL: That reminds me of the punishment that the fallen 

angels received in Milton's Paradise Lost, which was to 
discuss the problem of free will and determinism forever. 

FREDERICK: Couldn't they stop? 
DANIEL: No. Everything they said was determined. 
FREDERICK: That seems absurd. What would be the point of 

their talking about whether or not people have free will 
if everything they said was determined? 

DANIEL: So they could decide what the truth is. 
FREDERICK: But that doesn't make sense if they have no 

free will. 
CAROLYN: Perhaps we should stop our discussion before we 

get started all over again. 
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DANIEL: That's a good idea. 
CAROLYN: It's been quite enjoyable talking with you two. 

If you're free sometime, perhaps we can get together again. 
DANIEL: I'd be glad to discuss the issue even if we aren't free. 
FREDERICK: How can we do that? If we aren't free, then we 

don't have . . . 
CAROLYN: I have to go now. Goodbye, and good luck! 

Abstract 
INTRODUCTORY REMARKS (p.1) 
In the opening pages, Frederick, Daniel and Carolyn state their 
positions. Frederick believes that people have free will and con-
cludes that determinism is false. Daniel believes determinism is 
true and concludes that people have no free will. Carolyn does 
not believe that determinism and free will conflict; she be-
lieves both that determinism is true and that people have free 
will. She says that she thinks there are three main questions in-
volved in the issue of free will and determinism: 1. Do people 
have free will? 2. Is determinism true? 3. Are free will and 
determinism compatible? 

DETERMINISM (p. 3) 
Carolyn defines "determinism" as "Everything that happens 
is caused to happen." Daniel wonders why Carolyn doesn't 
define "determinism" as "People have no control over any-
thing they do." Carolyn explains that the issue of whether or 
not determinism is true is different from the issue of whether 
or not people have free will, and is also different from the 
issue of whether or not determinism conflicts with free will. 
These issues should be discussed separately, Carolyn says. 
Frederick agrees that that is a good procedure. 

Daniel states that the enormous number of happenings 
known to have causes justifies the claim that everything that 
happens has a cause. Both everyday experience and science, he 
says, provide countless cases of happenings having causes. 
Carolyn agrees with Daniel's reason for believing determinism. 
She states this reason in a different way by saying that if 
a happening has no cause, then it could have been different 
in the way it happened, even if everything just prior to it were 
exactly the same. Since observation shows that whenever 
there are differences in the way things usually happen, there are 
also differences in the prior conditions, we can conclude, 
Carolyn says, that all happenings have causes. This includes 
human actions as well as natural events, she says. Frederick 
responds to Daniel's and Carolyn's arguments for determinism 
in two ways. His first response is that there is not enough 
evidence to show that every happening is caused. A very small 
percentage of the world's happenings has been observed, he 
says, and even the knowledge scientists have about people is 
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general and imprecise. Daniel replies that scientists have found 
so many causal laws that govern people's behavior that we are 
justified in inferring that all of our behavior is governed by 
causal laws. In daily life, he claims, we frequently reason in this 
way by making inferences from some to all. Frederick's second 
response to Daniel's and Carolyn's arguments for determinism 
is that they ignore the fact that there is actual evidence against 
determinism. This evidence comes from new discoveries in 
quantum physics, which has shown, he claims, that the be-
havior of electrons, photons and other subatomic particles is 
random and uncaused. Daniel replies that all that quantum 
physics has really shown is that we don't know the causes of 
certain kinds of occurrences, not that there are no causes. He 
states, and Carolyn agrees, that there is no method of observing 
that an occurrence has no cause. Furthermore, Daniel says, the 
new discoveries in quantum physics are not relevant to the 
question of free will, because free actions have not been shown 
to be the result of uncaused behavior of subatomic particles 
in our brains. 

WHETHER DETERMINISM IS 
AN EMPIRICAL THEORY (p. 11) 
Frederick responds to Daniel's and Carolyn's claim that there 
is no method of observing that an occurrence has no cause by 
saying that if this is true, then determinism is not an empirical 
claim, because a claim that is empirical must be able to be 
refuted, in principle, by some possible observable circumstance. 
That means, he says, that Daniel and Carolyn cannot say there 
is no method of observing that an occurrence has no cause 
and at the same time use empirical evidence to support the 
truth of determinism. Carolyn replies that in order for a state-
ment to be empirical, it must be either supportable in principle 
or refutable in principle, but it need not be both supportable 
and refutable in principle. Since "Everything that happens has a 
cause" is supported by empirical evidence, it is an empirical 
claim, even though it is not refutable in principle by empirical 
evidence. Frederick replies that his objection to what Daniel 
and Carolyn said does not rest on the meaning of the word 
"empirical," but rests on the claim that if there are observable 
circumstances which, if they existed, would show determinism 
to be true, then there should be observable circumstances 
which, if they existed, would show determinism to be false. 

Daniel asserts that there is no way in which we can know that 
an event does not have a cause, because the most that we can 
say as limited finite beings is that we have not found the cause. 
And this does not show that an event has no cause, for we 
might not have looked hard enough or long enough. Frederick 
wonders; in view of what Daniel says now, whether Daniel 
really believes that "Every event has a cause" is true on the basis 
of empirical evidence. Daniel explains that he does not think 
that "Every event has a cause" is a tautology. Nor does he be-
lieve it to be true because of a special insight or intuition he 
has independently of experience. His reason for thinking that 
"Every event has a cause" is empirical is that we must observe 
many events having causes in order to know that it is true. 
Moreover, if we never or only rarely found the causes of 
events, Daniel says, then we could say that determinism prob-
ably isn't true, although we could never be sure which single 
events do not have causes. Frederick maintains that unless 
Daniel can show what possible observations would show that a 
single event has no cause, he is not justified in thinking that 
"Every event has a cause" is empirical. 

DELIBERATION AND FREE WILL (p. 17) 

Carolyn asks Frederick what evidence he uses to try to refute 
determinism. Frederick argues that the fact that people de-
liberate about what they are going to do shows that they have 
free will and that determinism is false. If determinism were 
true, Frederick claims, then in any given situation a person 
could not choose differently from the way he actually chooses, 
since he could choose only what he is determined to choose. But 
if people deliberate about what they are going to do, then they 
can choose differently from the way they actually choose. Dan-
iel rejects Frederick's claim about the connection between 
deliberation and being able to choose differently. It is possible 
for us to deliberate about what we are going to do, Daniel says, 
even though our deliberations are caused by happenings over 
which we have no control. He illustrates his point by giving 
two examples—one in which an ingenious physiologist causes 
a person to deliberate, and another in which a hypnotist causes 
a person to deliberate by means of a posthypnotic suggestion. 
Frederick does not accept Daniel's illustrations as counter- 
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instances to Frederick's claim. The persons being caused to 
deliberate by the physiologist and the hypnotist were not 
really deliberating, because they were not able to choose dif-
ferently from the way they were caused to choose. Daniel then 
distinguishes between actually being able to choose differently 
and thinking that we are able to choose differently. Delibera-
tion does not presuppose that we are actually able to choose 
differently, and, therefore, does not presuppose that we have 
free will and that determinism is false, Daniel says. But if it did 
entail these things, he would seriously wonder what evidence 
there is for believing that people ever deliberate. Deliberation 
presupposes that we think we are able to choose differently, 
but thinking that we are able to choose differently doesn't show 
that we are actually able to choose differently. 

THE AWARENESS OF FREE WILL (p. 21) 
Frederick maintains that the free will position is true because 
we introspect ourselves acting and choosing freely. We have 
inner intuitions, he says, of being able to act and choose dif-
ferently from the way we actually act and choose. Daniel ad-
mits that we have such intuitions, but claims that they don't 
show that we act and choose freely, because intuitions generally 
are unreliable. Frederick responds by asserting that our intuitions 
of free will are not like unreliable hunches, because we all have 
such intuitions. Daniel then claims that it is possible for us to 
intuit that an action or choice is free even though it is not ac-
tually free. That indicates, he says, that our intuitions of free 
will don't show that we act and choose freely. Frederick retorts 
that it is possible for us to have perceptions of physical objects 
even though there are no such objects, so that if Daniel's rea-
soning were correct, perceptions of physical objects would not 
show that physical objects exist. Daniel then maintains that 
the evidence for determinism justifies one in concluding that 
our intuitions of free will are mistaken. Frederick replies 
that intuitions of free will are evident and are had by everyone, 
which means, he says, that they outweigh the evidence for 
determinism. 

WHETHER THE AWARENESS OF FREE WILL 
CONFLICTS WITH DETERMINISM (p. 26) 

Carolyn criticizes Frederick's argument based on intuitions of 

free will by claiming that our intuitions do not conflict with 
determinism. When we intuit ourselves acting and choosing 
freely, Carolyn claims, we do not intuit our actions and choices 
being able to be different even if everything inside us were 
to remain the same. We do not have such intuitions because we 
do not intuit everything going on in our brains and subcon-
scious minds. Yet we would have to have such intuitions, 
Carolyn says, in order to have intuitions of our actions and 
choices being uncaused. Frederick replies by giving examples of 
cases in which we have intuitions of free will. Carolyn says 
that what we are aware of when we are aware of ourselves 
acting or deciding freely is that there  _isn't  anythin_g_pl,itside 
us that rohibits  us  from.  acting or deciding. This awareness,' 
however, does not conflict with determinism because some-
thing inside us might cause us to act or decide as we do. 

WHETHER DETERMINISM IS COMPATIBLE 
WITH FREE WILL (p. 30) 
Frederick suggests that the conversation turn to the question of 
whether determinism is compatible with free will. Carolyn 
claims that they are compatible. To say that we are free, she 
says, is to say that there are no persons or external circum- 
stances preventing u§li--eith doing  whit—we Iwant to d. -Saying 
that We are firee—in this sense is compatible with sayingthat 
determinism is true, because what we do may be caused by 
what is inside us, such as brain states and unconscious motives, 
even though there are no persons or external circumstances 
preventing us from doing what we want to do. (UN-
CONSCIOUS, p. 33): Frederick replies that the kind of freedom 
people would have if Carolyn's compatibilist thesis were true is 
bogus, for a person could have Carolyn's kind of freedom even 
though he had no control over anything he did. Frederick 
illustrates his point with the case of a person who is caused to 
do everything he does by a device that is implanted in his brain 
—a person who is nothing more than a robot, yet who has Car-
olyn's kind of freedom. Carolyn replies that whether or not 
something inside us causes us to act as we do is irrelevant to 
whether or not we are free. She says that her view of the nature 
of human freedom as an absence of external constraints is 
based on the way_the—wor arily  used,  and she 

what more could be wanted in human freedom than 
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an absence of external constraints. (UNCAUSED, p. 34): Fred-
erick replies that people can have genuine freedom only if their 
actions and choices are uncaused. This is so, he sa-STs7b—e-Eige 
we h-a-ve genuine ffeedom orily if we are in control of what we 
do, and we are in control of what we do only if it is pcgsible 
for what we do to be different even though everything just 
prior to what we do were to remain the same. Since this is 
identical to being uncaused, it follows, says Frederick, that for 
an action to be free, it must be uncaused, which means that 
Carolyn cannot say that people are free and that determinism 
is true. (CHANCE, p. 35): Carolyn replies to Frederick's incom-
patibilist position by challenging Frederick's claim that we are 
in control of what we do only if what we do is uncaused. Being 
uncaused is the same as happening as a result of pure chance, 
Carolyn says, so that if what we do is uncaused, w_e_cannot_6e 
in control of it, She illustrates her point by comparing un-
caused actions with uncaused electron swerves, which are a 
clear case of chance phenomena. Frederick replies that there are 
two differences between a free action and an uncaused electron 
swerve. A free action is ,something that a person produces, 
whereas an electron's swerve is something that hiPpens kit& 
electron. In addition, a free action is usually done for a purpose, 
whereas an electron's uncaused swerve is lior-done-f5F-a pur-
pose. These differences mean, says Frederick, that uncaused 
actions are not a result of chance. Carolyn responds by saying 
that these differences do not remove the element of chance 
from Frederick's conception of a free action. (BEFORE-BIRTH 
ARGUMENT, p. 38): Frederick then uses the "before-birth 
argument" to try to show that Carolyn's compatibilist thesis is 
mistaken. If determinism is true, then everything a person does 
is determined by events occurring prior to his birth. Since 
he g;--n-O conffol over What -happened prior to his birth, it fol-
lows that if determinism is true, he has no control over any-
thing he does now. Carolyn responds by saying that what hap-
pened prior to our births is irrelevant to whether or not we act 
freely, because we decide whether or not a person acts freely 
by deciding whether or not there is any person or circumstance 
preventing him from doing what he wants to do. Carolyn also 
claims that her concept of freedom is correct because it is linked 
to other commonly used concepts. Frederick replies that this 
does not justify Carolyn's concept of freedom and does not 

refute Frederick's before-birth argument for the incompatibility 
of free will and determinism. (SUMMARY, p. 40): Daniel, 
Frederick and Carolyn then summarize their positions. 

DETERMINISM AND MORAL RESPONSIBILITY (p. 41) 
Frederick then argues that determinism cannot be reconciled 
with the fact that people are morally responsible for what they 
do. Determinism and moral responsibility are incompatible, 
Frederick says, because determinism entails that no one can. 
avoid acting as he does, and moral responsibility presupposes 
That -people can avoid acting as they do. Daniel agrees with 
Fredelick that determinism and moral responsibility are incom-
patible, but denies that people are ever morally responsible 
for what they do. Frederick responds by saying that people 
must be morally responsible for what they do because blame,  
punisnt  make no sense unless people 
are morally responsible. Daniel replies that blame, punishment 
and morality do make sense, even though people are not 
morally responsible for anything they do. (BLAME AND 
PUNISHMENT, p. 43): This is so, he says, because blams_41d 
punishment are used 4071  _ b_ehavior, to .   
people fromacting wrongly, and-to piliteq other people from 
harm. None of these activities presupposes that determinism is 
false and that people are morally responsible for what they do. 
Frederick claims that blame and punishment would not be 
legitimate unless a person  could have avoided doing what he 
did. Daniel denies that this is irue on-the-giOunas that the only 
requirements for the legitimate use of blame and punishment 
are that the behavior in question be undesirable and that the 
blaming and punishing be effective in changing behavior, de-
terring people from doing wrong and protecting people from 
harm. Frederick says that if blame and punishment do not pre-
suppose that a person could have avoided doing what he did, 
then there would be no difference between punishing someone 
for something he has done and treating him for an -il  irfeo 
he has. Daniel replies that the only difference between punish-
ment and treatment is that they are used to change different 
conditions people are in; putting people into prison will not 
help sick people get well, whereas giving them medicine will, 
Frederick retorts that punishing is legitimate only if someone 
has done something wrong. Daniel agrees with this but denies 
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diately prior conditions ar  same. Since this is what it means 
be-uncause , re erick concludes that moral responsibility 

is incompatible with determinism. He supports his position with 
his robot-person example and with his before-birth argument. 
Carolyn's response to these is that our everyday practice regard-
ing moral responsibility ignores the question whether or not we 
are all robots, and ignores the question whether our actions are 
caused by a chain of events stretching back to before our births. 
Carolyn then argues that we cannot be _morally responsible for 
uncaused choim, becauselheTife-ridt-connected to our charac-
1-W-traits or personality patterns. Frederick replies that we are 
morally responsible for our uncaused choices, because we are 
confronted with genuine alternatives when we make them. 

CONCLUDING REMARKS (p. 56) 
The dialogue ends with Daniel wondering whether the correct 
solution to the problem of free will and determinism can ever be 
known, with Frederick asserting that it can, and with Carolyn 
expressing her enjoyment at having discussed the problem with 
Daniel and Frederick. 
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that wrongdoing requires moral responsibility. (MORALITY, 
p. 46): This is so, he says, because moralit issiothing _more 

elfes5„  than a  system of likes_zarLdislikps, rather than a system of 
—6gjective moral laws. Likes and dislikes are compatible with 

determinism and the denial of moral responsibility, because 
likes and dislikes do not presuppose an ability to avoid acting 
as one does. Daniel's reason for adopting this conception of 
morality is that it is the one that fits in best with determinism. 
Frederick then asks Daniel several questions about his concep-
tion of morality. The questions are: How can Daniel's concep-
tion of morality be reconciled with the common belief that 
eople sa  contradictory thin_gAvhen they disagree about 

mora matters? Don't people think of themseRrec-aT-saying 
sor"--iieThiTy-Th-1  at is true or false when they utter moral state- 
ments? When we say "Our likes are good," are we merely ex-

r.igr_a_like toward our likes? Don't people directly apprehend 
moral principles? How can Daniel's conception of morality 
account for guilt and remorse? Daniel's answers to these ques-
tions, Frederick claims, show to what lengths a determinist 
must go just to maintain his belief in determinism. 

WHETHER DETERMINISM IS COMPATIBLE 
WITH MORAL RESPONSIBILITY (p. 49) 
Carolyn claims that moral responsibility does not conflict with 
determinism, because the kind of ability to act differently_that  
moral responsibility presupposes does not conflict with deter-
minism. To say that a person can do something different from 
what he actually does, in the sense presupposed by moral 
responsibility, is to say that no one forces him to do what he 
does and no one pryents bimFddoingmething  different. 
Nople can act differently in this sense even though determinism 
is true, Carolyn says, because their actions can be caused by their 
beliefs, desires and choices and at the same time be uncompelled 
by any person or circumstance. She supports her compatibilist 
contention with three examples—the case of the person caught 
stealing, the tragedy of the burned garage, and the comedy of 
the defendant who was an incompatibilist determinist—each of 
which, she claims, illustrates how the concept of moral respon-
sibility is employed in everyday life. Frederick asserts that the 
kind of ability to act differently presupposed by moral responsi-
bility includes more than what Carolyn has described. It also 
includes the ability to act differently, even if all of the imme- 
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Questions 
INTRODUCTORY REMARKS (pp. 1-3) 

What is your reaction to Darrow's statement? 

DETERMINISM (pp. 3-11) 
1. Does "determinism" have any connotations that "Every 

event has a cause" does not have? If so, what? 
2. If you were Daniel or Carolyn, how would you answer the 

following question: How can anyone be justified in believ-
ing in determinism if there are many happenings for which 
causes have not been found? 

3. If you were Frederick, how would you answer the following 
question: In view of the fact that science has found the 
causes of a great number of happenings, isn't it intellectually 
irresponsible not to believe in determinism? 

4. Do you think the case of the twins with different personali-
ties refutes determinism? Why or why not? 

5. Do you think that quantum physics has refuted deter-
minism? If so, how does this refutation relate to the question 
of whether people have free will? 

6. Have Daniel and Carolyn convinced you that determinism 
is true? 

WHETHER DETERMINISM IS AN EMPIRICAL THEORY 
(pp. 11-17) 
1. Do you think Carolyn can satisfactorily answer the follow-

ing question: How can you maintain that there is no possible 
way to disprove determinism and yet say that determinism 
is an empirical claim? 

2. Do you think Daniel can satisfactorily answer the following 
question: Are there any possible observable circumstances 
which, if they existed, would disprove determinism? 

3. Can you think of any way to show that a happening does 
not have a cause? 

4. Can we know that the statement "Everything that happens 
has a cause" is true by means of a nonempirical insight? 

5. Is Daniel right when he says that "there is no way in which 
we, as limited, finite beings, can know that events don't 
have causes" (p. 13)7 

DELIBERATION AND FREE WILL (pp. 17-21) 
1. If you were Daniel, how would you answer the following 

question: If a person can think about what he is going to do, 
doesn't that mean he has free will? 

2. If you were Frederick, how would you answer the following 
question: Why can't a person think about what he is going to 
do even though what he does is caused by happenings over 
which he has no control? 

3. Do you think Daniel has responded satisfactorily to Freder-
ick's claim that deliberation "involves the ability to choose 
differently from the way we actually choose" (p. 19)7 

4. Do you think Frederick has responded satisfactorily to Dan-
iel's challenge to "prove that we deliberate in a sense that 
clearly conflicts with determinism" (p. 20)7 

5. Do Daniel's two examples (pp. 18-19, 20-21) disprove 
Frederick's contention that deliberation shows that people 
have free will? 

6. Do you think Frederick can avoid the dilemma Daniel says 
he is in (p. 21)7 

THE AWARENESS OF FREE WILL (pp. 21-26) 
1. Do you think Daniel can satisfactorily answer the following 

question: How can determinism be true if everyone has 
self-evident intuitions of free will? 

2. Do you think Frederick can satisfactorily answer the follow-
ing question: How can our intuitions of free will show that 
we actually have free will if our unconscious motives might 
be causing us to act as we do? 

3. Do you think the evidence for free will based on our intu-
itions of free will outweighs Daniel's and Carolyn's evidence 
for determinism? 

4. Do you think our intuitions of free will are as reliable as our 
perceptions of physical objects? 

5. Does Daniel's illustration of an unfree action which we intuit 
to be free (p. 24) disprove Frederick's contention that intu-
itions of free will show that we have free will? 

WHETHER THE AWARENESS OF FREE WILL CONFLICTS 
WITH DETERMINISM (pp. 26-30) 
1. If you were Carolyn, how would you respond to the follow-

ing question: When we intuit ourselves able to act differ-
ently from the way we actually act, are we not intuiting 
something that disproves determinism? 

2. If you were Frederick, how would you respond to the fol. 
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lowing question: How could anyone possibly intuit his ac-
tions being uncaused? 

3. Do you think Carolyn is right in claiming that we do not 
ever intuit ourselves able to act differently, even if every-
thing inside us were to remain the same (pp. 27-30)? 

4. What exactly are we intuiting when we intuit ourselves 
acting freely? 

WHETHER DETERMINISM IS COMPATIBLE WITH 
FREE WILL (pp. 30-41) 
1. Do you think Carolyn can satisfactorily answer the follow-

ing two questions: How can people have free will if every-
thing they do is caused by their unconscious minds? How 
can people have free will if everything they do is caused by 
happenings occurring prior to their births? 

2. Do you think Frederick can satisfactorily answer the fol-
lowing two questions: How can a person's action be in his 
control if it is uncaused? Doesn't our everyday conception 
of freedom show that compatibilism is correct? 

3. Do you agree with Frederick's claim that Carolyn's concep-
tion of freedom is bogus (pp. 33-34)? 

4. Do you agree with Carolyn's claim that uncaused actions 
cannot be free (p. 35)7 

5. Do you think Frederick's before-birth argument for the in-
compatibility of free will and determinism is sound? 

6. Do you agree with Carolyn's compatibilism? 

DETERMINISM AND MORAL RESPONSIBILITY (pp. 41-49) 
1. If you were a determinist, would you deny that people are 

morally responsible for what they do, as Daniel does, or 
would you try to reconcile moral responsibility with deter-
minism, as Carolyn does? Why? 

2. Would blame and punishment make sense if people were 
not morally responsible for what they do, as Daniel claims? 

3. Do you think Daniel can satisfactorily answer the following 
question: How can you distinguish between punishment 
and treatment if no one is morally responsible for anything? 

4. If you had to choose between determinism and objective 
morality, which would you choose? Can a person con-
sistently believe both? 

WHETHER DETERMINISM IS COMPATIBLE WITH 
MORAL RESPONSIBILITY (pp. 49-56) 
1. Do you think Carolyn's three examples support her conten- 

tion that moral responsibility is compatible with determinism? 
2. Do you think Frederick's robot-person example and before-

birth argument support his contention that moral responsi-
bility is incompatible with determinism? 

3. Can human actions be right or wrong if they are all 
determined? 

4. If you were Frederick, how would you respond to the fol-
lowing question: How can we be responsible for uncaused 
actions—actions that are unconnected to our characters? 

5. If you were Carolyn, how would you respond to the fol-
lowing question: How can we be responsible for actions 
that are a product of happenings over which we have no 
control? 

CONCLUDING REMARKS (pp. 56-58) 
Can the correct solution of the problem of free will and 

determinism be known? If so, how? If not, why not? 

Additional Questions 
1. If a person believes both that determinism is true and that 

God made the world, then he also seems committed to be-
lieving that God is ultimately responsible for all the pain, 
suffering and moral evil in the world. Can such a person also 
believe that God is perfectly good? Must he adopt the 
free will position in order to reconcile his belief in a per-
fectly good God with the existence of pain, suffering and 
moral evil? 

2. If determinism is true, then everything that happens seems 
necessary, including all of the world's pain, suffering and 
moral evil. Thus, if determinism is true, the world seems 
necessarily bad, as opposed to contingently bad. How can 
a determinist reconcile this apparent consequence of deter-
minism with the deep and widespread conviction that evil 
is not a necessary feature of the world? 

3. Must a determinist be a materialist? Can he believe that 
people possess nonmaterial souls? 

4. Can a determinist believe that there is life after death? 
5. Must a determinist be an atheist? 
6. If determinism is true, then we seem to be nothing more 

than mere pawns who are pushed about by a mechanistic 
and unconscious nature. And if theism is true, then we 
would seem to be nothing more than puppets whose every 
move is controlled by God. Can life have meaning if either 
of these is true? Must a person adopt the free will position 
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in order to believe that life has meaning? 
7. If determinism is true, then all of our beliefs are caused. And 

if that is so, it would seem that we cannot help but have the 
beliefs we do have. Can the determinist reconcile this ap-
parent consequence of his position with the fact that we 
choose our beliefs on the basis of what we think are good 
reasons? 

8. Can you think of any other solution to the problem of free 
will and determinism than those proposed by Daniel, Fred-
erick, and Carolyn? 
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