Free Will Day 02, 4
Free Will Day 2:		Hard Determinism

	Content:
1. Review (2 minutes)
2. Causal Determinism and the Problem of Free Will (30 minutes: Lecture 10 minutes, Activity 10 minutes, Lecture 10 minutes)
3. The Case for Hard Determinism (10 minutes)
4. Discussion: Should Society Punish Criminals? (8 minutes)

	Method:
1. Lecture
2. Small Group Activity
3. Lecture
4. Discussion




Instructor’s Introduction: Today’s objectives are to explain the problem of free will and to introduce the first position one can take on it, Hard Determinism. In fact, the strategy will basically be to get students to see the problem of free will by arguing for Hard Determinism. Unlike the later positions, specific criticisms of Hard Determinism will not be pointed out in this lesson, because the way people argue against Hard Determinism is typically to argue for one of the other positions rather than to point out flaws in it.


Goals and Key Concepts:
1. Students should understand the problem of free will and why it is important.
2. Students should understand the position of Hard Determinism and the general argument for it.
3. Students should understand the range of possible responses to the problem of free will, including Compatibilism (Soft Determinism) and Libertarianism
4. Key concepts: free will (principle of free will, problem of free will), (causal) determinism, indeterminism, Hard Determinism, Incompatibilism, Compatibilism, Soft Determinism, Libertarianism



1. Review
Briefly ask students to recap the main points from yesterday’s discussion of the circumstances under which people may be said to have or to lack moral responsibility. Be sure that “could have done otherwise” gets said.


2. The Problem of Free Will

Lecture
First lead an interactive lecture to introduce the problem of free will. Explain that we want to think about whether the requirements for people to have moral responsibility can ever be met—whether we ever really could have done otherwise.

Put very simply, most people have strong intuitions that the following two principles are true:

1. Free will—we choose our actions.
2. Determinism (or causal determinism)—all events are causally determined.

By free will, we mean basically that it seems to us that we genuinely decide what actions we will take. (Typically, this leads us to think that we are morally responsible for our actions as well, but let’s not get ahead of ourselves!) 

Causal determinism isn’t quite as obvious, but basically it’s the theory that the past determines the future. If we believe in laws of science, it becomes quite intuitive.  Determinism doesn’t mean that, on a personal level, we don’t contemplate our decisions or feel that we are compelled to do something. But given our past experiences, it is determined that we make one particular choice. (See the Rauhut reading for some examples.) So we don’t lose our sense of freedom even if our future is determined.

But some reflection leads us to think that, if determinism is correct, and it seems to be, this sense of freedom is just an illusion. Sure, it feels like I’m deciding, but the decision has already been determined! In that case, I don’t really have free will (and can’t be morally responsible for my actions). This is the problem of free will—these two seemingly obviously true principles appear to be incompatible with each other. 

In fact, Incompatibilism is the name for the view that the two principles are genuinely in conflict with each other. Conversely, Compatibilism is the view that these principles can coexist, that the seeming contradiction between them is a semantic confusion. We’ll explore the range of possible responses to the problem of free will soon. First, though, note that we’ve arrived at this point by first intuitively accepting both principles, then reflecting enough to realize that determinism being true seems to lead us to think that the principle of free will is illusory. And determinism does still seem perfectly plausible. In other words, a natural first revision to our intuitions is to accept the principle of determinism and reject the principle of free will. This is essentially the position of Hard Determinism. In that sense, it’s arguing for Hard Determinism that leads us to recognize the problem of free will.

Activity
Break the class up into small groups. Ask each group to try to work out what the possible responses to the problem of free will are. They may not know the names of the positions, but by working through the possibilities (accept one principle and reject the other, then reverse that, try to reconcile them, possibly reject both), they should be able to arrive at the general positions and understand what they entail. This group work should break up the lecture, allow them to have a deeper understanding of the possible positions (since they discover the positions on their own), and be a good exercise in logical/philosophical reasoning.

Lecture
Having completed the group work activity, you can obviously make this a very interactive lecture, asking students to contribute the possible responses to the problem of free will they just worked out (again, the problem of free will is the seeming incompatibility between the principle of free will and the principle of determinism). We can kind of look at the possible responses as a sort of flow chart (there’s a nice decision tree diagram on p. 80 in the Rauhut text). First, we need to decide whether the two principles really are incompatible. If we think they are, as prima facie seems to be the case, then we are in the territory of Incompatibilism, which says that free will can exist only if determinism is false, since we cannot consistently believe in both principles. If we accept determinism, we must reject the principle of free will. This position is Hard Determinism. On this view, the future is causally determined by the past and free will is an illusion. On the other hand, we can reject the principle of determinism. Here we actually have two choices. One is to simply say that not all events are causally determined, so that the past has only a limited influence on the future and so the future is not determined and fixed by the past. We can call this position Indeterminism. As we’ll see below, this doesn’t actually do us a whole lot of good, because just introducing randomness doesn’t get us free will. In some sense, this is basically just giving up both principles, which isn’t very satisfying. The last option on the Incompatibilist side is to reject the principle of determinism and embrace the principle of free will. This position is known as Libertarianism. Libertarians believe that agents have special causal powers that give them control over undetermined actions. In other words, persons are special, unlike other things, and can initiate or cause an action.

If we go back to the beginning, the other decision we can make is to argue that the principles of free will and of determinism are actually compatible with each other. This general position is hence called Compatibilism (sometimes also referred to as Soft Determinism). Compatibilists argue that the seeming incompatibility between the principles is a semantic confusion, and that there can be free will even though the future is determined by the past; determinism is compatible with free will and responsibility. Roughly, an act can be free if it’s caused in the right way, where the last thing in the causal chain is the will of the person. There are two types of Compatibilism. Traditional Compatibilism says that acts are free as long as the agent can do what he or she wants to do without being constrained by outside forces (such as coercion). Deep Self-Compatibilism holds that an agent is free if he or she acts on desires he or she truly wishes to act on. (The details of these positions besides Hard Determinism will be covered in the next few lessons.)

So we get the following main positions that philosophers can hold in response to the problem of free will:

1. Hard Determinism: Accepts the principle of determinism (with a qualification about randomness that will be explained below) and rejects the principle of free will. Free will is an illusion, and people are not (ever) morally responsible for their actions. 
2. Libertarianism: Accepts the principle of free will and rejects the principle of determinism. Agents have special powers to cause actions, and so people are (generally) morally responsible for their actions.
3. Compatibilism (or Soft Determinism): Accepts both the principle of determinism and the principle of free will. People are determined to act as they do, but this is actually compatible with having free will and moral responsibility.

Of these, Hard Determinism and Libertarianism are grouped as Incompatibilist views, even though they end up on the opposite extremes in terms of consequences, because they agree that the principles of free will and determinism are incompatible.

3. Hard Determinism
As we described before, Hard Determinists accept determinism and agree that the future being determined by the past is incompatible with free will. So, they argue, belief in free will is like believing in Santa Claus; it’s a childish illusion. The case for hard determinism revolves around causality. 

In general, people believe that particular events cause other events. It’s like a line of dominos. The first falling causes the second to fall, which causes the third to fall, and so on. When it comes to causality, 1) the cause of an event happens prior to the effect; and 2) once the cause has happened, the effect has to happen as well. This is how past events shape the future. So are our actions caused as well? It certainly seems that way. Our personalities are caused by genetics and our past experiences. We respond to stimuli. And in general, we tend to think there are always causes for events. If an airplane crashes, we may not know why immediately, we assume that there is a cause. There’s a philosophical principle, the principle of sufficient reason, which claims that anything that happens does so for a definite reason.

So we have the following argument for Hard Determinism:

1. All events have causes.
2. All our actions are events.
3. All caused events are determined by the past.
Therefore:
4. All our actions are determined by the past.
5. If all our actions are determined by the past, then we have no power to act other than we do indeed act.
6. If we have no power to act other than we in fact do act, then we have no free will.
Therefore:
7. We have no free will.

Can we avoid Hard Determinism through Indeterminism? Some students may suggest that modern physics (quantum physics in particular) is indeterministic. So maybe the principle of determinism isn’t strictly true, saving free will. Sadly, this doesn’t get us what we want. Suppose my arm sometimes moves indeterministically—randomly, with nothing causing the motions. If this astonishing development was true and my arm sometime randomly picked up a club and bashed a bystander over the head with it, we wouldn’t say that I was responsible. Nobody should be held responsible for something that happens randomly. We can perform responsible actions only by acting on good reasons. Since there may be good reason for thinking there is some fundamental indeterminacy in the world, we may want to say that rather than being strictly deterministic, the world is mechanistic (follows general scientific laws, but maybe with some randomness). But, as far as the argument for Hard Determinism goes, that doesn’t really change things.

There aren’t really specific criticisms of Hard Determinism. However, there is a general argument that is often given against it:

1. If Hard Determinism is true, then we people have no free will.
2. If people have no free will, then people are not responsible for their actions.
3. People are responsible for their actions.
Therefore:
4. Hard Determinism is false. 

Many people find this argument persuasive. But since the argument for Hard Determinism seems perfectly valid, the burden is on them to provide good arguments for an alternate view. It’s those attempts that will be covered in the next two lessons.

4.  Discussion
Lead a guided discussion: Suppose the Hard Determinists are correct and free will is an illusion. Should society stop punishing people for crimes they commit? Why or why not? 

THE READING:
Rauhut, Ultimate Questions: Thinking about Philosophy pages 88 to 97. Since this is a very readable textbook, no reading guide is necessary. 

