Free Will Day 01, 3
Free Will Day 1:		Introduction to Free Will

	Content:
1. Reflection on beliefs about moral responsibility
2. Introductory discussion on moral responsibility
	Method:
1. In-Class Reading (10 mins) and Think/Pair/Share exercise (25 mins)
2. Guided discussion on moral responsibility (15 mins)



Instructor’s Introduction: Today’s objective is to get students to reflect on their thoughts about what is required for moral responsibility and agency, and to set the stage for tomorrow’s more formal introduction to the problem of free will.



Goals and Key Concepts:
1. Students should be able to express what they believe regarding moral responsibility.
2. Students should consider more specific requirements for moral responsibility and start to think about how that’s related to free will.
3. Key Concepts: Moral Responsibility



1. In-Class Reading: “Robert Harris”  (10 minutes)
Students should read the “Robert Harris” article by Miles Corwin. (It originally appeared in the Los Angeles Times and the document is included with these lesson plans.) 


2. Activity: What is Required for Moral Responsibility?
THINK/PAIR/SHARE:

THINK: (5 mins)	Individual writing

1.  Is Robert Harris responsible for being a killer?

2.  Would we hold someone who is insane or a young child to be responsible for a crime? How about someone who is forced at gunpoint to hurt another person? 

3. What requirements are necessary for thinking that someone is morally responsible for an action?


PAIR: (10 mins)	Discuss in pairs

1. Compare your answers to the questions above.  Begin to formulate what conditions are necessary for thinking that someone is morally responsible for their actions.


SHARE: (10 mins)	Pairs report back to the class

Have each pair describe their requirements for moral responsibility.  This should lead naturally into the guided discussion below.


2. Guided Discussion: Moral Responsibility  (15 mins)

Lead a guided discussion about what is required for a person to be morally responsible for an action. The main point to get to will be that the person needs to have been able to do otherwise (to act in a different way).  

There are a lot of different things that we might consider that could interfere with someone genuinely being able to do otherwise. For example, someone might be forced to do something at gun point. Even then, one could argue about whether the person could have chosen to be killed rather than to act as directed. Most people, though, will agree that coercion of this sort makes one not responsible for the action. Other circumstances that might make someone not responsible would be insanity, illness, or a young child not yet knowing right from wrong. The Robert Harris case brings to the fore heredity and environment as factors that could possibly make someone not responsible. If heredity and environment shaped someone’s character so that they are prone to act in a certain way, we might say they couldn’t reasonably be expected to be able to do otherwise. Another example of this is that studies have shown that people who were abused as children often abuse their children as adults. 

To set up the topic of day 2 (in which causal determinism will be the possible impediment to the ability to act otherwise), it could also be worthwhile to pose the question of fate—if someone is fated or predestined to do something, are they responsible for the action? This could be spelled out in terms of religion to make it plausible, since many religions hold that God knows everyone’s future (and free will is a topic of some debate and discussion in many religions).


THE READING:
Rauhut, Ultimate Questions: Thinking about Philosophy pages 77 to 88. Since this is a very readable textbook, no reading guide is necessary. 

