Free Will 03, 2
Free Will Day 3:		Compatibilism

	Content:
1. Compatibilism (20 minutes)
2. Writing (10 minutes)
3. Deep Self Compatibilism (10 minutes)
4. Criticisms of Compatibilism (10 minutes)

	Method:
1. Lecture
2. Writing
3. Lecture
4. Discussion




Instructor’s Introduction: This lesson is designed to introduce students to the solution to the problem of free will known as Compatibilism (also known sometimes as Soft Determinism). It also covers criticisms of Compatibilism.


Goals and Key Concepts:
1. Students should understand Compatbilism, including arguments for it and criticisms of the position.
2. Students should understand and be able to articulate the difference between traditional Compatibilism and Deep Self Compatibilism.
3. Key concepts: Compatibilism, traditional Compatibilism, Deep Self Compatibilism



1. Compatibilism
Compatibilism is the position that the principles of free will and of determinism, though seemingly inconsistent with each other, are actually compatible; that is, Compatibilists accept both principles as true. If our actions are determined by past events, how can those actions be free? There are different versions of Compatibilism with different arguments. But in general, Compatibilists suggest that people are generally confused about what free will (or freedom or liberty) really means for persons. Actions are the result of our own free will and we are responsible for them if they are determined by a chain of causes so long as the last cause in the chain leading to the action is the agent’s own will (what the person wants) without external constraints. In other words, we can think of the principle of determinism as telling us that for every event we can trace back a chain, or more properly a web, of prior causes leading up to the event. When it comes to human actions, generally there are a web of causes that shape that person’s character and personality. Then, when there is a stimulus, like needing to make a decision, the person acts mechanistically according to their character and personality—their will. So the person’s own will is the last, or proximal, cause leading to the action. In that sense, the agent is responsible for it, even though it is the action he or she was determined to do. Because of this, Compatibilists often change the usual requirement for free will (or moral responsibility) we introduced in lesson 1, “could have done otherwise,” to “could have done otherwise if the person had wanted to do something else.” (That last cause basically means if the person’s psychological state had been different, which of course it could not have been. But that doesn’t matter. The person’s psychological state is the person in a meaningful sense, and whatever it is, it (the person) is the proximal cause for the action.) All of this, of course, still assumes that coercion, force, or other external constraints make actions not free and remove responsibility.

Here’s an example. Suppose Andrew walks down the street and runs into a person who pulls out a gun and demands money. Andrew giving money to the person isn’t a free act because of coercion. In another circumstance, though, Andrew walks down the street and runs into a homeless person who humbly asks for money. Andrew was raised by parents who preached charity and encouraged him to help the less fortunate. Also, his family was initially poor, and benefited from the support of others. Sure, we can say that Andrew’s character has been shaped by heredity, environment, and past experiences such that he is determined to give money to the homeless person. But in the end it’s HIS character that causes him to give the money. And so, according to the Compatibilist, we should say he is responsible and laud him for his action.

In short, Compatibilists generally say an action is free if the immediate cause of the action is a psychological state in the person, and it’s not free if its immediate causes are states of affairs external to the agent. Also, Compatibilists embrace that determinism and moral responsibility should go hand-in-hand. After all, they argue, rewarding or punishing someone for an action only makes sense if the action flows in a regular way from the person’s character.

2. Prompted Writing
Is someone who is addicted to a drug morally responsible for taking the drug, even if the person wishes he or she was not addicted? What would a Compatibilist say about this? Explain. Do you agree? Why or why not? Write a couple of paragraphs.


3. Deep Self Compatibilism
Traditional Compatibilists hold that people act with free will whenever we are not constrained or forced to perform the action. This seems commonsensical, but it does lead to some philosophical problems because sometimes our desires which lead us to a particular action are not identical with our will. A drug addict is a good example. The addict acts on a desire to take the drug, but wishes to not have the desire. Deep Self Compatibilism is a form of Compatibilism introduced by the contemporary philosopher Harry Frankfurt. It differs from traditional Compatibilism in that a person is considered free only if the person acts on what Frankfurt calls authentic desires, desires that the person has chosen and identifies with. Free will is the ability to act on desires we truly want to act on. If we act on desires imposed upon us by other sources, such as parents, peer pressure, advertising, or addictions, or if we act on desires we have not reflected upon and deliberately chosen, then we are acting on inauthentic desires and do not have free will. An animal acting on an instinctive desire to eat is not exercising free will. Likewise, Frankfurt argues that a human being who simply acts unreflectively on an impulsive desire is not exercising free will. He distinguishes a person, someone who reflects on their desires and so has free will, from a human who does not, which he calls a wanton rather than a person. To be a person, someone has to have authentic desires, which are in essence second-level desires: a first-order desire is when A wants to do X; a second-order desire is when A wants to desire to do X. An authentic desire is a reflective evaluation of a first order desire.

4. Objections to Compatibilism
Begin by asking students what possible problems they see with Compatibilism. Hopefully some students will be skeptical about “could have done otherwise if the person had wanted to do something else” being sufficient for moral responsible or notice that once we start evaluating whether we want to desire actions we can easily get into an infinite regress. However, you may need to introduce some or all of the criticisms into the discussion.

In general, criticisms of Compatibilism tend to revolve around questioning whether we can be morally responsible for our actions if they are really determined by the past. Many philosophers feel that Compatibilism is a sort of evasion or subterfuge, because it seems that taking Compatibilism seriously commits us to being morally responsible for a future that we cannot change. Many people find that unrealistic. 

Here’s a simple first version of the criticism. Paul Edwards has pointed out that there’s no empirical difference between Hard Determinism and Compatibilism. Both agree on the facts: events are causally determined by past events and often the immediate (proximal) cause of an action is the psychological state of the person. The big difference is how we interpret those facts. Does the person’s character being the proximal cause of the action make the person responsible? (Really, this is the crux of the debate between Hard Determinists and Compatibilists. After going through these objections to Compatibilism, you may want to return to this question and ask students to really reflect upon it.) Edwards argues no, because the person did not get to choose his or her own character. It’s just as much out of the person’s control as everything else. So why would we praise or denigrate the person? 

Here’s a more formal version of the criticism. Peter van Inwagen is one philosopher who has presented the consequence argument. It goes something like this:

1. No one has power over the past and the laws of nature.
2. Our future actions are the necessary consequence f the past and the laws of nature.
3. If we have no power over X, then we also have no power over the future necessary consequences of X.
Therefore:
4. We have no power over our future actions.
5. In order to be responsible for our future actions, we must have power over our future actions.
Therefore:
6. We are not responsible for our future actions.

Premises 1 and 2 seem intuitively plausible. To justify premise 3, called the transfer of powerlessness principle, Rauhut gives the example of Jamela, who was born without arms and so never learns to play the piano. Jamela had no control over being born without arms, and so in turn had no control over not learning to play the piano. So then the argument prima facie seems to hold. This consequence argument shows that while Compatibilists can defend adjusting the definition of free will to make it compatible with determinism (by adding the “if” clause) and thus permit a formulation of a theory of free will, it’s then a notion of freedom of the will that doesn’t seem to bring along with it moral responsibility, and so which is not very satisfying.

THE READING:
Rauhut, Ultimate Questions: Thinking about Philosophy pages 97 to 101. Since this is a very readable textbook, no reading guide is necessary. 

