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ABSTRACT

FREE WILL AND DETERMINISM:
ARE THEY EVEN RELEVANT TO EACH OTHER?

Cagatay, Hasan
Ph.D., Department of Philosophy
Supervisor: Prof. Dr. Teo Griinberg

February 2012, 132 pages

Many philosophers tend to defend the view that there is a significant relation
between the problem of determinism / indeterminism and the problem of free will.
The belief that there exists such a significant relation is supported by our
intuitions; however, in this thesis, | defend just the opposite view: free will has no
significant dependence on the deterministic or indeterministic character of causal
relations. In the same way, | propose that the question, whether or not
determinism is true, cannot be answered based on observations about the problem

of free will.

| believe that the genuine question whose answer would illuminate the darkness
surrounding free will is whether or not will supervenes on anything other than
itself. Therefore, in order to decide whether or not we are free, the question we
should ask is “Does will supervene upon something other than itself?”” Moreover,

| defend the position that no matter whether the world is deterministic or



indeterministic, if physicalism is true, i.e. if properties of free will supervene upon

physical properties, then we cannot enjoy genuine freedom.

The position of the thesis has some important ethical implications: If we cannot be
genuinely free, we cannot be genuinely responsible for our actions either. This
implies that retributive and admirative desires towards other persons are rationally
untenable. | defend the view that only practical attitudes like reinforcement and

punishment or isolation and inclusion are rationally tenable.

Keywords: Compatibilism, Determinism, Free Will, Foreknowledge,

Incompatibilism



0z

OZGUR IRADE VE BELIRLENIRCILIK:
BIRBIRLERIYLE GERCEKTEN ILGILILER Mi?

Cagatay, Hasan
Doktora, Felsefe

Tez Yoneticisi: Prof. Dr. Teo Griinberg

Subat 2012, 132 sayfa

Birgok diistiniir ozgiir irade problemiyle, belirlenircilik/belirlenmezcilik problemi
arasinda onemli bir iliski oldugunu savunma egiliminde. Boyle bir iliskinin var
oldugu goriisti sezgilerimizle destekleniyorsa da, bu tezde karsit fikri
savunacagim: 6zgiir irade problemi, nedensel yapinin belirlenir ya da
belirlenmezligine bagimli degildir. Ayni bicimde, bana gore, belirlenirciligin
dogru olup olmadig1 sorusuna, 6zgiir iradeye dair gozlemlerimizden yola ¢ikarak

cevap verilemez.

Bana gore, 6zgiir irade kavraminin ¢evresindeki sisi dagitacak asil soru, iradenin
kendisinden baska bir seyin gélgesi olup olmadigi, kendisinden bagka bir seye
bagimli olup olmadigidir. Bu nedenle, 6zgiir olup olmadigimizi anlamak i¢in
sormamiz gereken soru “Irade kendisinden baska bir seye bagimli midir?” ya da
“Fizikalizm dogru mudur?” olmalidir. Ayrica, fizikalizm dogruysa, belirlenirci bir
diinyada yasayip yasamadigimizdan bagimsiz olarak, gercek anlamda bir

ozgiirlikten bahsedilemeyecegini savunuyorum.

Vi



Bu pozisyonun bazi1 6nemli etik imalar1 da var: Eger ger¢ek anlamda 6zgiir
degilsek, ger¢ek anlamda sorumluluk tasiyabilecegimiz de s6ylenemez. Bu,
kisilere kars1 intikamc1 ya da 6viicli duygularimizin akilci olmadigina da isaret
ediyor. Bunlarin yerine, 6diil ve ceza ile izolasyon ve bir arada bulunma gibi

pratik tutumlar savunulabilirligine inantyorum.

Anahtar Kelimeler: belirlenircilik, belirlenmezcilik, 6nbilgi, 6zgiir irade, tahmin
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Will is some kind of power to determine one’s actions. Or as Jonathan Edwards
(2001) describes “the faculty of the will is the power of, or source in, the mind by
which it is capable of choosing.” Choosing or determining one’s actions
presupposes desires. Without desires and aversions, we would not care outcomes
of the actions and we would have no reason to choose. Therefore, will
presupposes desires. Without desires, being organic computers or robots, human
beings would not enjoy freedom. Will requires desires; however, our having
desires is not sufficient condition to assure that we have will. To say that we have
will, we have to have a power to perform or at least to try to perform the actions
that we desire to do. We all agree that each of us apparently has will, since we
frequently satisfy our desires by determining our actions. We want to stand up,
and we satisfy this will by standing up. We want to raise our hand, and we satisfy
this will by raising our hand.

We also believe that this will we have is free. By our will’s being free, most of us
roughly mean that it is determined by nothing but ourselves. Even if we have an
intuition that our will is free (it is not determined by anything besides us),

philosophers tend to test this intuition before they accept it.



The supposition that events in our world are completely or at least partly
determined has always been perceived as a threat for free will. In this thesis
mainly the view that the world is completely determined by causal laws, namely
causal determinism, is focused on. If causal determinism is true, then everything
happening is depend on the strict causal laws of nature. Therefore, if causal
determinism is true, then for the complete set of true propositions for each time
point t; (input), there is only one possible complete set of true propositions for a
future or past time point t, (outcome). For determinists, when | buy a lottery
ticket, it is strictly determined whether or not I would win. Causal laws have such
a deterministic character, such that even the choices of a person who would draw

for the lottery are strictly predetermined.

If determinism is true, then with respect to alternative possibilities, the future is
not different than the past: They are both determined or unchangeable. In other
words, if determinism is true, an event at a time point t could not have happened
or may not happen in a way different than it was or it will. Determinism
seemingly implies that there is no real probabilistic event or genuine free will.! If
determinism is true, even if we do not know in which way an electron, a die or a
person would behave, each of these may behave in only one strictly
predetermined way at a particular time point t. This implies that complete
empirical data about the world for any time t; and conjunction of all the causal
laws are adequate to derive complete empirical data belonging to a past or future

time point t;, which can schematically expressed as follows:

! By “genuine free will,” | mean the referent of the concept of free will used mostly by
incompatibilists, which demands conditions which are hard to be satisfied like alternative
possibilities or self origination: I name this kind of concepts of free will as “strong free will” later
in this section. See also van Inwagen, 1983, 1989; Kane, 1989, 1996, 1999.



Et, (Complete empirical data for a time point ty)

L (Conjunction of laws of nature)

Et, (Complete empirical data for a time point t

One of the most fundamental questions about free will comes up here: If every
event, including our decisions, are completely dependent on the causal laws and
facts belonging to a time when we had not been born, then how can our wills or
anything in our world can be free? And since we are responsible for neither the
state of world belonging a time when we had not been born, nor for the laws of
nature, how can we be responsible for our actions, which are predetermined by

these two factors??

Resting on various arguments, some thinkers believe that we cannot be free, if
determinism is true. Some others asks, “Why not?”. There are four fundamental
opinions about the dependency of freedom of will on determinism: (1) Firstly,
hard incompatibilists (or pessimistic incompatibilists), like Derk Pereboom
(1995), Galen Strawson (2000), and Janet Radcliffe Richards (2000) believe that
we may not have free will, no matter whether determinism is true or false. (2) The
other incompatibilists, libertarian incompatibilists, agnostic incompatibilists® and
hard determinists like Peter Van Inwagen (1983, pp. 93-105; 1989, pp. 404-405),
Robert Kane (1989, 1996, 1999) and Paul Holbach (1957) believe that especially
determinism is incompatible with free will, because of its distinctive features. For

them, if we have free will, then our world has to be indeterministic. (3) There are

2 peter van Inwagen rejects compatibilism using a more systematical version of this argument, the
consequence argument (1983, pp. 93-105). | will return to this argument and deal with it in the
section “Another Interpretation of PAP,” in detail.

® Thinkers who believe that free will and determinism are incompatible but are agnostic about
whether or not we have free will and whether or not our world is deterministic.



also some compatibilists who believe that if we have free will, this means that our
world has to be deterministic (Hobart, 1934). Since they do not believe that free
will and indeterminism are compatible, it can be proper to call them “pessimistic*
compatibilists.” (4) Some others philosophers, like Harry Frankfurt (1969, pp.
838-839)° and Daniel C. Dennett (1984a, 1984b) argue that free will and
determinism are compatible, like the former group of compatibilists. However,
these philosophers also accept that free will and indeterminism are compatible,
unlike the former compatibilists. This is why it can be accurate to call them
“optimistic compatibilists.” Even if pessimistic incompatibilists and optimistic
compatibilists seem to be positioned at two poles of the discussions, they have an
opinion in common: These two schools are likely to hold the position that the
problem of free will and the problem of determinism / indeterminism are not
actually dependent on each other (at least not in the sense that the other thinkers

believe).

The position of the first chapter is quite close to that of pessimistic
incompatibilists and optimistic compatibilists. Just like them, | believe that the
question whether or not we have free will is not dependent on the question
whether or not our world is deterministic. | share some intuitions defended by
each of these schools: Even if my strong pessimistic intuition pushes me to
believe that we do not have free will, I also have a weaker optimistic intuition
which says that we have free will, whether or not the world is deterministic. These
seemingly opposing intuitions do not necessarily contradict each other. There are

two basic types of concepts of free will®. In the first chapter, | argue for the view

* By naming philosophical positions as “pessimistic” or “optimistic,” I do not intend to make value
judgments about having freedom in any sense. | am just following the convention.

> He also defines (1971, 1987) and defends a new compatibilist concept of free will based on
higher-order desires.

® Obviously, there are more than two concepts of free will in the literature; however, for the sake
of simplicity, in this thesis, these various concepts will be classified as concepts of “weak free
will” or concepts of “strong free will”. To illustrate, Frankfurt, Gary Watson and Susan Wolf



that we have one of them, which is traditionally called “compatibilist free will ”
and which I call “weak free will,” and that we do not have the other, which is
called “libertarian free will” and which I call “strong free will”.” In the second
chapter, | test this claim by considering some mainstream sets of criteria for free

will.

The third chapter is more practical than the first two: A few thought experiments
which are somehow related to Laplace’s demon® are discussed. These thought
experiments may seem (wrongly in my opinion) to some thinkers to be
demonstrations of the significant relation between problem of free will and
problem of determinism / indeterminism. Throughout that chapter, various
candidates of solutions for the puzzling thought experiments are considered and it
is defended that these thought experiments do not really threaten the position of
the first two chapters. Moreover, in that chapter, logical and nomological

possibilities of foreknowledge is discussed.

Determinism is perceived as a threat not only to freedom, but also to
responsibility. If every event has to happen in the way it does, how can we be
genuinely responsible for what we do? In the last chapter, it is argued that we may
not have genuine responsibility. Some of the ethical and practical implications of
our having not strong free will, but only weak free will is discussed in that
chapter.

suggest various concepts of weak free will, and Kane and Strawson suggest various concepts of
strong free will.

" Ted Honderich (1996, p. 856) defines two parallel concepts. See also, Kane, 1996.
® The intelligence Pierre-Simon Laplace (1902, p. 4) describes.


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pierre-Simon_Laplace

CHAPTER I

FREE WILL AND DETERMINISM: ARE THEY EVEN
RELEVANT TO EACH OTHER?

2.1  Two Concepts of Free Will

In his 1996 (p. 856) paper, Ted Honderich proposes that “we have two equally
important ideas of freedom” and he claims “that for this reason both

Incompatibilism and Compatibilism are mistaken|[...].”

For him, behaviors which satisfy only voluntariness condition are free in the
weaker sense and voluntariness is perfectly compatible with determinism. To
describe the other, hard-to-satisfy idea of freedom he first defines origination:
“An action is originated if it is within the control of the agent but is not the effect
of a certain causal sequence” (Honderich, 1996, p. 855). To have the freedom in
the stronger sense, our actions should be both voluntary and originated and
Honderich believes that this idea of freedom is not compatible with determinism
(Honderich, 1996, p. 856). I think this border between two ideas is reasonable,
and Honderich’s claim that only one of these ideas of freedom is compatible with
determinism is true. However, he also implies that strong freedom is compatible



with indeterminism by emphasizing determinism’s (only determinism’s) being
incompatible with free will in the stronger sense. This is the point where we begin
to disagree. | discuss our disagreements with Honderich in the section
Origination. In this section, the distinction between the weak and the strong free
will, to which the rest of the dissertation will have numerous references, is

elucidated.

Concepts of weak free will are simpler to deal with. The Humean concept of free
will can be considered to be one of the most fundamental versions of the concept
of weak free will: Hume claims that if you have some volitional actions, in which
your desires seem to have a causal role, you have (weak) free will (Hume, 1975,
p. 95).° You have weak free will, if and only if you could (would) do otherwise, if
you wanted to do so. | will concentrate on the concepts of weak free will mostly in
the sections named ““l, Puppet,” “Compatibilist PAP” and “Free to Will What We
Want to Will.”

Weak freedom is easy to talk about and easy to ascribe to our volitional actions.
Strong free will, on the other hand, is too slippery to handle. It cannot be satisfied
merely by the existence of seemingly volitional actions. To say that we have
strong free will, we have to satisfy harder criteria like ultimate responsibility in
Kane’s sense (1989, 1996, 1999), self-origination (Strawson, 2000), or principle
of alternative possibilities.

The position of this thesis is dependent on these two concepts of free will: |
defend the view that independently of the problem of determinism, we do have
weak free will and we do not have strong free will. Philosophers seem to agree in
that we do have weak free will. Therefore, | will take the problem of free will as
the problem of strong free will. In the rest of the work, I will use “free will” to

refer to “strong free will”, unless stated otherwise.

® See also 6" chapter of Moore, 1912 and Mclntyre, 1994.



Taking “free will” as “strong free will” makes the position of this thesis quite
close to hard incompatibilism. However, since | claim that, just like the problem
of strong free will, the problem of weak free will is not dependent on the problem
of determinism / indeterminism, it can be more self-explanatory to refer to my

position as “no-dependence position” (NDP).

2.2 |, Puppet

There is a critical monist assumption this dissertation is committed to: | assume
that physicalism is true, like most of the contemporary philosophers do implicitly
when they are dealing with free will. If physicalism is true, our world supervenes
upon the physical. Everything in our world is dependent on physical entities. This
assumption may seem to be a little pessimistic since it implies that we are just
puppets of the physical entities, which act according to the laws of physics. We
are complex puppets with feelings, wills, ideas, and so on; and the physical is the
puppeteer. Since we achieve our goals harmonious with our desires, we, puppets,

possess a belief that we have “free” will.

First, let us suppose that the puppeteer (the physical world) behaves
deterministically; it animates us according to a set of deterministic rules, such that
for each animation (behavior, feeling, thought, etc.) of the puppets (us) at t;, the
next animation to be performed at tj+ is strictly determined. Now, no matter how
complex and seemingly free these puppets are, is not it counter-intuitive to claim
that these puppets (us) have free will? Their wills and behaviors are strictly
determined by the puppeteer. Knowing that their wills are in the hands of a
puppeteer, should we still call them “free?” As far as my intuitions are concerned,

if we are living in a physicalistic deterministic world, we cannot have free will.



We may have a belief in free will, and we may be capable of achieving goals
which are coherent with our will, but since our will and behaviors supervene upon
physical entities, we cannot call them “free,” I believe, without weakening the

meaning of “free.”

Probably, some compatibilists would not agree with me. However, this is not due
to our conflicting beliefs about the empirical facts. They would not agree with me,
because their concept of weak free will is more embracing than the concepts of
strong free will under consideration. They would say, “We, puppets, have
complex structures like desires and wills anyways. Even if these complex
structures are strictly determined by the physical world, still, goals coherent with
them are somehow reached. Therefore, we, the puppets, should be considered to
be free. “After all,” they would say, “the concept of (weak) free will does not

require being independent of the physical world (the puppeteer).”

As long as we have the same opinion that living in a classical physicalistic world
makes us, puppets, in the control of the physical world, | do not think it is crucial
to discuss whether or not we should call ourselves “free”. Let compatibilists say
that we are free, having the concept of weak free will in their minds, and let me

say that we are not free, having the concept of strong free will in my mind.

The implications of a deterministic physicalistic world having been presented,
now the other physicalist possibility, the possibility of our living in an
indeterministic physicalistic world, will be discussed: This time, the puppeteer
(physical world) animates puppets (us) in an indeterministic way. Now it animates
us either randomly or with probabilistic laws (of physics). If this is the case, the
audience of the puppet show cannot, in principle, be sure of the puppet’s next
action by looking at the previous series of actions. Does it make any difference?
Does being unexpected make us freer? Could these indeterministic puppets be
free from the puppeteer? My answer to these questions are “no;” because in an
indeterministic physicalistic world, even if the laws of physics are probabilistic,



there is no possibility of our doing something other than what the physical world

imposes on us.

Probably, this claim needs a clarification: An ambivalent driver’s decision
whether or not she will stop when the red traffic light is on can be dependent on a
particular electron’s state in her nervous system. Let us say that she will decide to
stop if the electron in her nervous system is in spin up state, and she will pass the
red light if the electron is in the spin down state. To simplify, let us assume that
since there is no electromagnetic effect on this electron, it can be in spin up state
or spin down state with probabilities of 1/2 each. Now, whether or not this
electron will be in spin up state may not be determined; however, it is strictly
determined that she decides to stop, if the electron is in spin up state. In this case,
can it be said that the puppets, whose perfect strings are in the hands of a
puppeteer, have free will, just because the puppeteer decides how to animate the
puppet with probabilistic rules? Can a puppet be free to choose which action to
perform? Indeterminacy imposed by the puppeteer does not make the puppets
free, since probability involved in this indeterminacy is not in the control of the
puppets. In the same way, indeterminacy about the physical does not make us

free, since probability involved in the indeterminacy is not in our control.

If the analogy between puppets in the control of a puppeteer and persons in a
physicalistic world is a proper one, it seems inevitable to conclude living in a
physicalistic world does not (or would not) allow us to be free, independently of
the problem of determinism. In other words, if no puppets can be considered to be
free, then no decision or action in a physicalistic world can be considered to be
free. As | stated previously, with a different conception of (weak) free will, 1
could also reach the opposite conclusion: If we are living in a physicalistic world,
no matter if it is deterministic or indeterministic, we have weak free will, as long
as the correlation between how we want to act and how we act is preserved at

least to a degree. What is important here is that the problem of free will is not

10



actually dependent on the problem of determinism / indeterminism. The point in
the analogy is the puppets’ dependency on something external, the puppeteer; in
other words, it is about the supervenience of puppets’ properties upon the
puppeteer (something external) as our properties supervene upon the physical

(something external) properties in a physicalistic world.

2.3. Isthe Analogy Proper?

The argument presented in the last section rests on the analogy between puppets /
puppeteer and persons / physical world. If this analogy is not a proper one, last
section may simply be an “intuition pump” that does not rest on a reliable ground.
The questions of this section are, “Are we really analogous to the puppets, in the
sense required for the soundness of the argument?”, and “Is the physical world
really analogous to the puppeteer (in the sense required for the soundness of the
argument)?”. Obviously, my answers to these questions are “yes,” although there
is an important asymmetry between the two relata of the analogy: Physical entities
constitute us, whereas the puppeteer does not constitute the puppets. That is, there
is a widely shared intuition that we need our body to exist, when puppets may
exist without the puppeteer. For identity theorists the problem is even more
crucial. For them, we are the same thing as our physical constituents, when the
puppets are indeed not the same thing as the puppeteers. Moreover, the
relationship between the puppets and the puppeteer is causal, when the
relationship between us and physical entities is the relation of supervenience.

So | have to accept that the analogy between puppets / puppeteer and persons /
physical world is far from being a perfect one, not surprisingly. “Not

surprisingly,” because not being perfect is the nature of analogies, even if it is a
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disadvantage. However, | believe that these imperfections are not significant for
the subject under discussion; even if there are differences between puppet-world-
relations and physicalistic-world-relations, in both of the worlds the
supervenience relation holds: Just as puppets supervene on the puppeteer,
everything in the physicalistic world supervenes on the physical entities. Just as
given that two physical worlds are qualitatively identical, persons in these worlds
have to be qualitatively identical with the assumption that physicalism is true;
given that two puppeteers are qualitatively identical, the puppets have to be

qualitatively identical.

My sympathy towards the puppet analogy arises from our pessimistic intuitions
about the possibility of a puppet’s having free will. A more accurate analogy
could be constructed between robots / physical world and persons / physical
world; and the argument suggested in the last chapter would work for this analogy
too. In the next section, | discuss the robot analogy and show that the arguments
for NDP smoothly work for this analogy. Just like the illustration about a driver
deciding whether or not to stop at a red light, the robot illustration is not

vulnerable to the objections based on the properness of the analogy.

2.4. 1, Robot

It can be claimed that to assume that physicalism is true, does not make us
complex puppets. Maybe the assumption that physicalism is true makes us
complex robots instead. Complex robot analogy is free from some of the problems
puppet analogy suffers from: First of all, robots’ parts constitute the robot, just
like our body constitutes us. For an identity theorist, robots are the same thing as

compounds of their parts, just like we are the same thing as our physical
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constituents. And the relationship between the robots’ parts and the robots is
based on supervenience, just like the relationship between us and our physical
parts. So robot analogy seems me to be less vulnerable to criticisms based on the
improperness of the analogy.

As it is stated in the last section, and for the reasons stated in the last section, here
it will be tried to be shown that arguments presented in I, Puppet works also for

the robot analogy.

If physicalism is true, we can be considered to be complex robots with feelings,
wills, ideas, and so on.'® Since we achieve our goals harmonious with our desires,

we, robots, constitute a belief that we have free will.

First, let us suppose that our (robots’) parts and the physical world causally
connected to our parts behaves deterministically; they determine events related to
us with respect to a set deterministic laws of physics, such that for each action
(behavior, feeling, thought, etc.) of the robots (us) at t;, the next action to be
performed at ti. is strictly determined. Now, no matter how complex and
seemingly free these robots are, isn’t it counter-intuitive to claim that these robots
(us) have free will? Every response of robots is dependent on physical laws and

entities which are external to the robots.

And the other side of the thought experiment: Robots are living in an
indeterministic world. In an indeterministic world, robots would behave more
adventurously. At least, probably, they would seem to us be so. Does their
behaving in accordance with probabilistic rules governing the physical world,
make them free? Could these robots behave in a way other than the physical world

imposes?

1%In this section I will occasionally, reuse some expressions in the section “I, Puppet” by only
replacing “puppet” with “robot” and “puppeteer” with “physical world.” This is meant to support
that the puppet analogy is as proper as the robot analogy for the purpose of the argument. If the
reader agrees with me in that the puppet analogy was not misleading, it can be proper to skip this
section.
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2.5.  Argument of No-Dependence-Position

It can be claimed that if we have only analogies we have nothing.

(1) If physicalism is true, then everything is determined by laws of physics,

probability involved in them and initial state of the world. (Premise)

(2) We have no control over laws of physics, probability involved in them

and initial state of the world. (Premise)

(3) If physicalism is true, our actions are determined by laws of physics,
probability involved in them and initial state of the world. (Universal

instantiation on 1)

(4) If we are free for an action, then we have control over this actions.
(Premise)

(5) If physicalism is true, then (no matter whether determinism is true or false)

our actions are not free. (From 2, 3 and 4)

(6) If physicalism is true, the problem of free will has no dependency on the

problem of determinism / indeterminism. (From 5)

Proposition (1) and (2) are scientifically well supported premises. (3) obviously
follows from (1) by universal instantiation. (5) and (6) logically follows from first

4 steps.

However (4) is questionable, since there are numerous criteria of free will, most
of which refer to the concept of control. Because there is no agreement on the

criteria for a will to qualify as free, NDP must face with various mainstream
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conceptions of free will. Could valid arguments of NDP be constructed for
different reasonable criteria of free will? The second chapter of the thesis is
devoted to test the argument of NDP with mainstream conceptions of free will
suggested by the compatibilist and incompatibilist schools.
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CHAPTER 111

ON THE VARIOUS CRITERIA FOR FREEDOM OF THE
WILL

3.1. Principle of Alternative Possibilities

3.1.1. Two Kinds of Principle of Alternative Possibilities

Most philosophers who work on the problem of free will, base their concepts of
free will and responsibility on each other. This is intuitive: If we are not free in
our actions, we are not responsible for them. Most incompatibilists believe that
someone can be considered to be responsible for an action, only if she could have
avoided performing this action (Van Inwagen, 1978; Ginet, 1996; Kane, 1989,
1996, 1999). That is, someone can be considered to be responsible for doing
something, only if she could have done something else (otherwise). Likewise,
thinkers favoring this principle believe that an action performed is a mark of a free

will, only if the performer might have avoided performing this action. That is to
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say, a thief’s action of stealing a car is free and he is blameworthy, only if he
could have chosen not to steal the car. Or a hero’s saving the world is free and she
deserves praise only if she could have avoided her saving the world. This kind of
principles in general are the principles of alternative possibilities (PAP).

Most thinkers excluding Frankfurt and Dennett agree that freedom requires being
able to do otherwise; however, it is mostly not clear what is meant by “being able
to do otherwise.” There are different forms of PAP and through the rest of the
chapter, some of these PAPs are examined. To begin with, a thinker may mean (1)
“being able to do otherwise, given that the past is the same” (PAP concerning
determinacy), or (2) “being able to do otherwise in exactly the same (current)
circumstances” (PAP concerning supervenience), by PAP. Even if these two
versions of PAP seem very similar, they should not be used interchangeably, since

they have dramatically different implications.

In the case of the ambivalent driver, given that past is exactly the same, the driver
could have done otherwise, since the state of the electron in her nervous system
had not been determined before the time she decided. However, given that
circumstances are exactly the same, which involves the final state of the electron
in the driver’s nervous system, she could not have done otherwise. | believe that
the PAP concerning determinacy, which is related to determinacy, is not a
necessary or sufficient condition for free will and responsibility. On the other
hand, PAP concerning supervenience, which is related to relation of
supervenience, | claim, is a necessary condition for strong free will and genuine

responsibility.

Therefore, with respect to the conceptualization formulated above, given that our
physicalistic world is indeterministic, we may not do otherwise in exactly the
same circumstances; while we may do otherwise, given that the past is the same. It
seems more appropriate to me to use “may do” instead of “can do,” because we do

not have any control over indeterministic physical events, which inevitably assign
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our choices and actions. And since it does not give us control over our actions, |
defend the claim that satisfying this PAP, which is related to determinacy, does

not give us freedom required for responsibility.

| defend the view that the PAP concerning determinacy is irrelevant to the
problem of freedom; however, most incompatibilists use PAP concerning
determinacy to decide if we have free will in deterministic or indeterministic
worlds. In his An Essay on Free Will, Van Inwagen puts forward three arguments,
in order to show that free will and determinism are incompatible. His third
argument, the consequence argument, is based on the PAP concerning

determinacy, resting upon the sameness of the past.

First, he defines an operator “N” that attaches to sentences such that “N p” means
“p and no one has, or ever had, any choice about whether p.” Then he claims that
two intuitively attractive rules namely Rule (a) and Rule (B) are true (Van
Inwagen, 1983, pp 93-94).

Rule (a) op + Np

Rule (8) N(p>q), Np FNq.

His argument, which is based on these principles and premises takes 7 steps:
Po: State of the world at a distant past time point.

L: Conjunction of all the laws of nature.

P: Any true proposition.

If determinism is true, then it follows that
(1) o(Py&L>P)
is true. From (1) we may deduce
(2) o(Po2(L2P))
by elementary modal and sentential logic. Applying rule () to (2), we have:
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(3) N(Po> (L P)).
We now introduce a premiss:
(4) NP.
From (3) and (4) we have by Rule (B):
(5) N(L>oP).
We introduce a second premiss:
(6) NL.
Then, from (5) and (6) by (B):
(7) NP (Van Inwagen, 1983, pp 94-95).

| am suspicious about the truth of the rule (). According to rule (@), if p is
necessarily true, then no one has or ever had any choice whether p. On the other
hand, what if someone necessarily chooses something, i.e. someone necessarily
chooses p to be true. Such cases are logically possible: God necessarily chooses
what is good or if determinism true, then everybody “chooses” what physical laws

necessitates.

It may be argued that if something is determined, we should not call it “choice;”
however, | do not agree because of the reasons | present in the next section. |
believe that Van Inwagen’s intuition in deriving this argument is based on his
commitment to PAP concerning determinacy and this PAP is not an acceptable
criteria for free will in any sense. | propose that a less problematic version of the

consequence argument could be set up in the following way

(1) If determinism is true, for every complete set of true propositions
belonging to a time point, there is only one possible complete set of true

propositions for each later time point. (From the definition of determinism)

(2) There is only one complete true set of propositions for every past time

point. (Premise)
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(3) There was a time at which there were no living beings. (Scientifically well

supported premise)

(4) If determinism is true, there is only one possible complete set of true
propositions for each time point at which there are living beings. (From 1,
2 and 3)

(5) If determinism is true, we cannot do otherwise (with respect to PAP

concerning determinacy). (From 4)

The arguments in this form show only that PAP concerning determinacy can be
satisfied, only if indeterminism is true. They show only that given that the past is
the same, we may do otherwise, only if the world is indeterministic. And it is not
only us; the same is true for even lifeless objects: A die might have come up some
value other than it did, only in an indeterministic world. However, this does not
lead us to believe that a die is free in an indeterministic world. The reason why we
believe a die satisfying this PAP is not free is simply that a die has no control over
which value it comes up. Do we have any control over the behaviors of physical
entities, which determines our choices in a deterministic physicalistic world? No,
we do not. On the contrary, we are governed by physical laws. And even if our
world is indeterministic, as long as physicalism is true, we do not have any control
over physical world, which governs us. To sum up, | think, any argument based
on PAP concerning determinacy does not prove any proposition favoring

incompatibilism.
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3.1.2. Ms. Determined

PAP concerning determinacy has some other problems to be dealt with: Let me
introduce you Ms. Determined. She is a poker star who is very good at math and
whose memory is perfect for playing poker. By considering all the relevant

information in a game, she makes decisions with best pay off.

When you are watching her in a tournament, an incompatibilist comes by and tells

you that Ms. Determined does not have free will.
You ask: “Why do you think so?”

“I am watching her for a long time,” the incompatibilist replies. “Whenever she

has a pair of aces, she is trying to raise the bet, hiding strength of her hand.”
“Isn’t it reasonable? Shouldn’t you raise the bet when you have a pair of aces?”

The incompatibilist is tired of not being understood: “Of course, you should! But
you don’t understand! Since she is so good at mathematics and psychology, since
she has such a good memory, and since she has such an enormous desire to play
optimally, there is no way she would not try to raise the bet when she has a pair of

aces.”
“SO?,,

“So she could not have done otherwise and this means she does not enjoy

freedom, at least not when she is playing poker.”

“And me, as a rookie poker player,” you say, “make inconsistent decisions. I may
not raise the bet when I should. This means (!) that | am freer than she is on the

poker table. Am | right?”
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This kind of thought experiment makes me believe that indeterminacy is not
something a genuine choice must conceptually involve, contrary to the
incompatibilist position. It may be claimed that | caricaturized the defenders of
the PAP concerning determinacy. It is also possible that a libertarian
incompatibilist would interpret the case of Ms. Determined in the following way:
“Maybe there is no way for Ms. Determined not to try raising the bet when she
has a pair of aces given her passion and ability to win; but if she wanted not to
raise—if she wanted to lose— Ms. Determined could prevent herself from raising.”
However, such a defense should not satisfy an incompatibilist, since this
conception of free will (a version of weak free will) belongs to the compatibilist
view and it implies that compatibilism is true. Ms. Determined could have
prevented herself from raising, if she had wanted to do so; not only in an
indeterministic world, but also in a deterministic world. This would probably

upset incompatibilists, wouldn’t it?

PAP concerning determinacy makes rookie players freer than perfect ones. In the
same way, according to PAP concerning determinacy, perfectly good willed
angels are not free and praiseworthy unlike fairly good persons, since only the
latter ones could do bad things.** Note that PAP concerning supervenience does
not suffer from these problems, because in a physicalistic world neither rookie nor
perfect poker players could do otherwise in exactly the same circumstances.
Neither of them qualifies to be genuinely free or responsible. This is evident:
After all, in a physicalist world, given that complete set of true propositions about

physical is the same, nothing could be different than it is.

Indeed, | agree with incompatibilists in that if causal determinism is true, no one
has, or ever had, any indeterminacy in their choices. However, | do not believe

that this proves anything they intended. Genuine choices necessitate a plurality;

1 Another one of this kind of thought experiments is examined in the last chapter, which is about
responsibility.
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but this is not plurality of possible actions, it is plurality of options. In other
words, a genuine choice necessitates more than one options; however, it is not
necessary that a genuine choice is indeterminate. A perfect chess player does not
behave indeterministically, but since she has options and we assume that she has

control over her actions we take her to be free.

3.1.3. NDP and PAP Concerning Supervenience

And the main problem: Is NDP coherent with the concept of free will based on the
PAP concerning supervenience? First, it is obvious that PAP concerning
supervenience cannot be met in a deterministic, physicalistic world. Is it, on the
other hand, possible that in a physicalistic and indeterministic world, we can or
could do otherwise in exactly the same circumstances? Let me return to the
puppet analogy: In a physicalistic and indeterministic world, the puppeteer
decides what we will do by following probabilistic rules. But still, for each state
of the puppeteer, which is assigned in an indeterministic way, the puppets have
only one possible state. This should conceptually follow, since we assume that

physicalism is true and everything supervenes on the physical world.

| have already tried to clarify this idea with the thought experiment in which an
electron belonging to an ambivalent driver’s nervous system determines whether
or not she will stop when the red traffic light goes on. We can revisit the idea
using the puppet analogy. Let us suppose that the puppeteer chooses its next
movement by flipping an onticly probabilistic coin. If the coin comes up heads, it
raises its hands; and if the coin comes up tails, it does not raise its hands. And

when the puppeteer raises its hands, let us say the puppet jumps. In this case, the
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puppet’s role seems to be analogous with our role in an indeterministic
physicalistic world. Now would it not be absurd to say that the puppet has free
will in this case? It would, I believe. And a working version of the principle of
alternative possibilities, which I call “PAP concerning supervenience”, implies the
same, since the puppets cannot do otherwise, in exactly the same circumstances. It
may not be determined whether or not the puppeteer raises its hands before the
time it does so, but it is strictly determined that the puppet jumps when the

puppeteer raises its hands.

That is, not only in a deterministic world, but also in an indeterministic and
physicalistic world, we cannot do otherwise in exactly the same conditions. Or in
other words, PAP concerning supervenience implies that in a physicalistic world
we cannot have free will, and this is true for both deterministic and indeterministic
physicalistic worlds. A version of the argument of NDP works for PAP

concerning supervenience.

| suspect that some incompatibilists would not accept this supervenience
interpretation of PAP. They would say that even if there is only one state of will
corresponding to each possible condition of the physical world, this outcome is
not determined before the time it emerges. They may accuse me of
misinterpretation, and insist on PAP concerning determinacy. In that case, my
defense could be simply that their interpretation of the requirement of PAP

implies that puppets do have free will in an indeterministic world.

However, this defense works only if libertarians think that PAP concerning
determinacy is necessary and sufficient condition for free will. On the other hand,
most libertarians thinks that PAP is a necessary, but not a sufficient condition for
free will (Kane, 1996, p. 33). They suggest some additional criteria for a will to
qualify as free. | deal with these additional conditions throughout the rest of the

chapter.
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3.1.4 Arguments Against and for Indeterminacy PAP

PAP concerning determinacy has been the dominant PAP (I think misleadingly) in
the contemporary incompatibilism. That is why throughout this section, 1 will
refer to PAP concerning determinacy as “PAP.” In spite of problems I articulated
in the last section, PAP concerning determinacy is perceived as one of the
strongest castles for incompatibilist accounts. However, this castle of
incompatibilism, which is strengthened by the walls of intuition, has not been
immune to criticisms at all. Harry G. Frankfurt complains about the tendency to
take PAP (PAP concerning determinacy) as if it is an a priori truth and he claims
that this principle is mistaken. He suggests a counter-example to support his

opinion:

Suppose someone—Black, let us say—wants Jones, to perform a certain
action. Black is prepared to go to considerable lengths to get his way, but he
prefers to avoid showing his hand unnecessarily. So he waits until Jones, is
about to make up his mind what to do, and he does nothing unless it is clear
to him (Black is an excellent judge of such things) that Jones, is going to
decide to do something other than what he wants him to do. If it does
become clear that Jones, is going to decide to do something else, Black takes
effective steps to ensure that Jones, decides to do, and that he does do, what
he wants him to do. Whatever Jones,'s initial preferences and inclinations,
then, Black will have his way (Frankfurt, 1969, p. 835).

Frankfurt assumes that Black has enough power to make Jones perform the action
(B) that Black wants him to do: Threatening, manipulating, using a neurological
device to determine Jones’s decisions... Anything imaginable. Then he assumes
that Jones decides to perform B by his own will. In this case, it seems obvious that

Jones would be responsible for his action, since Black’s conspiracy did not have a
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role in determining Jones’s action B. He would have done B, even if Black had
not even existed. On the other hand, according to PAP, although Jones does what
he wants to do without any causal effect from Black’s conspiracy, since Jones
could not have done otherwise, he is not responsible and his action is not free. The

thought experiment seems to threaten PAP.

However, not everyone grants consistency of Frankfurt’s counter-example: David
Widerker (2000)*?, defines a sign which he calls “S1”.** Observing if S1 arises by
a time earlier than Jones’s potential action under consideration, Black understands
if Jones will perform the action without his interruption and decides whether or
not to show his hands. Indeed, Widerker is right in that such a sign is necessary to
make Frankfurt’s thought experiment complete. Then, Widerker argues that if S1
is such a perfect predictor of Jones’s decision, then Jones’s decision should be
predetermined. Contrary to Frankfurt’s presupposition, Jones is not responsible
for what he did, since he could not have done otherwise. And if S1 is not a perfect
predictor, then it is not true that Jones could not have done otherwise and this is
why Jones is responsible for what he has done. In other words, by assuming that a
free action can be perfectly predicted in his thought experiment, Frankfurt

preassumed that PAP is false.

Accepting that Frankfurt’s thought experiment was not enough to disprove PAP,
Alfred R. Mele and David Robb attack PAP, by modifying the original scenario.
Before beginning their thought experiment, they guarantee that their world is not
deterministic and there is no sign like S1 in their thought experiment. However,
they also remind us that the world’s being indeterministic does not mean that

there is no causally determined event in this world.

12 He puts his remark forward first in 1995.

B Actually, Widerker defines S1 for his own version of a Frankfurt-style counter-example. In
order not cause unnecessary confusions, I will apply his argument to Frankfurt’s original counter-
example.
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This time, Black is trying to make Bob steal a car and he uses some kind of
conditional process P to guarantee this. P assures that Bob decides to steal the car
at a certain time t,, in the following way: If Bob does not decide to steal the car
until tp, then P will cause Bob to decide to steal the car. Consequently, like in all
the similar counter-example scenarios, Bob decides to steal the car by his own
indeterministic decision before t, and P plays no role in this decision (Mele and
Robb, 1998).

This new scenario, does not necessitate a sign, and it seems that it disproves PAP.
However, Widerker does not agree. He believes that this new scenario is

inconsistent too. The first question Widerker asks is this:

Given the presence of the deterministic process P, how is it that P does not

cause Bob’s decision to steal the car, but rather it is Bob who makes that
decision on his own (Widerker, 2000, p. 183)?

He claims that this is possible only if when two processes are about to cause
Bob’s decision, P is preempted by Bob’s decision process. Let us denote the time
when Bob’s decision would preempt P, by “t3.” Obviously, t3 is earlier than t,.
And Widerker asks his critical question: How can we know that Bob would not

change his decision within the time interval [ts, t,]?

If the preemption does not take place at the last time point before the decision
takes place, Widerker’s criticism seems to be acceptable and the existence of such

a very last time point before a time point is controversial.

Eleonore Stump (1996) tries to solve this problem without making the preemption
take place at the last time point before the decision takes place. Instead, she gives

a neuroscope to Black™* which lets him observe and manipulate neural firings in

4 Again for the simplicity’s sake, I will apply Stump’s counter-example to the original thought
experiment articulated by Frankfurt.
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Jones’s nervous system. Black observes by his neuroscope that every time Jones
decides to do B, a sequence of neurons, which always contains a, b, ¢ near its
beginning, fires; and every time Jones decides not to do B, another sequence of
neurons, which always contains x, y, z near its beginning, fires. Then Black
adjusts his neuroscope such that whenever the neuroscope detects the firing of x,
y, Z, it inhibits the neural sequence and activates a coercive neurological
mechanism resulting in the firings of a, b, ¢ which would cause Jones to decide to
do B. Otherwise, the neuroscope does not intervene Jones’s nervous system and
lets Jones do B by himself. Then Stump assumes that Jones performs B without

any neural intervention by the neuroscope.

The dodge in Stump’s scenario is that there is a time gap between the beginning
of the natural mechanism causing Jones’s decision and his decision itself. In this
scenario, Black has time to stop Jones from deciding to do B. However, Stump
sacrifices the indeterminacy lasting until the decision. Widerker objects to
Stump’s scenario, by arguing that in this story, will is causally determined by the
sequence of firings of a, b, ¢ and Jones could not have done otherwise in the sense

PAP requires.

Considering his objections to Mele, Robb and Stump, it maybe that for Widerker,
PAP is not just that a person is responsible and free only if she could do
otherwise, but more strongly, a person is responsible and free only if she could do
otherwise at the very time point she decides. However, indeterminism alone does
not guarantee that the indeterminacy involved in an event lasts until the very last
time point it takes place. Widerker’s argument implies that satisfaction of PAP
requires more than a simple indeterminacy. Why do indeterminacies in our
choices have to last until the last moment the decision takes place? Widerker may
answer this question simply by saying “In order to make these choices free.” Even
if 1 do not believe that classical PAP concerning determinacy is a necessary or
sufficient condition for freedom or responsibility, especially for the reasons |
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present in the rest of the section, | believe that Widerker indeed has reasons to

criticize Frankfurt’s work.

Another very strong argument Widerker puts forward against Frankfurt’s counter-
examples is based on his summary of Frankfurt’s argument defending that PAP is

false:

1. The fact that in an IRR-situation™! an agent could not have avoided
performing a certain act plays no role in the explanation of why the agent
performed the act.

2. If a fact is irrelevant to the explanation of why the agent performed a
certain act, then this fact has no bearing on the agent’s moral responsibility
for the act.

3. Hence, in the absence of any other excusing factors, M [The agent is
responsible for his/her act.] is the case.

4. Therefore, PAP is false (Widerker, 2000, p. 189).

Widerker and apparently Kane believes that (2) is false. And Widerker
exposes a counter-example to (2) from an unpublished manuscript written

by Kane:

A hurricane is approaching a coastal city. Smith, a resident of the city,
mistakenly believes that by chanting an elaborate incantation [he]™ could
cause the hurricane to veer off to sea and never strike the coast. Smith
deliberates whether or not to mutter the incantation and (as [he] believes)
thereby to prevent the impending disaster. But, [he] decides not to do so (as
cited in Widerker, 2000, p. 189).

15 Cases in which although a performer has to perform action A (the performer could not have
done otherwise) because of the set of circumstances C, C has no role in determining the
performer’s doing A (or simply cases Frankfurt counter-examples describe).

18 Modifications belong to Widerker.
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Smith’s choice not to save the coast is irrelevant to the fact that the muttering
would not stop the hurricane. He would not save the coast even if he could.
However, because of the fact that the muttering would not stop the hurricane, he is
not responsible for the hurricane. This case can be a proper counter-example for
(2). In other words, maybe this counter-example shows that Frankfurt could not
successfully find why PAP was false. However, he can still be right in that PAP is

false, unless Frankfurt-style counter-examples are overcome.

Up to now, Frankfurt’s critique, new versions of Frankfurt’s scenario and
Widerker’s defense for PAP are presented. To be honest, | find all of these
discussions too confusing. There is a simpler and convincing answer to
Frankfurt’s 1969, | believe, and this response was presented in 1978. In my
opinion, Peter Van Inwagen had overcome the difficulties, long before these

discussions Widerker primarily referring to were suggested.

3.2.  Van Inwagen’s PAP Immune to Frankfurt’s Counter-Examples

As an incompatibilist, Peter Van Inwagen asserts that principles of alternative
possibilities which are immune to Frankfurt’s counter-examples can be generated
and he suggests a set of rules composed of three versions of PAP corresponding to
three different types of entities:

Entity: Acts

PPA (the Principle of Possible Action): “A person is morally responsible for
failing to perform a given act only if he could have performed that act” (Van
Inwagen, 1978, p. 201).

Entity: Particular events
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PPP1 (the Principle of Possible Prevention): “A person is morally responsible for
a certain event (particular) only if he could have prevented it” (Van Inwagen,
1978, p. 206).

Entity: Universals

PPP2 (the Principle of Possible Prevention’): “A person is morally responsible for
a certain state of affairs only if (the state of affairs obtains and) he could have

prevented it from obtaining” (Van Inwagen, 1978, p. 210).

Van Inwagen’s reply to Frankfurt is convincing: Each individual event is only
identical to itself. Therefore, Jones’s performing the action that Black wants
without any causal effect of Black (E) is not the same particular event as Jones’s
performing the action that Black wants under the causal effect of Black (E’). Or
the action corresponding to E, is not the same particular action as the one
corresponding to E'. So Jones could have prevented occurrence of E. This means
he was responsible for E’s occurrence (by PPP1). He was also responsible for
trying to perform the action that Black wants him to do, since he could have
prevented himself from trying it (by PPA). But he was not responsible for the
state of affairs caused by this action (in the universal sense), since he could not
have prevented this state of affairs to be realized due to Black’s conspiracy. The
distinctive applications of principle of alternative possibilities for different kind of
entities seem to solve the problem Frankfurt articulated.

On the other hand, Van Inwagen does not say explicitly that Frankfurt’s counter-
examples failed to disprove PAP. This is why almost two decades later, Carl
Ginet (1996, pp. 406-407) wrote his paper “In Defense of the Principle of
Alternative Possibilities: Why I Don’t Find Frankfurt’s Argument Convincing.”
Ginet concentrates on the Frankfurt’s counter-examples intensively. First he
makes some temporal specifications in Jones’s case: He defines t; as the time
when Jones would do the action Black wants (B) without any causal effect of

Black’s conspiracy. Black decides whether or not Jones would have done B, at
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time t,, which should obviously be later than t;. And if Jones has not performed
the action desired by Black at t;, the conspiracy causes him to perform this action
at t3. However, like in all of the cases, in the end, Jones does B by his own choice.
Now, Kane claims that Jones is responsible for his doing B, by t;; however, he is
not responsible for his performing B by t; (Ginet, 1996, pp. 406-407).

These new versions of PAP concerning determinacy are improved versions of the
old one, but arguments of NDP can still be applied to them: VVan Inwagen and
Ginet claim that Frankfurt made a mistake by not specifying events as much as he
should; and I agree with them. However, a similar specification should be applied
to the other side of the coin: circumstances. Just as Jones’s performing B because
of the conspiracy of Black is not the same event as Jones’s performing B by his
own choice, the circumstance which leads Jones to perform B because of the
conspiracy of Black is not the same circumstance as the circumstance which leads
Jones to perform B by his own choice. Therefore, if Van Inwagen and Ginet want
to show that somebody could do otherwise in exactly the same circumstances,
they have to show that this person can choose two different things in one single
particular circumstance with one single state of her nervous system, or more
precisely, with one single state of the physical. Note that modifying PAP
concerning determinacy in this way transforms it into PAP concerning

supervenience.

As | claimed before, PAP concerning supervenience is impossible to satisfy in a
physicalistic world. No matter if the puppeteer is deterministic or indeterministic,
no matter if we are talking about particular or universal events, no matter how
complex the puppets are, the puppets could not have done otherwise in exactly the
same circumstances; and their being able to do otherwise given that all the facts
about the past are the same does not give them strong freedom required for
genuine responsibility. What puppets desire is strictly determined by the strings in
the hands of a puppeteer. They cannot be free, they cannot be responsible. Our
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desires are in the hands of the physical; we cannot be free, we cannot be

responsible.

3.3.  Origination

Ted Honderich claims that we have two important concepts of free will and he
contends that for this reason both incompatibilists and compatibilists are wrong.
To have free will in the weaker sense, it is enough to have voluntary actions. And
to have the free will in the stronger sense, our actions have to be both voluntary
and originated (causa sui) (Honderich, 1996, p. 856).

Honderich argues like most thinkers that voluntariness is compatible with
determinism. He also states like most incompatibilists that origination is not
compatible with determinism. | agree with him up to this point. However, he does
not maintain NDP. He believes that the problem of strong freedom has

dependencies on the problem of determinism (Honderich, 1996, p. 856).

In my opinion, neither voluntariness (indeterminacy free will) nor origination
(strong free will) has a significant relationship with the problem of determinism /
indeterminism. Voluntariness requires only a regularity between our desires and
fulfillment of these desires. If we regularly satisfy some of our desires, then we
are free in the weaker sense. It is not controversial that we can do what we want.
We may act voluntarily in both deterministic and indeterministic worlds. Only in
the possible worlds in which our desires have no positive correlation with our

actions, could we not act voluntarily.

On the other hand, origination, as | see it, is impossible to satisfy in any

physicalistic world. In a physicalistic world, will, which is assumed to be non-
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physical, cannot be originated; will is just a shadow of physical. Therefore, no
matter whether our world is deterministic or indeterministic, we do not have
Honderich’s stronger free will, which requires origination. In other words, the
problem of free will has no dependency on the problem of determinism /

indeterminism.

3.4. Ultimate Responsibility or Self-Origination

Another criterion of free will is shaped by the concept of ultimate responsibility
(UR), by Kane (1989, 1996, 1999). Kane defines three conditions for free action
and he believes that these conditions can only be satisfied in an indeterministic

world:

(1) (The Production Condition) is the intentional termination of an effort of
will that is the agent's effort of will, and

(2) (The Rationality Condition) the agent (r,) has reasons for doing so
(whichever occurs), (r,) does it for those reasons, (rs) does not choose (for
those reasons) compulsively, and (r4) believes at the time of choice that the
reasons for which it is made are in some sense the weightier reasons, more
worth acting upon than their alternatives, and

(3) (The Ultimacy Condition) given the facts of the situation, no other
explanation (other than the conjunction of (1) and (2)) for the agent's
choosing A or choosing otherwise (whichever occurs) is possible, unless that
explanation can in turn be explained by the conjunction of (1) and (2) itself.
(l.e. the explanation provided by (1) and (2) is “ultimate” or “final.”) In
particular, any explanation of the agent's making the effort of will in (1) and
of the agent's having the character and the reasons or motives for choosing in
(2) will not also explain the choice, even though (1) and (2) will explain the
choice (Kane, 1989, p. 232).
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| do not have much to say about the production condition. Just a clarification:
What Kane means by termination of an effort’s being “intentional” is simply that
its being done knowingly and purposefully by the performer. Kane believes that
this condition is compatible both with determinism and indeterminism. So do |, as
| understand the condition. The production condition intuitively seems to be
satisfied, and it is not one of the problems between compatibilists and

incompatibilists.

Among sub-conditions of the rationality condition | want to concentrate on r3
which is the only one which has difficulties in my opinion. The difficulty is
simply about the ambiguity in the meaning of “compulsion” and Kane intends to
solve it by referring to Frankfurt’s analysis of compulsion based on higher-order
desires: He uses Frankfurt’s (1971, p.9) example of addiction: Somebody having a
first-order desire to use a drug qualifies as a person, only if she also has a second-
order desire directed towards or away from the drug. Now, Frankfurt and Kane
claim that if a person follows her first-order desire and uses the drug despite her
conflicting second-order desire (or I would say “highest-order desire”), she
chooses to use the drug compulsively. And if she follows her second-order desire
and uses or does not use the drug, she does it freely. Even if Frankfurt’s analysis
based on higher-order desires has problems that | will concentrate on later in this
dissertation, I will ignore them for now. In any case, fulfillment of the rationality

condition is not dependent on the problem of determinism.

And the ultimacy condition, the most important one of all three for the problem of
free will and determinism: The explanation provided by (1) and (2) should be
ultimate. Kane believes that this is impossible in a deterministic world. He can be
right in that free will’s being involved in the ultimate explanation for an event is
impossible in a physicalistic world which is deterministic. But if we are living in a
physicalistic world, no matter whether it is deterministic or not, | believe that free

will’s being involved in the ultimate explanation for an event is impossible. It
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seems to me that, the ultimate explanations for a physicalist world should be a
physical explanation. On the other hand, if we are living in a dualistic or idealistic
worlds, in which the will supervenes on nothing besides itself, the ultimacy
condition can be satisfied without any dependency on the problem of determinism
/ indeterminism. Besides, | believe that the concept of explanation is too
anthropocentric, too subjective to be the best candidate to base free will on. No
need to add that, like many of the concepts in philosophy, explanation is not free

of problems: There is a huge literature on the conflicting accounts for explanation.

Galen Strawson attacks the same condition with a different argumentation: In his

view, UR can only be satisfied if we have wills which are self-originated:

... what is the argument that UR requires some kind of radical self-creation?
It has two steps.

(1) When you act, you do what you do, in the situation in which you find
yourself, because of the way you are.

(2) So if you are to be UR for what you do, you must somehow or other be
UR for the way you are—at least in certain crucial mental respects (Strawson,
2000, p.151).

The first step is intuitive and second one naturally follows from it. Therefore, if
we are UR for an action, we have to be UR for our being the way we are.
However, Strawson claims (rightly, in my opinion) that being UR for the way we
are is impossible. His argument to prove his point is the following:

But why, exactly, can't you be UR for the way you are?
Well, it seems clear that

(3) If you are to be UR for the way you are, you must have intentionally
brought it about that you are the way you are.

And the problem is then this. Suppose
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(4) You have somehow intentionally brought it about that you are the way
you now are, in certain mental respects: suppose you have brought it about
that you have a certain mental nature Z in such a way that you can now be
said to be UR for Z.

For this to be true

(5) You must already have had a mental nature Y, in the light of which you
intentionally brought it about that you now have nature Z. (If you didn't
already have a mental nature then you didn't have any intentions or
preferences and can't be UR for the way you now are, even if you have
changed.)

But then

(6) For it to be true that you are UR for how you now are, you must be UR
for that nature, Y, in the light of which you brought it about that you now
have nature Z.

So
(7) You must have intentionally brought it about that you had Y.
But then

(8) You must have existed already with a prior nature, X, in the light of
which you brought it about that you had Y, in the light of which you brought
it about that you now have Z(Strawson, 2000, p.151).

Kane’s UR requires (ultimate) self-origination and it seems that Strawson shows
that it is impossible to have a self-originated will. He also notes that his argument
is independent of any view whether or not determinism is true. So his argument

supports NDP.

As | have already stated, | believe that in order to satisfy the condition of self-
origination, our actions must not be determined by something out of our control.
Strawson points out that our character which has a role in our actions is out of our
control. And this implies that we cannot be UR for our actions. My point already
presented several times is relevant but different: It seems to me that this condition
can only be satisfied in a dualistic or idealistic world, satisfying certain
characteristics; because only in such worlds, will’s state can in principle be in our

control. And this is contrary to my assumption that physicalism is true. In a
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physicalistic world, the physical renders truth of every proposition inevitably,
none of our actions can be (ultimately) self-originated, and truth value of
indeterminism, which does not have any implication about physicalism, does not
change this. Therefore, no matter whether our world is deterministic or
indeterministic, for this criterion of free will, we do not have free will; i. e., the
problem of free will has no dependency on the problem of determinism /
indeterminism. Again, NDP faces no problem in dealing with this concept of free
will, which is based on ultimate responsibility or self-origination.

3.5.  Compatibilist PAP

Another version of the principle of alternative possibilities, which is used by
compatibilists, has implications which are apparently conflicting with
indeterminism and PAP concerning supervenience’s implications discussed in the
Principle of Alternative Possibilities. For these compatibilists, an action is free, if
and only if this action could have been avoided by the performer, if the performer
had wanted to do so (Hume, 1975; Moore, 1912; Mclintyre, 1994). | will call this
principle “compatibilist PAP”. Compatibilist PAP is much easier to satisfy than
any PAP, since it is not a criterion for strong free will. Actually, these
compatibilists are dealing with weak free will. No matter whether we are living in
a deterministic or an indeterministic world, as long as we are concerned with a
volitional action, we believe that we could have done otherwise if we had wanted
to do so. This statement seems to be conceptually true: “Volitional actions” are
actions which the performer could have vetoed if she had wanted to do so. It

leaves no doubt that we have (weak) free will. No matter whether we are living in
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a deterministic, indeterministic, dualistic or monistic world, we have some kind of

free will.

However, weak free will seems too embracing: It is so embracing that complex
puppets discussed in “I, Puppet” qualify to be free. Recalling and detailing the
nature of the puppets can be useful here: These puppets have some complex
mechanisms like wills, desires, feelings, thoughts, and so on. However, of course
the strings of these mechanisms are in the hands of the puppeteer. Even if the
puppets want things to happen, what they want is strictly determined by the
puppeteer. Let us say: When the puppeteer decides that the puppet should jump, it
first makes the puppet want to jump by using the strings and then makes the
puppet jump, again by using the strings. There is no causal relationship between
wanting to jJump and jumping. The puppeteer is the common cause of the wanting
to jump and jumping itself. On the other hand, it is still true that the puppets could
do otherwise if they wanted to do so; since the puppeteer always makes the puppet
want an action before it makes the puppet perform this action. Compatibilist PAP,
this embracing interpretation of free will, implies that these puppets have (weak)
free will. What about the philosophical intuitions? Can we say that an action is
free, even if will has no causal effect on the action? Should the philosophical
problem of free will deal with this concept of (weak) free will? As | stated earlier,

the claim that we have weak free will is not controversial.

No matter what the answer to this question is, the argument of NDP still persists.
Again, for this concept of free will, the problem of free will is not dependent on
the problem of determinism / indeterminism. We have free will either way,
according to compatibilist PAP.
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3.6. Frankfurt’s Concepts of Free Will

3.6.1. Frankfurt’s PAP

Frankfurt does not only show that the PAP concerning determinacy is misleading
without Inwagen-style-interpretations. He also suggests a new version of PAP,
nine years earlier than Van Inwagen’s version of PAP: “a person is not morally
responsible for what he has done if he did it only because he could not have done
otherwise” (Van Inwagen, 1969, p. 838). According to this principle, a volitional
action imposes responsibility on its performer, if it is really intended to be
performed by the performer. Since moral responsibility and free will is widely
accepted to be akin, I will derive the following principle based on Frankfurt’s: A
volitional action we performed is free if and only if it is not the case that we did it
only because we could not have done otherwise. In other words, a volitional
action we perform is free if and only if either (1) we desire to perform this action
although we cannot veto this action or (2) we can veto this action if we desire to
do so. This condition of free will does not seem very different from compatibilist
PAP with respect to its relation with NDP. It seems Frankfurt is another thinker
who accepts our puppets have free will, and just like compatibilist PAP,

Frankfurt’s solution does not threaten NDP.
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2.6.2. Free to Will What We Want to Will

There is another, a more famous criterion of free will that Frankfurt (1971, p. 15)
suggests. Frankfurt (1971, p. 14) discriminates freedom of action, which a variety
of complex species enjoy, from freedom of will, which only persons enjoy. He
claims that compatibilist PAP can be considered to be a criterion only for freedom
of action, which is a different concept than the freedom of will. For him, someone
has free will if and only if she is “free to will what she wants to will” (Frankfurt,
1971, p. 15). Frankfurt’s concept of free will is linked to his concept of person,
which requires second-order desires. He suggests that only ones who have the

capacity of willing what they want to will can qualify as persons.

Frankfurt’s point seems important in scientific and everyday perspectives:
Suppose that there are three people finding wallets which contain some money
and an ID card identifying the rightful owner of it.

Mr. Giveitup
First-order desire: Wants to keep the money.
Second-order desire: He is okay with his first-order desire.

Action: Keeps the money.

Mr. Superego
First-order desire: Wants to keep the money.
Second-order desire: He is not okay with his first-order desire.

Action: Finds the owner of the wallet and gives it back.
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Mr. Kleptomaniac
First-order desire: Wants to keep the money.

Second-order desire: He does not have a sufficiently strong second-order desire

for the time being, since he is kleptomaniac.

Action: Keeps the money.

In such a case, | believe, most of the people, in accordance with modern justice
systems, would intuitively perceive Mr. Giveitup and Mr. Superego to be
responsible for their actions and see them as praiseworthy or blameworthy;
however, they would not take Mr. Kleptomaniac as responsible for and free in his
action. Therefore, Frankfurt’s point is important in scientific and daily

perspective.

On the other hand, the philosophical adequacy of his conceptualization is
questionable, | believe. Why are second-order (or n™-order) wills or desires or
volitions necessary to be person or to have free will? Why is it not necessary to
have third-order (or n+1%-order) wills or desires or volitions to be a person or to
have free will? Besides, if second-order desire makes first-order desires free and if
n+1%-order desires makes n™-order desires free, what makes the highest-order
desires free? Just like Gary Watson (1975, pp. 217-219; 1987, pp. 147-149), |
could not find satisfactory explanations for these questions in Frankfurt’s (1971,

1987) relevant articles.

Even if I do not find this interpretation of free will intuitive, I will still test NDP
here. At first glance, it seems that Frankfurt’s interpretation implies that we
cannot be free in a physicalistic world. After all, in neither deterministic nor

indeterministic physical world, we (the puppets) are free to will what we want to
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will because the strings of our wills are in the hand of the puppeteer. However,
since we have complex structures like second-order wills, desires, volitions and so
on, even though the strings of these latter are in the hands of the puppeteer
(physical), we qualify to be free, no matter whether the physical behaves

deterministically or indeterministically.

Therefore, in either way, for this interpretation, if our world is physicalistic, there
IS no relation between the problem of free will and the problem of determinism /

indeterminism.

3.7.  Self-Forming Actions

In his 1999, Kane contends that there are free actions which are predetermined by
our characters and motives. Our wills maybe determined in such cases, he claims;
however, they are determined by nothing external but our own past free choices
which are not predetermined. He calls these earlier undetermined actions “self-
forming actions” (SFA). To sum up, self-forming actions, which are
undetermined, determines the future free actions, by forming the self. And for
Kane, thanks to the indeterminacy in the earlier SFAs, these determined actions

are free.

Indeed, he does address the question “How being undetermined makes SFAs
free?”. He introduces a principle that opponents of libertarians use against his

view:

[Luck Principle] If an action is undetermined at a time t, then its happening
rather than not happening at t would be a matter of chance or luck, and so it
could not be a free and responsible action (Kane, 1999, p. 217).
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Luck Principle implies that undetermined actions including SFAs are not free,
because it takes undetermined actions to be matters of luck. Kane claims that luck
principle is not true. In an indeterministic world, events do not have to take place
by chance or luck. Even if indeterminism implies that events may not be strictly
determined by the preceding state of the world, it does not follow that events are
not affected by the preceding state of the world. Clearly, Kane is right in that luck
principle is false. Then he describes several cases in which an action is not

determined but the performer is still intuitively responsible:

Consider an assassin who is trying to kill the prime minister, but might miss
because of some undetermined events in his nervous system which might
lead to a jerking or wavering of this arm. If he does hit his target, can he be
held responsible (Kane, 1999, p. 227)?

Not surprisingly, following his intuitions, he answers “yes.” By employing
thought experiments like the one quoted above, he concludes that we can be free
and responsible in an indeterministic world. As | did in the thought experiment
about Ms. Determined, this type of arguments can be used against libertarian
incompatibilism too: Consider the assassin with a perfect shooting ability. No
jerking, no wavering, no distraction... Intuitively, would this assassin be less
responsible? | do not think that Kane would think that only imperfect snipers can
be responsible for killing people. So this kind of defense does not discriminate

incompatibilism from compatibilism. Actually, it favors NDP.

Kane should do something to favor libertarian school against the others. He has to
point out what makes indeterminism more free-will-friendly than determinism and

he tries to do it:
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There is a tension and uncertainty in our minds at such times of inner
conflict [while a choice resulting in an SFA is taking place] which are
reflected in appropriate regions of our brains by movement away from
thermodynamic equilibrium—in short, a kind of stirring up of chaos in the
brains that makes it sensitive to micro-indeterminacies at the neural level. As
a result, the uncertainty and inner tension we feel at such soul-searching
moments of self-formation is reflected in the indeterminacy of our neural
processes themselves. What is experienced phenomenologically as
uncertainty corresponds physically to the opening of a window of
opportunity that temporarily screens off complete determination by the past
(Kane, 1999, p. 224-225).

Clearly, such “soul-searching moments™ or such “windows of opportunities”
is not something a deterministic world could offer. How about an
indeterministic world? How do the micro-indeterminacies provide such soul
searching moments? Before answering these questions, is Kane’s world of
indeterminacies a world that is colored with mystical powers, dual
substances and magical powers of agents? He clearly states that he does not
favor agent-causal libertarianism or any other kind of “extra factor”
strategies (Kane, 2007). Still, in the following quote, Kane gives the
impression ,to me at least, that he is favoring some kind of agent-causal

libertarianism:

When we do decide under such conditions of uncertainty, the outcome is not
determined because of the preceding indeterminacy—and yet it can be willed
(and hence rational and voluntary) either way owing to the fact that in such
self-formation, the agents’ prior wills are divided by conflicting motives. If
we overcome temptation, it will be the result of our effort; and if we fail, it
will be because we did not allow our effort to succeed (Kane, 1999, p. 225).

“[T]he outcome is not determined because of the preceding indeterminacy—and
yet it can be willed ...” But who is willing? Who is rational? And who is
voluntary? An agent who does not obey physical laws? Remembering that Kane is

an event-causal libertarian, it must not be a rebellious agent who wills. So what is
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the one that wills, for Kane? Micro-indeterminacies? Why does a rational choice
have to be dependent on a set of indeterminacies? Is not indeterminacy something
threatening rationality, on the contrary? Maybe there is a window of opportunities
before an indeterministic physical event takes place. However, this window of
opportunities is just for the physical, not for what we call “will.” Will simply
obeys what physical entities decide. Therefore, SFAs are formed by the physical
which behaves probabilistically. Wills themselves are not free of the external; they

cannot make future actions free of the external.

And | believe, falsifying luck principle does not change this. It is not controversial
that even in an indeterministic world, there is more than probability (luck) which
determines outcomes (events): The input events, laws of physics. On the other
hand, these factors are not in our control. And any factor out of our control is not

less dangerous than luck, for free will.

Kane does not agree; he rejects the claim that the indeterminacy in the events is
out of our control. For him, when somebody chooses not to steal a car in an
indeterministic world, we should not say that “He was lucky not to steal the car. ”
or “He did not steal the car, by chance.” Instead, he proposes to say that the
person under consideration succeeded not stealing the car despite the probability
of failure. For Kane, indeterminacy is a property of will’s effort to choose, and
this effort has no dependency on anything external (Kane, 1999, p. 232).

The complex recurrent neural network that realizes the effort in the brain is
circulating impulses in feedback loops and there is some indeterminacy in
these circulating impulses. But the whole process is her effort of will and it
persists right up to the moment when the choice is made. There is no point at
which the effort stops and chance “takes over” (Kane, 1999, p. 232).

There is real indeterminacy in the effort of will; however, since this indeterminacy

is not something external, Kane claims, it is will’s effort that determines the
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outcome action. Here, | am losing Kane: Does will’s indeterminacy have anything
to do with the laws of physics? If he believes that the indeterminacy is completely
or partially free from the physical laws, this would make Kane an agent-causal
libertarian defending that agents have powers to act independent of the laws of
physics. On the other hand, if he believes that indeterminacy is completely
dependent on the physical laws (and probability involved in them), this would
imply that our actions are determined by physical laws. If the latter is the case,
“self-forming actions” are physically or physically-and-probabilistically-formed.
Because, just like luck, physical is not in our control; physically or physically-

and-probabilistically-formed actions (SFAs) cannot be free.

Therefore, | believe that Kane is not successful in solving the problem of will’s
dependence on desires and aversions, resorting to possible indeterminacy involved
in our world. Here arises a question: If I am right, if SFAs are not free contrary to
Kane’s claim, how can the problem of our wills’ dependence on characters and
motives be solved? Desires and aversions determine character and motives, and
they determine will. How can a will simply satisfying its desires be free? It seems
we are not free of our desires; we simply do what our desires command. When a
volitional action is considered, can we do something that we do not want to do
most? Yes, we can prefer to do what we normally would not want most among
our choices, but only if we want to perform the action that we would not want to
perform normally. Or simply, no, we cannot try to perform an action that we do
not want most among the alternatives. An action which we want most among our
choices is the same thing as what we try to do among these choices. So will is the
slave of our desires by definition. As | express in the Introduction, for me, desires

and aversions are conceptual prerequisites to will.

Then how can a slave be free? Only if it chooses its commander, Kane implies.
After all, for him SFAs are free and other volitional actions result from our
characters and motives shaped and constituted by SFAs. However, for me, in a
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physical world SFAs cannot be chosen freely, because they are physically-and-
probabilistically-formed, and hence they are not in our control. Besides,
apparently, desires and motives precede choices. Therefore, the very first will
should be shaped by a set of desires. This means that there is no will free from
desires and aversions. Besides, as | claimed above, a will free from desires and
aversions is a conceptual impossibility. Again, how can a slave be free? In my
opinion, it simply cannot. A will freed from desires and aversions is not
something that we could enjoy. If we still want to talk about freedom of will; we
should take desires and aversions as something internal to will. I believe, this

conceptualization is what would clear away Kane’s need for self-forming actions.

Taking this conceptualization, to decide if we are free, we should seek for the
source of wills, desires and aversions. Only if the source is not something
external, may we have strong free will, which is not a possibility in a physicalistic

world.

3.8. Agent-Causal Libertarianism

Libertarians believe roughly that some actions can be considered to be free, since
they are not determined by factors beside the agent. Event-causal libertarians do
not try to clarify what is meant by “agent” and they do not treat agent as a special
entity which possesses special powers on the rest of the world. Up to now, in this
thesis, mainly event-causal libertarian arguments were focused on. On the other
hand, there are some other libertarians which diverge from event-causal
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libertarians radically: agent-causal libertarians.*” Agent-causal libertarians
explain free will by reference to agents who can choose their action not only
because of the state they are in, but also their originated independent choices.*®
They do not completely follow physical laws. For agent-causal libertarians, these
agents cause events without being determined to do so. Indeed, they may have
some tendencies which are determined by the circumstances they are in; however,

they still can genuinely choose to do what they prefer.

| believe agent-causal libertarianism is very intuition-friendly: Most people
intuitively believe that they are agents who make decisions without being
determined to do so. However, is the agent-causal libertarianism consistent in
itself, and is it consistent with the rest of our intuitions? Is it philosophically
plausible? Is it scientifically plausible? Derk Pereboom asks these questions in his
Living Without Free Will.

At first glance, agent-causal libertarianism does not seem to be scientifically
tenable, as much as it is intuitive. It requires agents which have causal powers
which are not determined by the physical. Science in general presupposes that
events including choices are rendered by means of laws of physics (which indeed
can be probabilistic) and previous states of the world. Agent-causal libertarians
need to explain how agents could be undetermined. What of agents makes them
unique? So unique that they are not causally determined. So unique that they are

not fully explainable even in theory without referring to themselves.

To overcome the problems expressed above Derk Pereboom, put agent-causal

libertarian strategies into three categories (Pareboom, 2001, pp. 69-70):

7 For the distinction between agent-causal libertarianism and event-causal libertarianism see also
Pereboom, 2001, pp. 69-88.

18 See also Pareboom, 2001, p. xv.
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1) Non-physicalist strategy: Defending the position that agent-causal powers
are not wholly physical. And this is why they cannot be explained by laws

of physics.

2) Ordinary non-reductive strategy: This strategy maintains that agent-causal
powers are higher-level powers which are wholly constituted by complex
lower-level physical organizations. And these higher level organizations
are wholly governed by micro-level physical laws. However, agent-causal
powers are not reducible to the physical.

3) Strong emergentist non-reductive strategy: Also for this strategy, it is true
that agent-causal powers are higher-level powers wholly constituted by
complex lower-level physical organizations. However, since they are
something more than their constituents, they are not governed by physical

laws.

| want to begin evaluating these strategies from the second one. In my opinion, the
ordinary non-reductive strategy does not support agent-causal libertarianism. The
problem whether or not everything is reducible to physics is an epistemological
one. Irreducibility of will to the physical does not necessarily imply that will is
independent of physical. To illustrate, it is consistent that chemical properties
supervene upon physical ones, even if there is no way to reduce chemical
properties to physical ones. Ignoring this gap between subjective reducibility and
objective dependency, ordinary non-reductive strategy tries to base our objective
liberty on subjective irreducibility. Pereboom claims that irreducibility does not

provide any ground for libertarianism:

Consider first the case in which the physical laws are deterministic. If
everything is wholly constituted of microphysical entities, and these entities
are governed by deterministic laws, then the complete microphysical state of
the universe five million years ago, together with these deterministic laws,
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renders inevitable every subsequent complete microphysical state of the
universe (Pareboom, 2001, p. 71).

Which means, our decisions are not free, given that determinism is true.

And if our world is not deterministic

...but is instead governed by ... laws of quantum mechanics, then all of our
decisions ... will be constituted of events that are alien-deterministic, or
truly random (those not produced by anything at all), or partially random
(those for which factors beyond agent’s control contribute to their
production but do not determine them, while there is nothing that
supplements the contribution of the factors to produce the events). To
simplify, the causal history of all of the constituents of any of our decisions
will be exhausted by the contribution made by factors beyond the agent’s
control, and nothing else (Pareboom, 2001, pp. 71-72).

And this is exactly what | am trying to support by the puppet analogy: If
everything is wholly constituted and determined simultaneously by a puppeteer, it
is not important whether or not our actions are reducible to the properties of the
puppeteer, it is not important whether or not the puppeteer acts deterministically

or indeterministically, our decisions are out of our control and we are not free.

Strong emergentist non-reductive strategy is another attempt to explain how we
can be free without rejecting physicalism. This strategy maintains that even if
everything is constituted by the physical, free decisions are not constrained by
physical laws together with physical state. Indeed, it is stronger than the ordinary
non-reductive theory, as its name suggests; however it also seems less plausible to
me. Consider the case of deciding to buy a lottery ticket. Jones decides to buy a
lottery ticket after a serious consideration of the odds. Now, there is a physical
state (maybe a neural state) which constituted the psychological state of decision.
Let us denote this physical state by “S,” and the psychological state by “Sy.” If

every physical state is caused by another physical state, which a physicalist would
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suppose, then there were some physical set of causes C,,, which caused S,. Now, if
the strong emergentist strategy is true, it should be possible that Sy, is not caused
(or rendered) by C, together with physical laws. However, it was true that S,
constituted Sy and Sy is caused by C,. If C,, caused S, and Sy constituted Sy, how
can we say that C, together with physical laws have not caused, determined or
rendered S,? How could it be possible that Sy is not constrained by C, and
physical laws. | do not find premises of emergentist non-reductive strategy

consistent.

Pereboom has some criticisms against both the strong emergentist non-reductive
and the non-physicalist strategies. He asks how these strategies would set agents
be free in the sense required for moral responsibility. And he answers: If these
strategies set the agents be free, then they must give agents the capability of
producing deviations from the physical laws. Decisions of agents must not be
perfectly predictable using laws of physics and information about physical states.
Even if this is logically possible, Pereboom claims, it is not scientifically credible.
There is no scientific evidence of such deviations for the time being. So he claims
that the non-physicalist strategy and the strong emergentist strategy need to find
some evidence of such deviations in order to be more than a logical possibility.

And he divides objections to his claim into two groups:

1) Reconciliation: Accepts that there are no such deviations; however, there

is still a possibility for the freedom required for moral responsibility.

2) Overriding: Insists that there are such deviations and there is also

scientific evidence to believe this claim.

He thinks that Kant’s strategy belongs to the first group. Kant claims that to have
transcendental freedom which is a necessary condition for moral responsibility,
agents must be able to cause something without being caused to do so. He also
believes that the sensible world is deterministic: He says “... it is ... necessary

that everything that takes place should be fixedly determined according to laws of
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nature” (Kant, 1949, p. 72). In spite of the sensible world’s being deterministic, he
does not think that we cannot be free. He believes that we are free in ourselves;
and that is why the sensible world of phenomena’s being deterministic does not
threaten the possibility of freedom (Kant, 1998, A 541/ B 569). Pereboom accepts
that Kant’s attempt to prove that there is such a logical possibility is successful.
However, he also believes that this logical possibility is not credible given the

evidence we have:

... Kant needs a much more substantial proposal, and this one fares
differently. It is that all transcendentally free choices should be for just those
possible actions whose physical components are causally determined to
occur, and that none of these choices be for the alternatives. Aside from
highly dubious idealistic attempts to explain how this might be, the wild
coincidences implied by this proposal make it incredible (Pareboom, 2000,
p. 80).

Pereboom also rejects the trials explaining free decisions based on the
quantum theory. He reminds that even the quantum indeterminism has
numerous regularities about the frequencies of events. So even if probability
gives a space for freedom, this space is too regular to give the ability to
choose freely. Moreover, this indeterminism does not give a large space for
complex events like decision making. He notices that although there is a
possibility that a soda can be displaced one inch spontaneously without any
macro event causing it to do so, this probability is extremely small. In the
same way, he thinks, the probability of a decision’s being otherwise is
extremely small, since a decision probably involves a large number of

micro-physical entities.

Pareboom denies the possibility that probability in quantum mechanics is
sufficient to make us free. He is right, in my opinion. However, there is

more to say: Even if there were scientific evidence of significant
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probabilities’ being involved in our decisions, | do not think they would
help us to be free. Again and again, why would I be freer, if I could do
otherwise given that the complete set of true propositions belonging to the
past is the same? Satisfaction of PAP concerning determinacy is not enough
to make us free, as | argued throughout this chapter. Why would I, as a

rookie poker player, am freer than Ms. Determined?

3.9. Conclusions

| believe our intuition that the problem of free will and the problem of
determinism / indeterminism are strictly connected is misleading. The real essence
of the problem of freedom is independent of the problem of determinism. Instead,
it depends on the relation of supervenience. The questions we should actually ask
are, “Does free will supervene on something other than itself?” and “Are free will

and physicalism (world of puppets) compatible?”.

To be more precise, there are both deterministic and indeterministic possible
worlds with and without weak free will. After all, volitional actions do not
necessitate indeterminacy or determinacy. They only require positive correlations
between some of the desires and actions. It is obvious that there are deterministic
and indeterministic possible worlds without weak free will: in a world in which
there are no living beings, there is no free will. Indeed, there are both

deterministic and indeterministic possible worlds without living beings.

In the same way, there are deterministic and indeterministic possible worlds
without strong free will. However, there is no physicalistic possible world with

strong free will. Strong free will requires origination, PAP concerning
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supervenience or ultimate responsibility; and these cannot be satisfied in a

physicalistic world.

Most libertarian incompatibilists take a version of PAP concerning determinacy as
the criterion for free will. | agree with their insistence that this principle can only
be satisfied in an indeterministic world; however, in my opinion it is not a
sufficient condition for strong free will and not a necessary condition for weak
free will. Therefore, it is not a proper criterion for free will in any sense. Freedom
is not about indeterminacy; it is about the origination and only a PAP concerning
supervenience may test origination. In my opinion, this criterion cannot be

satisfied in any physicalistic world.

Agent-causal libertarianism, on the other hand, is not scientifically reliable.
Besides, | believe that the truth of agent-causal libertarianism is not relevant to the
problem of determinism either. It necessitates a substance which is independent of

the physical and this requires not indeterminism but non-physicalism.

Table 1 encapsulates the answers of this chapter to the question “Are we free?”.
This summary supports the claim that free will has no dependency on the problem
of determinism / indeterminism. In my opinion, the connection between the
problem of free will and the problem of determinism / indeterminism is “nothing

better than a long-lived philosophical illusion™.*

19 Dennett (1984a, p. 565) uses this expression for PAP.
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Table 1: Summary of conclusions of this chapter.

Deterministic
World

Indeterministic
World

PAP Concerning Supervenience (Strong Free
Will)

Are we free?

No.

Are we free?

No.

Origination (Strong Free Will)

Are we free?

No.

Are we free?

No.

Ultimate Responsibility (Strong Free Will )

Are we free?

No.

Are we free?

No.

Compatibilist PAP (Weak Free Will)

Are we free?

Yes.

Are we free?

Yes.

Frankfurt’s PAP (Weak Free Will)

Are we free?

Yes.

Are we free?

Yes.

Free to Will What We Want to Will (Weak
Free Will)

Are we free?

Yes.

Are we free?

Yes.

Self-Forming Actions (Strong Free Will)

Are we free?

No.

Are we free?

No.




CHAPTER IV

TWO THOUGHT EXPERIMENTS BASED ON THE
LAPLACE’S DEMON?%

4.1. A Thought Experiment with False Presupposition(s)*

1) Assume that our world is deterministic.

2) Then assume that we have access to all the laws of nature and all the

empirical data belonging to a time t;.

3) Then itis possible that we make a computer? which is an instance of
Laplace’s demon based on the data and the laws of nature.

4) Suppose | want to consult this computer to know when | am going to die.
And | learn that | am going to die in a particular plane crash when | am

flying to Istanbul.

% This chapter is based on the discussions between Dr. Erding Sayan and me.
2! For another thought experiment with many common characteristics, see Smedes, 2003, p. 969.

22 A computer that predicts future perfectly using the precise empirical data and laws of nature
which are fed to it.
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5) The idea of death scares me. I do not want to die. And because of the

6)

physical mechanisms behind my free will and my fear of death, | would
prefer not to go to istanbul at least on this particular plane which is going
to have the accident.

Either I would board the plane or | would not. My boarding seems
problematic because of the fifth supposition. So | would avoid boarding

the plane. And this is not consistent with the third supposition.

This puzzling thought experiment is based on Pierre-Simon de Laplace’s work, A

Philosophical Essay on Probabilities. In this work, he describes an intelligence

which could calculate all the truths about the past and the future of the world

using empirical data for a time point and laws of nature, in his famous quote:

We ought then to regard the present state of the universe as the effect of
its anterior state and as the cause of the one which is to follow. Given for
one instant an intelligence which could comprehend all the forces by
which nature is animated and the respective situation of the beings who
compose it an intelligence sufficiently vast to submit these data to
analysis it would embrace in the same formula the movements of the
greatest bodies of the universe and those of the lightest atom; for it,
nothing would be uncertain and the future, as the past, would be present
to its eyes (Laplace, 1902, p. 4).

Laplace’s demon intuitively may seem consistent; however, it is not: Karl R.
Popper (1950), D. M. McKay (1960) and Taede A. Smedes (2003) are some of the

philosophers who articulated problems with Laplace’s demon.

Finally, in 2008, in his influential paper “Physical Limits of Inference,” David

Wolpert has proven using formal mathematical language that this dream of

making Laplace’s demon could not come true. Wolpert first defines mathematical

entities that perfectly predict future. He calls these entities “inference devices.”

Each of the inference devices are composed of a pair of functions: (X, Y) over a

58


http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pierre-Simon_Laplace

set of world lines®, U. Here, X is called the “setup function,” which represents
how the device is configured. And Y is the “conclusion function” representing
what the inference device predicts. One more definition: An inference device, C;,
strongly infers another one, Cy, if and only if C; has the ability to infer the whole

conclusion function of C,. Then Wolpert proves the following proposition:
“Let C; be a inference device over U.

...There is a device C, such that C; 2> [does not strongly infer] C,” (Wolpert,
2008, p. 1266).

This proposition implies that for every inference device Cy, there is at least one
true proposition which is not inferable by C;, but inferable by another inference
device C,. And this means that for every inference device, in any worlds, there is
a limit of success. By proving this proposition, Wolpert shows that even if our
world is deterministic and even if we knew all the physical laws and empirical
data belonging to a time point, it would be impossible for any inference device to
predict the future of our world perfectly. In other words, Laplace’s demon cannot
exist. This shows that my third presupposition in the thought experiment was false

and the thought experiment was inconsistent.

Wolpert might have shown that Laplace’s demon was not a consistent thought
experiment; however, nothing in his paper implies that a very strong computer
may not predict the future, almost perfectly.?* Let us call this computer ALD
(Almost Laplace’s Demon). | believe that, in order to understand implications of

determinism, to grasp the problems with Laplace’s demon, and implications of

2 A world line of an object is the sequence of four dimensional (space and time) events
corresponding to the history of the object. So each point of a single world line is a position in four
dimensions. And the world line of a physicalistic universe includes all the empirical data on the
universe.

24 Cf. Binder, 2008.
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Wolpert’s paper, a thought experiment based on ALD can still be fruitful. That is

why | will present one, in this chapter.

An ALD is a relative of Laplace’s demon whose existence does not imply any
contradiction. Indeed, we have no apparent reason to believe that it is inconsistent;
however, with the assumption in the thought experiment above, is there any
reason to believe that an ALD which deserves its name may not exist? How strong
can an ALD be? Can it predict far future? Or would sensitive dependence on
initial conditions (butterfly effect) sabotage its predictions? Would it make false
predictions or would it just be incomplete? Can something have all the empirical
data including the empirical data about itself? To answer at least some of these
questions, I will modify the original thought experiment by putting an ALD

instead of Laplace’s demon.

Before modifying the thought experiment, some clarifications: In this chapter, |
refer to a version of weak free will by “free will,” contrary to the other chapters.
Now, we have free will as a product of our body and its interaction with the
physical environment. When we make a choice, actually some neurological events
happen in our nervous system. Free will is not the genuine cause of the choices;
the physical mechanism behind free will is the real cause. Even if this approach
does not make free will genuinely free or causa suli, it still explains how we can

have a belief that we have free will in a physically determined world.

4.2.  The Thought Experiment about ALDs

Changing Laplace’s demon with ALD, the puzzle may seem to be eliminated:

1) Assume that our world is deterministic.
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2) Then assume that we have access to all the laws of nature and all the

empirical data belonging to a time t;.

3) Then itis possible that we make a computer which is an instance of ALD
based on the data and the laws of nature.

4) Suppose that | want to consult this ALD to know when | will die. And |
learn that | am will die in a particular plane crash when | will be flying to

Istanbul.

5) The idea of death scares me. | do not want to die. And because of the
physical mechanisms behind my free will and my fear of death, | would
prefer not to go to Istanbul at least on that particular plane which would

have the accident.

6) Either I would board the plane or | would not. My boarding seems
problematic because of the fifth supposition. So | would avoid boarding
the plane. And this is not logically impossible, since an ALD is not a

perfect, but a very strong predictor.

In this thought experiment, there is no straightforward contradiction with my not
boarding the plane. However, there should be something wrong with the thought
experiment, since it leads to implausible conclusions: ALD’s failing once in a
while can be considered to be plausible. Or despite my knowing how and when an
unwanted event would occur, my not being able to prevent this event may also be
plausible. However, if there is nothing wrong with the thought experiment, each
time ALD makes a prediction about an unwanted event, either it fails, or my effort
to avoid this event fails. Does ALD fail to predict the future in all of the similar
cases which involve an unwanted and seemingly preventable event? Then what
makes an ALD an “Almost Laplace’s Demon™? It does not seem plausible to me
that whenever we learn an unwanted and seemingly preventable event from an

ALD, we fail to avoid these events. I do not have any intuition implying that we
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would begin to fail controlling (in the weaker sense) simple events about our

future after we consult an ALD.

4.3. Questioning the Possibility of Determinism

It may be argued that such puzzles may not be solved by showing that nothing can
predict everything about future perfectly. Even an ALD which predicts future
imperfectly is a problem with the assumption that determinism is true. Therefore,
a libertarian may argue that such thought experiments and puzzles coming with
them shows that we are not living in a deterministic world. And because we are
living in an indeterministic world, an ALD, which calculates most facts for the

past and future time points, is impossible.

This claim is coherent with quantum theory. We know that, at least for now, we
are not able to determine behaviors of some sub-atomic particles, which may
seem necessary to make an ALD. And some scientists and thinkers believe that the
empirical success of quantum theory supports the claim that the world is not
deterministic. So maybe this thought experiment shows us that these

indeterminists are right.

On the other hand, I believe the indeterministic candidate for a solution is not the
one that would solve the puzzle. ALD may perfectly predict that its telling me that
I will board the plane will cause me not to board the plane and its telling that | do
something else will cause me not to board the plane. No matter how good the
prediction is, whatever ALD predicts, | would do just the opposite of its
prediction. That is why | believe that not the probability involved in causal
relations but the directions of these causal relations makes it impossible for an

ALD to foretell future correctly.
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Moreover, even if our world is not deterministic, the puzzle would remain:
Suppose that our world is indeterministic. Even if determinism is false it is
obvious that our world is not wildly indeterministic; there are only minor events
that are ruled by indeterministic laws. Apparently, even in this indeterministic
world, an ALD making imperfect predictions with very high accuracy could exist.
So an ALD in this world should be successful with a very high frequency in its
predictions, about cases considered. However, the thought experiment we
consider implies just the opposite: Apparently, almost every time | will learn how
and why I will die, I would avoid it and fail ALD. Therefore, at least a mild
indeterminism does not solve the puzzle. And what if our world is wildly
indeterministic? Apparently, probabilities involved in our world are not wild. We
do not expect airplanes to fall because of the recent indeterministic behaviors of a
micro-entity without any macro-cause or we do not expect the presidents to
activate a nuclear bomb because of indeterminacy caused by micro-particles in

his/her nervous system.

Besides, an undoubtedly deterministic computational model of the thought

experiments and puzzles can be constructed, as I explain below.

4.4. The Deterministic Computational Model of the Thought

Experiment

First a character, X, which moves deterministically is defined.
Rule 1: X goes one step right, one step left, unless it knows it will die. (Figure 1)

Here X represents me, who moves deterministically in accordance with the laws

of nature.
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Figure 1: Outcome of rule 1.

Now D, representing death, is to be defined in the model. Suppose it is at t; on the
right side (Figure 2). X does not know where D is, just like we do not know when

we will die.
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Figure 2: Outcome of rule 1 with D
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To make a working analogy, another object C, which knows both the rules of X
(the rule 2 is below) and where D is placed, is needed. Indeed, C knows
everything about this software world just like the ALD aims to do in the parallel
thought experiment. Before each step of X, C sends a message telling if X will

meet D in its next step.

There remains one more rule to make the analogy complete. Rule 2 represents the

volitional actions:

Rule 2: If X gets the message that in the next step it will meet D following rule 1,

then for one step, it moves in the reverse direction of what rule 1 suggests.

In this model, it is obvious that the world is deterministic. There is no ambiguity
or probability in the laws of the software world. C knows all the facts affecting X.
So every component of the thought experiment seems to be modeled in a

deterministic world.

Such an object, X, would move according to rule 1, until it reaches t,. If X goes on
its movement according to rule 1, it would meet D at t; and the dilemma arises
here: What will C do now? It will either send a message telling X will meet D at t3
or it will send a “No danger” message. If C sends the message saying that X will
meet D at t3, X will move according to rule 2 and will not meet D. So C will fail to
predict the future. On the other hand, if C sends a no-danger-message to X, X will
go on with respect to rule 1 and will meet D. And because C did not predict that X

will meet D, C will fail again.

Apparently, it is possible to construct a deterministic computational model of the
thought experiment. This implies that the problem about the thought experiments
is not the deterministic assumption. If the reason why there are problems with the
original thought experiment is the false assumption that the world is deterministic,
what is the reason why there are problems with this computational model of the

thought experiment, which is obviously deterministic?
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45. Is Free Will a Delusion?

Another possible source of the inconsistency in the thought experiment is our
supposition that human beings have some kind of free will. Maybe in a
deterministic world people cannot have free will and my compatibilist assumption
is the proposition that makes the thought experiment inconsistent. Such a

conclusion would support the incompatibilist school and question NDP.

On the other hand, I am very skeptical about this candidate for solution, because
actually in the thought experiment, we have not assumed that human beings have
incompatibilist strong free will, which is hard to satisfy. What we pre-supposed
was a compatibilist weak free will, which exists dependently on a physical
mechanism. A compatibilist free will, which can be satisfied merely by our
volitional actions. Would our volitional actions disappear if we learn about our
future almost perfectly in a deterministic world? Would | board the plane that will
carry me to my death, in spite of or in accordance with my will? Why would |
board this plane even if | believe that the plane will have a crash? | do not think
that this solution is tenable.

Moreover, this solution cannot be applied to the computational model either.
Since in the computational model, there are no complex entities like feelings,
consciousness, strong free will, and so on, it is reasonable to expect that the
central problem about the puzzling thought experiment is not about these complex
entities. This means, | believe, new candidates for solutions should be considered.
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4.6. Unavoidable Unwanted Events Solution

If neither of the candidates for solution discussed up to this point is successful,
then maybe the problem is somewhere else. In this and the following sections, |
try to change my attitude towards the puzzle. Maybe the ALD would not tell me
that I die in the plane crash when | am going to Istanbul; because if it tells me, |
would avoid my death and this would not support the other assumptions. Here is a
new scenario: When | am on my way to ask about my time and manner of death to
ALD, for some reason, a contract killer follows me. And when | sit down in front
of the ALD, the killer points his gun on me from behind. | want the ALD to show
my death and the ALD shows me dying in a few seconds, in front of the ALD,
looking at my Killer. Maybe I cannot avoid looking backwards to the killer

because of the shock. And I die as just as the ALD predicts.

This approach saves determinism, foreknowledge and free will by changing the
structure of the deaths. It worked for one way of dying. But can we find such
scenarios for almost all of the expected and unwanted events? Perhaps yes, but we
have no reason to believe that all the unwanted events will become unavoidable
after the ALD is built. What physical effect of the ALD will make all unwanted
events unavoidable? When we know more because of the ALD, why do we die
more in unavoidable ways? Knowing more, should we not expect being more
successful in our decisions, instead of being the subject to unavoidable unwanted
events? To save this candidate of solution, a satisfactory explanation for this
explanatory gap has to be suggested.
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4.7. Preferable Events Solution

When we know more, thanks to the ALD, maybe we should be more successful in
our lives. Our decisions should be more accurate. That is what we are used to: The
more knowledge, the more optimal decisions. Then the ALD would not inform me
that I would die in a plane crash; but it would not tell me that | would die in an
unavoidable way either. Perhaps, it would inform me that | would have a
preferable death after a preferable life, such that I would not want to change my
future at all. Maybe on the screen of the ALD, | would see that I die lying in a
hammock, in a paradise island, after a very long and pleasant life. Or | would
simply see that I die because the science and engineering find a way to let people
live forever. This would also solve the puzzle, since in such a case, | would not try

to change my preferable future and | would not falsify the ALD.

ALDs’ changing our lives in a positive manner seems more reasonable than its
changing our lives in a way that we have many unavoidable unwanted events in
our lives. But this candidate of solution shares a problem with the unavoidable
unwanted conclusions solution: What is the physical explanation of this change in
our lives? Which of the ALD’s physical properties would change our future
positively? | cannot find an explanation for this question.

If what improves the future is not the ALD, maybe ALD and the future’s changing
positively have a common cause: Perhaps, not ALD, but the technological and
scientific improvements that make ALD possible also improve the future. To
construct an ALD, we have to know (almost) everything about the physics: At
least almost all the laws of nature, almost all the empirical facts. This would yield
an amazing level of technology. Medical doctors would have the best diagnosis
and treatment methods, security organizations would be more successful,

technology and knowledge would improve quality of life dramatically. We might
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even become immortal. This can be the explanation of the preferable events
solution. It seems that this candidate of solution has fewer problems than the last
one. Now | know why the ALD would not report that | would die in a plane crash:
In a world with the scientific and technological knowledge necessary for ALD,

there would not be any crash.

On the other hand, this explanation has an important problem. Changing the
thought experiment a little bit, problems reappear. Suppose that an alien which
knows all the laws of nature and has all the empirical data builds an ALD, brings it
to our world and leaves it there. In this case, neither the level of medicine, nor the
security organizations should be any more competent than they are today. In such
a case, what would be the explanation of the positive changes in our lives? It
seems that preferable events solution fails to be convincing either.

And besides, neither of last two solutions has a projection on the computational
model of the thought experiment. In the computational model, rule 2 makes it
impossible for X to meet D, if it receives the danger-message from C. This means
unavoidable unwanted events solution is not applicable to the computational
model. But there is no rule to guarantee that X would not meet D. This implies

that preferable events solution is not applicable to the computational model either.

4.8. Can an ALD Have All The Empirical Data?

This approach denies neither the assumption that we live in a deterministic world,
nor the supposition that we have free will in the weaker sense. Maybe in fact we

live in a deterministic world, and in this world we have weak free will.
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After trying to solve the puzzle about the ALD with other candidates of solution
desperately, from now on impossibility of foreknowledge will be questioned:
candidates of solution that reject possibility of an “Almost Laplace’s Demon”
deserving its name. Maybe it is not really possible to design such an ALD that
knows (calculates) almost everything (all the history and future of the world).
Such an ALD has to know (or have in memory) everything about our world
including itself to calculate the past and the future. It can be argued that nothing /
no one may “know” (have in memory) every bit of empirical knowledge about a
system including itself, because there is infinitely large knowledge to be known
about self. Even if we only take one proposition p which is true, the ALD has to
know infinitely many true propositions. Obviously ALD will have to know at least
one proposition p. And it is likely that for each ALD deserving its name, there
exists a true proposition p, such that the ALD knows every proposition referring to
p. But if the ALD knows every proposition referring to p, then it has to know that
it knows that p. Let us denote the proposition “The ALD knows that p is true” as
K(p). But the ALD has to know also that it knows that K(p) or K(K(p)), and so on.
Then an ALD which knows every proposition referring to p should have infinitely
large data even about a single proposition: {p, K(p), K(K(p)), K(K(K(p)))...}. But
because the memory of any ALD will have finite capacity, it is impossible for any
ALD to know (have in memory) infinitely many data.

On the other hand, our physicalist presupposition does not support this solution.
For Laplace and contemporary physicalists, ALDs do not deal with statements like
K(p). They only have and they only process the physical data and laws of nature
corresponding to K(p). If the physical events are the sources of all the states and if
there are finitely many basic particles of which our world (including the ALD) is
composed, then an ALD should be able to have all the necessary data for its
predictions. It may not be able to interpret physical knowledge, but surely people
who observe these past and future events in physical form, would be able to
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interpret them. So | think if this solution is the one that we are seeking for, it has

to be improved and clarified.

| believe that this strategy contending that nothing may have all the empirical data
about a system including itself can be adapted to our physicalistic presupposition.
In a physicalist world, we represent physical data in physical form. So, we
represent physical properties by means of physical properties. Therefore, an ALD
needs to possess at least as many physical properties as the world has, to be able
to represent all the physical data to be represented. However, this is not possible,
since an ALD itself is part of the world. That is to say, nothing can represent all
the empirical data of a system of which it is a proper subset. And this implies that
the only (A)LD which has all the empirical data can be the world itself. Note that
at any time point, this ALD, the world itself, cannot have any additional
knowledge like laws of physics. So it cannot predict the future, before it reaches
the future.?® This is one of the solutions | favor: For no ALD, is it possible to

possess all the empirical data.

4.9. Can an ALD Predict the Future of a System which Includes

Itself?

One of the simplest ways to solve the puzzle is to take the ALD out of the system
and not let people communicate with it. In this situation, the puzzle would be
eliminated. In this case, since | am not going to learn that | will die in the plane
crash, | go to Istanbul on the plane and I die in the plane crash. Therefore, since

% popper (19504, p. 130) reaches a similar conclusion when he discusses the computation
problem. I will discuss the computation problem in the next section. For the discussion whether or
not the physical universe is just a computer, see also Wolpert, 2008.
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the ALD knows the future events just as they would happen, the puzzle would be

evaded.

So maybe we should simply accept that nothing may know almost everything in a
system in which it is included. But why? Suppose that I, as an ALD, am trying to
guess what dream one of my friends will have tonight. And assume that | have all

the necessary knowledge.
1) I calculate that she will see that she is flying in her dream.

2) But wait!.. That was before | say to her that she would fly in her dream.
If I tell her my prediction, maybe she will dream of something else... I
should calculate again. If | say that she will see her flying in her dream,
she will see me and herself flying in her dream... Then I should say

that she will see us flying in her dream.
3) But that was before | say to her that we will fly in her dream...

So perhaps nothing can guarantee to predict how the future state of a system will
be, unless it stops communicating with the people in the system. Here
communication is not a magical action. Indeed, it is a special case of causation.
Therefore, it would be more appropriate to conclude that nothing can guarantee to
predict an outcome in a way dependent on the effects of its prediction, since it
does not know what it will predict yet. Nothing may know (have in memory) the
result of its calculation before it calculates. And if the progress of calculation

affects the future, it cannot infer the future.

Smedes (2003, pp. 969-970) formulates the same problem as infinite regress of
computational levels, for Laplace’s demon: In order to compute the future, a
computer has to use all the data related the world. To do that, it has to consider its
own physical structure which is a part of the world. However, it cannot do that at
the same level (Lo). Therefore, it has to make calculations at a higher level L.

However, it has to make calculations about the physical structure behind L, since
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this structure is also a part of the world interacting with the rest of the world
directly or indirectly. Therefore, it has to make calculations about the structure

behind the L;, at a higher level L,, and so on.

On the other hand, if the computer does not compute at hierarchical computational
levels, Smedes claims, it will face another problem: To make a calculation, the
computer has to have complete data about d, itself at a time point to. However,
after it records do, its state and complete data about itself changes to d; at a later
time point t;. Then it has to record this new data and change its state again.

Another infinite regress making Laplace’s demon impossible.

Popper also states that a machine C cannot predict its own future, even if another
machine with the same capabilities C* can. And he also clarifies the reason why C
fails in the task which C* with the same capacity succeeds accomplishing:

If we furnish C and C* with the same information (e.g. about C) and set
them the same task, they will of course produce precisely the same
predictions. Now we assume we have furnished only C* with this accurate
and full information about C, and that C* alone produced predictions about
C'’s t5 state. No doubt these predictions will be true, and C will be at ts in the
state predicted. But if C also is given that information, this will mean that we
have interfered with C, and that its ts will be different from the previous case
(Popper, 1950b, p. 179).

However, claiming that it is possible for C*s to predict C’s future states, Popper
ignores some problems that he is absolutely aware of: C* cannot guarantee to
predict C’s future state, since it cannot predict its own state and effects of its own

+++

state on C. So C* needs a C™" and it needs a C***, and so on.

There is one more reason why C* cannot predict the future of C, which Popper
does not mention: If C* is not physically more complex than C, C* can barely

guarantee to model C, as it is argued in the last section. Since no additional data
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can be represented by C*, it cannot guarantee to have the rules for the calculation
of the future state of C.

It seems quite clear that these problems of calculation and memory will not let
Laplace’s demon be realizable even in principle. What about ALD which is less
demanding? In my opinion, problem about impossibility of perfect prediction
would be enough to fail an ALD, regardless of the fact that it is not as demanding
as Laplace’s demon. Especially for cases in which a person learns the predictions
of an ALD about herself, her seeing the predicted future may yield totally different
conclusions than ALD’s prediction, because of the processes in the nervous
system of the person. This simple divergence produced by the person’s learning
her predicted future can be considered to be an instance of “the butterfly effect,”
since human nervous system is very sensitively dependent on the initial

conditions.

Popper also holds that position: For him, every predictor may strongly interfere
with the system it predicts, after a sufficiently long period of time. The
interference may be negligible at first, but this negligible interference probably
results in a strong interference because of the butterfly effect (Popper, 1950a, p.
129).

This means that it is impossible to construct an ALD (deserving its name) even in
a deterministic world, in which it is included. This is the second candidate of

solution | favor.

74



4.10. Questioning Truth of Determinism Again

Following almost the same path, Popper reaches a conclusion which I did not:

[W]e can assert that classical mechanics is not deterministic, but must admit
the existence of unpredictable events.

If this is correct, then Laplace’s determinism, and that of others who were
influenced by the prima facie deterministic character of classical mechanics,
is based upon a misinterpretation (Popper, 1950b, p. 193).

| agree with Popper about most of his claims, which are about the impossibility of
a perfect predictor, in both parts of his Indeterminism Quantum Physics and in
Classical Physics; however, concluding that our world is not deterministic, only
because it is impossible to construct Laplace’s demon, is not consistent with the
contemporary concept of determinism. After all, determinism is not an
epistemological concept and being deterministic is not the same thing as being
perfectly predictable. In the section The Computational Model of the Thought
Experiment, a deterministic system having the problem of predictability is
illustrated already. It is not reasonable to conclude that a computational system
which does not involve any chaotic or probabilistic relations is not deterministic,
only because it has the problem of perfect prediction within the system.

As | said, it does not seem acceptable to me to use an epistemological criterion for
determinism; however, if determining a criterion of determinism using the
concept of predictability is insisted on, the following would be the only one
acceptable I can think of: “Determinism is true if and only if it is logically
possible that a perfect predictor exists.” By showing that it is nomologically

impossible to predict future, we cannot conclude that determinism is false. And in
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no studies | have encountered, it has been shown that it is logically impossible to
predict future. In each work trying to show impossibility of Laplace’s-demon-like
beings, there were empirical assumptions, like Laplace’s demon’s being physical,

being causally efficient, being available for human beings, being finite, etc.

After all, it is logically possible that there exist a perfect instance of Laplace’s
demon causally isolated from our world, although a Laplace’s demon intervening
with the world has problems. Therefore, even if we take an acceptable
epistemological criterion for truth of determinism, prediction problems mentioned

in this chapter do not imply that determinism is false.

4.11. Is It Possible that a Secretive ALD exists?

Up to now, ALDs which are very user-friendly, ALDs which do not keep any
secret from the users have been considered. Is it, on the other hand, possible that
there exists an ALD which does not reveal some of its predictions to the users?
Perhaps such a computer would not tell me that | would die in the plane crash,
since it would predict that such an action would make itself fail in its prediction. It
would not give me at least the complete details of its prediction. It could tell me
only the future facts which would not make me change them, in order to assure its
success in its prediction. To illustrate, instead of giving complete details of my
death, it could just tell me the time when | would die. Is it plausible to believe that

such a secretive ALD may exist?

First of all, an ALD’s being secretive would not change the fact that it would not
be able to hold all the empirical data about the world including itself because of
the reasons presented in “Can an ALD Have All The Empirical Data?”. However,

since it is not a perfect Laplace’s demon, maybe it does not have to have all the
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empirical data anyway. Now the question to be asked is “Can an ALD have
enough data about the world, such that it predicts as many facts as an ALD
deserving its name should predict?”. Since an ALD can only perfectly represent
the data about itself, and since there is enormous amount of other data to be
represented, | am not optimistic about ALDs’ ability to keep large enough data for

its purpose.

Moreover, if the causal effects of the process having role in an ALD’s predictions
is significant, being secretive would not help the ALD. Consider an ALD which
makes calculations using some electronic mechanism. These electronic
mechanisms would produce some electromagnetic waves affecting on the rest of
the world. For example, these electromagnetic waves could result changes in
people’s nervous systems and these changes would have the potential to affect on
people’s choices and to fail the ALD’s predictions. Or these electromagnetic
waves could produce some other physical changes and these changes would yield
a “butterfly effect” resulting in significant or even catastrophic events, making
ALD’s predictions fail. Since an ALD does not know what calculation process is
required for its prediction before this process ends, it would be impossible for it to
calculate how this process would affect the rest of the world. That is to say the
problem of ALDs presented in “Can an ALD Predict the Future of a System which
Includes Itself?”” works for secretive ALDs which do have significant causal

interaction with the rest of the world too.

On the other hand, if the ALD were very secretive and the effects of the process
carrying out the ALD’s predictions were negligible, this would mean that it is
practically causally isolated from the rest of the world. But it is not interesting to
conclude that an ALD causally isolated from the world is possible. In addition to
these, an ALD may not know when its insignificant interventions on the rest of the
world would result in a significant intervention. Therefore, | conclude that even a

secretive ALD has important problems.
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4.12. Foreknowledge by Computation vs. Foreknowledge by

Precognition: The Puzzle Awakens

Up to here, the possibility of foreknowledge by computation has been discussed.
An ALD or a Laplace’s demon is supposed to calculate facts about a time point t;,
using the facts about another time point to and laws of physics. How about
foreknowledge by precognition? Is it nomologically or at least logically possible?
Could we have an ability that lets us see the future without making any kind of
computation based on causal laws? Could we see the future just like God is
supposed to do? The assumption that some entity which does not causally interact
with the rest of the world could see the future and be right in all of its predictions
seems logically consistent to me. Having a meta-temporal perception ability
would let an entity perceive the future and the past without affecting them. This
gift demands neither an infinite database, nor the infinite computational ability
that Laplace’s demon needs. It seems possible that right now a genuine psychic
located outside of our world knows everything about our future and past. This is
not very surprising, since a version of Laplace’s demon which is isolated from our

world is also possible, as | have argued.

However, there are indeed problems with psychics who are causally interacting
with the world they examine. Let me call these imaginary physics “Magnificent
Psychics” following Dr. Erding Sayan. Here is a new version of the thought

experiment which is presented at the beginning of the chapter:

1) Assume that there is a magnificent psychic, who can perfectly foresee the

future.
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2) It is possible that someone asks the magnificent psychic wants to see when
she would die. She may learn that she will die in a particular plane crash

when she is flying to istanbul.

3) The idea of death would probably scare her. She may not want to die. And

she would prefer not to ever go to Istanbul by plane.

4) Either she would board this plane or she would not. Her boarding seems
problematic because of the third supposition. So she will not board this
plane. And this is not consistent with the first assumption.

This time not the causal determinism, but only the logical determinism (fatalism)
is committed to by the thought experiment. In other words, for this thought
experiment to be consistent, the world does not need to be governed by
deterministic causal laws, even if it is necessary that everything that happens has
to happen in the way it does. In logical determinism, there is only one possible

future, yet this future cannot be computed using causal laws even in principle.

If logical determinism is false, it is impossible that there exist a magnificent
psychic: As Sayan pointed out in one of our discussions, if logical determinism is
not true, then either there is no future before we reach it, or there are multiple
possible futures. If there is no future to see before we reach it, obviously nothing
would be able to perceive it by precognition. If, on the other hand, there are
multiple possible futures, each time a (so-called) magnificent psychic tries to see
the future, she would see a different one and fail in at least some of her meta-

temporal perceptions.

For the thought experiment about ALDs, | have argued that a solution which
rejects determinism is not favorable, since apparently the problem is not about
indeterminacy involved in causal relations but the directions of them. | hold a
similar position regarding the thought experiment about the magnificent psychic,

which only presumes logical determinism to be true. Even if logical determinism
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is false, there are a lot of regularities in our world because of causal connections.
The truth value of “I will not be abducted by a UFO by midnight” may not have a
truth value before midnight; however, we have good reason to believe it is true.
Our living in a world with lots of regularities is enough to lead us to the puzzling

point in the thought experiment.

In other words, even if logical determinism is false and the magnificent psychic’s
ability to see future fails once in a while, the problem cannot be overcome. In this
case, the magnificent psychic should have both a very good accuracy in her
predictions and ability to avoid unwanted avoidable events frequently, since she
has volitional actions. However, her ability to predict future and her ability to
succeed in avoiding unwanted events cannot be strong enough together: If her
precognition ability is strong enough, her volitional actions should be sacrificed,
and if efficiency of her volitional actions is not bizarrely weak, her ability of

precognition cannot be strong enough.

Besides, we can construct a logically deterministic computational model of the
thought experiment, in which each time C tries to guess how X will move it fails,
unless X fails to satisfy rule 2.2° Moreover, if it is true that indeterministic solution
does not solve the puzzle about ALDs, it is reasonable to expect it does not solve
puzzle about the magnificent psychic either, since the two thought experiments

have much in common.

Because the thought experiment presumes not strong free will, but only volitional
actions, denial of free will does not seem to be an option for solving the puzzle
either.?” It seems very strange to think that if we had the ability of a magnificent

psychic, we would not try to change our destiny.

% For details, see the section “The Computational Model of the Thought Experiment” in this
thesis.

2 See the section “Is Free Will a Delusion?” in this thesis.
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For the magnificent psychic thought experiment, unavoidable unwanted events
solution and preferable events solution does not get rid of the problems mentioned
in the relevant sections either. Why would unavoidable unwanted events begin to
be much more frequent, if | got the ability of a magnificent psychic today? Or
why would | see preferable events in my future before even trying to change

them, by getting the ability of precognition?

A magnificent psychic does not have to have a model of the world, or does not
have to have a computational ability, like an ALD. This means, solutions based on
computation and memory incapacity of ALDs are not applicable to the case of the

magnificent psychic.

The puzzle of the magnificent psychic seems very similar to the puzzle of ALDs,
and intuitively, | believe, so should their solutions be. For the case of ALDs,
besides claiming that it is impossible to predict the future because of the absurd
conclusions perfect prediction implies, more detailed explanations for this
impossibility has been presented in 4.8, 4.9 and 4.11. However, for the case of the
magnificent psychic, | have no suggestion for a detailed explanation of why for a
magnificent psychic it is impossible to foresee future by precognition. It seems to
me that this is one of the weaknesses of the arguments presented in this chapter.

For now, | see no way of filling this explanatory gap.
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4.13. Two Thought Experiments on the Infallible Foreknowledge

4.13.1. Schlesinger’s Solution for Newcomb’s Paradox: It is Impossible That
a Perfect Predictor Exists

If the claims of these chapter are correct, all the paradoxes which presume a
perfect ability of prediction or precognition have at least one premise which

cannot be true.

So does Newcomb’s Paradox: In the paradox, a player is playing a game with a
perfect predictor. There are two boxes in the game: Box | and box II. The player is
trying to get as much money as he can, by taking only box Il or both boxes. In the
box 1, there is always $1,000. On the other hand, the predictor may or may not put
$1,000,000 in box 11 depending on its prediction of the player’s choice. If the
perfect predictor predicts that the player is going to take both boxes, it does not
put $1,000,000 in box I1; and if it predicts that the player is going to get only box
[, it puts $1,000,000 in it. Assume that the predictor made its prediction and it put
either $1,000,000 or nothing in the box Il. What should the player do to increase

its payout? Should she take only box Il or both boxes?

First Argument: Some say that the player should take only Box Il, since it is
guaranteed by a perfect predictor that if the player were to take both boxes (or
equivalently, if the player takes both boxes), there will not be any money in Box

I1. This position obviously makes sense.

Second Argument: On the other hand, some others argue that the player should
take both boxes. Their argument also seems alright: Regardless of perfect
predictor’s prediction, if the player takes both boxes, she will get $1,000 more. If
the perfect predictor predicted that the player would get two boxes, the player

82



would get $1,000 instead of nothing and if otherwise she gets $1,001,000 instead
of $1,000,000.

To decide his position, Schlesinger (1974, p. 210) modifies the problem. Instead
of a perfect predictor, he puts an observer in the game. Again, there is $1,000 in
box I and the observer gives an additional $1,000,000 to the player after her
decision, if and only if she takes only box Il. Indeed, the second argument
presented above is not rational for this case, since it is obvious that there is no
possibility that the player takes nothing or $1,001,000 for this case. Schlesinger
claims that taking the assumption about the capabilities of the perfect predictor’s
seriously, the original problem is not really different than this modified one.
Therefore, as far as Schlesinger concerned, if the problem is consistent, the player
should take only box Il. However, he does not think that the problem is consistent.

He makes another modification in the problem to point out the inconsistency. This
time we stick to the original scenario in that the perfect predictor puts the money
beforehand. However, there is a guest, Jones, a very good friend of the player who
gets the opportunity to see if there is $1,000,000 in box Il. To clarify, let us say
that box II is transparent and visible from Jones’s position, however, it is hidden
from the player’s view. Obviously in both of the cases Jones would advise the
player to take both boxes to ensure the player get an extra $1,000. This new
modification does not harm the core of the original problem either. So the second

argument is right too.

Considering these two modified problems, Schlesinger argues that both of the
arguments, which contradict one another, are derivable from the same set of
premises. Therefore, he concludes that the problem itself must be inconsistent.
More specifically, he claims that the inconsistency about the problem is that it is

not possible that a perfect predictor exists.

I find this solution to be one of the most convincing ones for Newcomb’s paradox,

and the consistency of Schlesinger’s conclusion with those of the other arguments
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presented in this chapter supports the position that even in a deterministic world

perfect foreknowledge is impossible.

4.13.2. Prediction Paradox and Free Will

Prediction paradox is another problem having some common characteristics with
the thought experiments discussed in this section. Again perfect prediction is at
the center of the problem. This is another paradox which may seem to support the
thesis that we do not have free will; however, Ardon Lyon argues just the

opposite:

He uses an examination version of the paradox (Lyon, 1959, p. 510): A
headmaster ensures his pupils that an examination will be given on an unexpected
day of the next term. A clever pupil, apparently rightly, claims that the exam
cannot be given on the very last day of the term, because if it were to be given on
the very last day, the pupils would know when the exam would be given on the
eve of the examination day. And this would violate the rule that the exam would
be unexpected. Moreover, if the exam cannot be given on the last day, it follows
that the exam cannot be given on the day before the last day either. Otherwise, the
exam would be expected on the eve of this day, in the same way, since the exam
cannot be given on the very last day of the term. Following this reasoning the
clever pupil concludes that this exam will never be given. The headmaster listens
the reasoning without commenting and gives the exam one week later. And

obviously this exam surprises the pupils and satisfies both rules of the headmaster.

Lyon analyzes the two rules the headmaster sets up:
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RI An examination will take place on one day of next term.

R2* The examination will be unexpected in the sense that it will take place
on such a day that on the previous evening it will not be possible for the
pupils to deduce from Rules 1 and 2* that the examination will take place on
the morrow (Lyon, 1959, p. 512).

Here what is meant by R2* is very critical and may change the conclusions to be
derived from the paradox. Lyon simplifies the case, to analyze it. He convincingly
claims that when A holds two cards (one black and one white) and says that B
cannot predict which card he will lay, what he means is that B cannot predict the
color of the first card, not the second one after the first card is laid. In the same
way, Lyon claims, when the headmaster says that the exam will not be predicted,
he does not mean that it cannot be predicted whether or not the exam be given on
the very last day of the term. Obviously, on the eve of the very last day, pupils are
going to know whether or not there will be an exam on the last day, like B knows
the color of the second card after the first is laid. What the headmaster actually
means is simply that the pupils cannot logically deduce the examination day, if it

is not to be given on the very last day of the term.

For Lyon, there are two ways to interpret R2*:

S1 The examination will be unexpected in the sense that ... it will not be
possible for the pupils to deduce from Rules R1 and S1 that the examination
will take place on the morrow, unless it takes place on the last day.

S2 The examination will be unexpected in the sense that ... it will not be
possible for the pupils to deduce from Rules R1 and S2 that the examination
will take place on the morrow, even if it takes place on the last day (Lyon,
1959, pp. 512-513).

If what the headmaster meant by R2* is S1 (probably it is), Lyon argues, the
headmaster’s rules were logically consistent in the first place and the clever pupil

misinterpreted the R2*. And this is the reason why the exam given after one week
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was unexpected. Lyon seems to be right, since if S1 is the intended interpretation,
then it is not true that the headmaster cannot give the exam on the last day and the
whole argument of the clever pupil rests on this false proposition. The clever pupil
did not interpret the rules as the headmaster intended. If S1 is the intended
interpretation, then the exam can be given on the very last day without violating

his rules.

And if the headmaster means S2, obviously his rules are logically inconsistent and
cannot be satisfied. If this is the case, the pupil’s proving any proposition is not
surprising at all, since the headmaster suggests an inconsistent set of premises.
Even if in reality, the exam is not given on the very last day and the headmaster
succeeds in surprising the pupils, Lyon claims, it is still false that if the exam were
to be given on the very last day, it would be unexpected. | find Lyon’s analysis to

be clear and convincing.

Then he makes a very interesting claim: For him, even if there is a perfect
predictor, and the world is deterministic, if a perfect predictor informs you what
you will do, you can do otherwise. So he claims that a perfect predictor failing
because of our freedom is logically consistent (Lyon, 1959, p. 515). Apparently,
this means that determinism and free will are consistent. However, his conclusion
is based on a problematic approach: He assumes that the world is deterministic
and the predictor is perfect; nevertheless, he lets the perfect predictor fail. If the
predictor is perfect, as he assumed, then we cannot fail the prediction even if we
get to know the perfect prediction. And if we fail the predictor, it cannot be a

perfect predictor in a deterministic world.?

Even if it seems that his argument about the compatibility of free will and

determinism is inconsistent, his thought experiments have a core which is tenable

2 For a detailed criticism, see Canfield, 1961.
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and coherent with a kind of compatibilism. His criterion for freedom is some kind
of PAP.

Lyon’s PAP: An action is free, if and only if the performer can do otherwise, if
she gets to know that a perfect predictor had predicted that she would do this

action.

Changing the material conditional with counterfactual conditional, makes a

working criterion for weak free will discarded from the problem mentioned.

Lyon’s PAP Revised: An action is free, if and only if the performer could do
otherwise, even if she got to know that a perfect predictor predicted that she

would do this action.

Lyon’s PAP implies that the thought experiments focused on in this chapter,
which are related to precognition or perfect prediction, are not a threat for the
compatibility of free will and determinism. On the contrary, according to this
principle, the thought experiments under consideration show that determinism and
free will are compatible. After all, no matter whether we are living in a
deterministic or indeterministic world, no matter whether the predictor is fallible
or infallible, if we were told that we would voluntarily do something in a future
time by a predictor, we could do otherwise (at least if the prediction is not the
most preferable choice for us among the realizable ones). What Lyon (1959,
p.517) concludes supports compatibilism. He defends that we can be free in a
deterministic and physicalistic world. And this is consistent with the conclusions
of this thesis. Lyon’s revised PAP practically is not different than the
compatibilist PAP.

Lyon’s PAP Revised: An action is free, if and only if the performer could do
otherwise, if she got to know that a perfect predictor predicted that she would do

this action.
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Compatibilist PAP: An action is free, if and only if the performer could do

otherwise, if the performer wanted to do so.

Apparently, I could do something other than what the perfect predictor predicted
(and 1 did), only if I wanted to fail the perfect predictor for some reason. So
Lyon’s PAP is satisfied, only if compatibilist PAP is satisfied. Therefore, just like
compatibilist PAP, Lyon’s PAP implies that weak free will is compatible with

determinism, which is among the conclusions of this thesis.

4.14. Conclusions

After stating the ALD thought experiment, | have tried to solve in six ways. Only
two candidates of the solution seems acceptable to me. Each solution serves as an

explanation why it is impossible that an ALD exists.
To sum up:

1) Itis possible to build a Laplace’s demon, which would infallibly know the
future in a causally deterministic world, only if it is causally isolated from

the world.

2) Itis impossible to build an ALD which guarantees to continue its success

for two reasons:

a. No object may know everything about a system of which it is a

part.

b. No object can guarantee to predict an outcome dependent on the
effects of its prediction, since it does not know what it will predict

before it makes the prediction.
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3) Itis impossible for a magnificent psychic to foresee future by precognition,

if it is not isolated from the world.

These imply that the thought experiments which involve infallible precognition or
prediction has at least one false premise. The relation of the prediction paradox
and Newcomb’s paradox with the thought experiments about the ALD and the

magnificent psychic is discussed in two sections of this chapter.

The thought experiments discussed in this chapter may seem a threat for
compatibilism. However, a few reasons why candidates of solution which reject
compatibility of free will are not credible are presented in several sections. If
these arguments are reasonable, as they seem to me, there is nothing which
implies that there is a significant connection between free will and determinism in
these thought experiments. NDP seems me to be one of the consistent and perhaps

most plausible position in the problem of free will and determinism.
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CHAPTER V

RESPONSIBILITY AND DETERMINISM: ARE THEY EVEN
RELEVANT TO EACH OTHER?

5.1. The Reason Why We are not Responsible for What We Do

| defend the view that if physicalism is true, no matter whether the world is
deterministic or not, we have weak free will and we do not have strong free will.
This raises an important ethical question: Is weak free will enough to constitute a
reliable foundation for responsibility? If we do not have strong free will and if
weak free will is not enough to constitute a foundation for responsibility, then
most of the ethical paradigms and contemporary justice systems may be
questionable. If somebody is not responsible for her actions, how can we blame or

praise her?

Epictetus (1888) thinks that our desires are in our power. He claims that our
opinions, intentional actions and even desires and aversions are in our power. For
him, this is the reason why we should take the responsibility of those. It seems
that Frankfurt (1971) also believes that our desires are in our power by means of
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higher-order desires. For Frankfurt, we can choose what to want by our second-
order desires: “I don’t want me desiring to abuse drugs.” Now, persons who abuse
drugs are responsible for wanting to use drugs, since they could avoid wanting to

use drugs, by means of their higher-order desires.

Obviously, if Frankfurt is right, then we should be responsible for our intentional
actions. If he is right, responsibility, which is the foundation of contemporary
justice and ethics is safe. However, | believe that his concept of higher-order
desires is unhelpful for saving responsibility just like it is unhelpful to construct a
complete and consistent compatibilist concept of free will or personhood.
Following Frankfurt’s path does not help responsibility: We are responsible for
our first-order desires, because we have second-order desires confirming our first-
order desires. And we are responsible for our second-order desires, because we
have third-order desires confirming our second-order desires. But this chain
cannot continue infinitely. How about our highest-order desires? Why are we
responsible for our highest-order desires? In order to be convincing, Frankfurt has
to show that at least the highest-order desires are not caused by something
external, which seems counterintuitive. “To have significance,” claims Gary
Watson, “...the hierarchy [of multiple level of desires] must be grounded in
something else that precludes externality” (Watson, 1987, p. 149).

| think we cannot be genuinely responsible. First, our desires and aversions are
not in our control. Indeed, we could do otherwise, if we wanted to do so; but we
could not have wanted to do something other than what we actually wanted to do.

Or in Frankfurt’s conceptualization, and contrary to his view, even if we have

freedom of action, we do not have freedom of will. In short, we cannot choose
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what to want. We cannot, because our highest-order desires, aversions and will
supervenes upon the physical, something external. Since we cannot be responsible
for deterministic or indeterministic laws of physics and the previous state of the
world, we cannot be responsible for our desires, aversions, wills or actions, which

are determined by these laws and states.

What | suggest is rationally quite clear even if it is not intuitively so. In order to
gain an intuition supporting the arguments defended in this chapter, | suggest
following a path of thought experiments. First assume that a blind woman bumps
into a person when she was trying to walk on the street. Obviously, one would not
think that the woman is responsible for hitting the person in this case, since not
bumping into hit the person was not in the blind woman’s power. Epictetus or
Frankfurt would also interpret this situation in the same way and he would advise

one not to take the blind woman as responsible for hitting the person.

Now, let us change the case a little bit. A man who is schizoid hits a person
because he is wrongly sure that this person will kill a child, if he does not do so.
Should we consider this man responsible for what he has done? Despite of his
good will, should we punish him because he hit an innocent person, when it is
clear that his action is a symptom of his illness? Probably again in this case, one
would not think that the schizoid man is responsible for what he has done. And
probably Epictetus or Frankfurt would not object to this either. The second case is
different than the first one only in that inability to do otherwise is caused by not a
physical handicap but a psychological (which is in its roots physical too, if

physicalism is true) one.

And finally, let us suppose that a man who is rude hits someone intentionally just
to annoy this person. It is obvious that such actions are mostly influenced by prior
psycho-physical history and genetic factors. Suppose, for example that the man is
mean to others, because he has a unconscious belief formed by his experiences

that everybody is his enemy. And moreover his genetic makeup makes him less
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happy than other people, via determining how his serotonin system works. Now,
can we say that this rude man is responsible for what he has done? Can we say
that he has no psycho-physical disorder, unlike the schizoid man; or can we say
that despite his genetic makeup and experiences, it was in his power not to hit the
person, unlike the blind woman? Can we say that he is responsible for what he has
done? Is he really responsible for his not being rational enough? Is he really
responsible for the neural activity in his brain, which caused him to hit the
person? | defend that he is not, since this case is different than the last one only in
that the handicap resulting in inability to do otherwise is not psychotic but

neurotic.

Perhaps, Epictetus would think that the rude man is responsible for what he has
done, since Epictetus believes that even our desires and aversions are in our
control. However, it is hard to hold this position, unless contemporary philosophy
and science are ignored. Indeed, Epictetus is not responsible for not having heard
of the experiment of Benjamin Libet, in which Libet (1999) measures readiness
potential, an electrical change in the brain which regularly precedes the conscious
experience of decision. Or he is not responsible for not having heard of modern
medicines which change our desires without consuting to our “free” will. |
believe, since the case of the rude man is not qualitatively different than the case
of the blind woman, or the schizoid man, he is not responsible for his action.
Since no action in a physicalistic world is qualitatively different than any of these
actions with respect to PAP concerning supervenience, we are not genuinely

responsible for anything we do.

We have only weak free will and it is not enough to constitute responsibility. |
believe that we are not responsible for our actions. This implies that our justice
system and ethical beliefs do not have the ground of responsibility they need. If

physicalism is true, we are just complex deterministic or indeterministic machines
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and machines just do what the physical imposes; they cannot own genuine

responsibility.

Traditionally, it has been assumed that moral responsibility requires us to
have some type of free will in producing our actions, and hence we assume
that human beings, but not machines, have this sort of free will. At the same
time, there are reasons for regarding human beings as more like machines
than we ordinarily suppose. These reasons stem from various sources: most
prominently, from scientific views that consider human beings to be parts of
nature and therefore governed by natural laws, and from theological
concerns that require everything that happens to be causally determined by
God (Pareboom, 2001, p. xiv).

Not the incompatibilists’ PAP concerning determinacy, but PAP concerning
supervenience is a necessary condition for genuine freedom and responsibility. If
we cannot do otherwise in exactly the same circumstances, we cannot be
responsible for our actions. We cannot do otherwise in a physicalistic world, and

this is why we are not responsible for our actions.

Dennett also rejects that PAP concerning determinacy’s being a necessary
condition for responsibility: He calls PAP “nothing better than a long-lived
philosophical illusion” (Pareboom, 2001, p. 565). He claims that the reason why
we ask the question “Could the performer have done otherwise [given that
complete set of true propositions belonging to the past is the same]?” after
somebody commits a crime has nothing to do with free will or responsibility.
According to Dennett, when we ask “Could the performer have done otherwise?”
what we are actually concerned about is practical conclusions to be drawn from
this event (Pareboom, 2001, p. 562). To illustrate, we want to predict whether or
not the performer will do something similar again. | agree with Dennett on that.
Common function of asking questions of PAP concerning determinacy is not
finding out if somebody is genuinely responsible, but making practical

conclusions for a more convenient future.
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Another problem with the mainstream libertarian incompatibilist position reminds
me of the case of Ms. Determined. Changing the case a little bit leads it to
demonstrate PAP concerning determinacy’s problems in being a criterion for
responsibility. Ms. Determined is not a poker player in this case. She is a angel
with perfect good will. She is so nice that she can never do anything bad. She can
never stop being nice. If PAP is a necessary condition for responsibility, then she
can never be praiseworthy for her good actions, since she could not have done
otherwise. And as a person with good and bad sides, when | do something good, |
deserve praise, thanks to my “ability” (!) (in my opinion, the right word is
“possibility”) to do otherwise, given that the complete set of true propositions

belonging to the past is the same.

PAP concerning supervenience, which requires being able to do otherwise in
exactly the same circumstances, is free of this problem, because neither in
deterministic nor in indeterministic physicalistic worlds, can we satisfy it. |
believe, neither me, nor Ms. Determined is praiseworthy for our actions. Even if |
have good or bad sides, if I am controlled by the physical, | cannot do any action

other than what | do, just like Ms. Determined cannot.

Therefore, | agree with Dennett in that libertarian incompatibilist interpretation of
PAP has nothing to do with responsibility; however, | also believe that a proper
PAP (PAP concerning supervenience) could be an acceptable criterion for genuine

responsibility.

5.2. Practical Implications of Lack of Strong Free Will

Perhaps, some practical questions should be answered to clarify what is meant by

our not having genuine responsibility for anything we do. It is a common intuition
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that the reason why we should try to change our environment by acting is that we
have control over our actions. If we do not have genuine control over our actions,

i.e. if we are not genuinely free, should not we try to make our lives better?

First of all, our not having genuine power to determine what we do, does not
imply that we have no will or ability to act voluntarily. We have weak free will
which is determined by external causes which have active roles in the causal
chain. Even if these roles are determined by previous states of the world and laws
of physics, both of which seem to be out of our control, because of the regularities
originating from laws of physics, what we do regularly corresponds to what we
want to do when uncoerced volitional actions are concerned. So when one wants
to raise her hand, she has good reason to believe that she will be able raise her
hand. The important thing is that we have no control over what we want. | do not
know whether or not we should try to change our lives, but I am sure that we will
do so. We have evolved in this way. And our decisions which are caused
externally may make our lives “better”, or “worse” even if we are not genuinely

responsible for them.

Another practical question possibility of our not being genuinely responsible
reminds is about the role of reward and punishment in our lives: If we are not
responsible for anything we do, should not we praise and blame people. Should
not we reward and punish people for their actions? l.e. does our not having
responsibility for anything we do threats the truth value (if there are such truth
values, in the first place) of the moral judgments? | believe not only threats but
also eliminates the possibility of the moral judgments. There is no reason to
admire or blame people. Admiring and blaming wholeheartedly requires
commitment to genuine responsibility, which I claim we do not have. On the other
hand, there are reasons to reward or punish people to change structure of their

actions, as we shall argue below. It seems to me that expressing that you admire

96



or blame persons are only useful as psychological rewards and punishments.

Beyond that they are groundless, irrational and useless.

Now what happens to contemporary justice system? | think we should face a
truth: We do not punish people since they deserve punishment. Instead,
punishment serves for a pragmatic end: We punish “criminals” to change the
structure of the actions in the way majority or some powerful persons deserve.?
Thus, even if people do not deserve punishment, punishment has a function from
the perspective of majority. We isolate “criminals” to stay away from the dangers.
So our lack of genuine responsibility requires almost no change in our actual
justice systems. We just should, I believe face its foundations and confess:
Persons do not deserve reward or punishment, we just use reward and punishment

for our, majority’s and powerful persons’ ends.

5.3.  Conclusions

Honderich describes two ways of disapproving a vicious politician:

[...][1] we may hold a vicious politician responsible, which is to say we
disapprove of her morally for an action, where this particular disapproval
involves a retributive desire—a desire to subject her to discomfiture or worse—
and where the disapproval issues in certain behavior. [2] We may also
disapprove of her morally for her action in another way. This attitude
involves desires, but it does not involve a retributive desire, and it issues in
distinct behavior. It follows that the attitudes have different contents, and in
particular that the first takes the politician's action to be both voluntary and
originated, and the second only takes it to be voluntary (Honderich, 1996, p.
856).

# Cf. Dennett, 1984a, p.562.
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| believe, if we do not have genuine responsibility (which I defend), only the
second disapproval is rational. If we do not carry any responsibility, there is no
way to legitimately rationalize retributive or admirative desires. Only avoidance

of bad consequences and pursuit of good ones is rational.

Pereboom lengthily discusses the implications of hard incompatibilism on the
management of criminal behaviors. He defends that if hard incompatibilism is
true, since nobody is responsible for any action, nobody deserves to be punished
(or to be rewarded); and that is why retributive punishment is not a way of
managing criminal behaviors which hard incompatibilism could rationalize.
However, even if we are not responsible, there are legitimate punishments he
claims: Punishments for the purpose of education is acceptable even if hard
incompatibilism is true. Deterrence, isolation, rehabilitation is not more
problematic in a world with lack of responsibility, than it is in a world with
responsibility.® Therefore, being committed to that we are not genuinely
responsible would not dramatically change practices of our justice system.

However, it would change foundation and principles of justice system
dramatically: Instead of punishing people because we believe that they deserve
punishment, we would punish people to reconstruct their personality in a way that
IS more adaptable to the society. Instead of holding people responsible which may
causes hatred, we would rehabilitate, isolate them, which sounds more like

problem solving.

It seems to me that human being are getting more and more convinced with these
no-genuine-responsibility-positions, consciously or unconsciously, based on their
reasoning or based on their evolving intuitions. That is why death penalties

practiced, punishment of mentally disabled people, and retributive torture is

% For a more comprehensive discussion, Pareboom, 2001, pp. 158-86.
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getting rarer, while rehabilitation, and isolation is getting more and more central

in the contemporary justice system.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS

One of the widely shared intuition is that indeterminism is more free-will-friendly
than determinism. Even some compatibilists like Honderich take this proposition
granted. In this thesis, | tried to weaken this intuition like Hume, Frankfurt,
Dennett, Pareboom and G. Strawson do. Hume, Frankfurt and Dennett defend that
weak free will is compatible with determinism, just like it is compatible with
indeterminism. Pareboom and Strawson, on the other hand, defend that strong free
will is incompatible with indeterminism, just like it is incompatible with
determinism. I think both of these schools, “optimistic compatibilists” and
“pessimistic incompatibilists” hold a tenable positions. And I try to combine these
two positions in NDP. If physicalism is true, both determinism and indeterminism
is compatible with weak free will and incompatible with strong free will. On the
other hand, if physicalism is false, I believe both weak and strong free will may or
may not exist, independent of the problem of determinism. If we have wills
independent of everything external, it does not matter whether or not our wills
follow a deterministic or indeterministic pattern, we are free in the strong sense.
Therefore, a perfectly (perfectly determined by goodness) good angel is not less
free than a fairly good person, or a perfect chess player (perfectly determined by
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math and logic) is not less free than a rookie chess player independent of the

problems of physicalism and determinism.

Table 2: Implications of this thesis about the relationship between freedom and

physicalism.

Weak Free Will Strong Free Will
Physicalistic World Possible Impossible
Non-Physicalistic World | Possible Possible

| believe, if physicalism is true, we are simply machines. We do not get mad at
machines, and we do not admire them wholeheartedly. Instead, we use them for
our purpose. | know that this sounds mean; however this is not something I prefer,
this is something, I defend, we cannot escape from. To clarify, how should my
most respectable professors take the Acknowledgements section of this thesis? | do
not reject that we have a room for sympathy, feeling of admiration, and so on.
What | claim is that these feelings do not have a rational ground like responsibility
or freedom, which they are assumed to have. Personally, | feel lucky for having a
bit of these rationally groundless, evolutionary helpful feelings.

The reason why P. F. Strawson (1962) proposes that contemporary problem of
free will is over-intellectualized is its not corresponding to the daily experiences
of feelings and reactive attitudes. We have feelings and reactive attitudes, which
are shaped evolutionary and culturally. We do not have genuine responsibility and
genuine freedom. Our appreciation towards “good” people, and resentment
towards “bad” people are feelings and reactive attitudes, which does not have to

have a rational ground. However, responsibility and strong freedom are two
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concepts which can and should be rationally grounded. Therefore, | agree with
Strawson in that we over-intellectualize philosophy of freedom by inventing
concepts like responsibility and freedom of will, which perhaps does not have any
referent in our world. Perhaps, we perceived our weak freedom (or volitional
actions), over-intellectualized it and created these stronger concepts of freedom
and genuine responsibility, which does not have any referent. So maybe we

should just ignore these strong concepts.

We are machines in one sense; however machines are not as predictable as we
tend to believe. Even if determinism is true, even if we know all the laws of
physics, we cannot predict future of our own system. Contrary to Popper’s claim,
obviously unpredictability does not show that our world is not deterministic.
Unpredictability does not prove or disprove that we have free will either. I think
this is simply irrelevant to problem of compatibilism / incompatibilism. There are
contradictions followed by existence of a Laplace’s demon or a magnificent
psychic and these contradictions, | defend, are irrelevant to problem of
determinism and free will. For Laplace’s demon, some of the problems are
impossibility of registering complete data about oneself, and impossibility of
calculating the future of a system including oneself. For magnificent psychics, on
the other hand, | have no explanation. It seems to me that Chapter 3 is just a start
for the enquiries about possibility of perfect foreknowledge. Much more
complete, systematical and simpler explanations for the problematic thought

experiments could be presented, I believe.

The relation between desires and will is another point which should not be missed.
Since a will free from desires is not a possibility, if we still want to talk about
freedom of will, we should take desires as something internal to will. A being
acting against its strongest physical or mental desire would not seem us to be freer

than a drunk person, who is having trouble even with walking straightforward.
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APPENDIX C

TURKISH SUMMARY

OZGUR IRADE VE DETERMINIZM: BiRBIRLERIYLE GERCEKTEN
ILGILILER Mi?

iki Tiir Ozgiir irade Kavramm

Irade insanin eylemlerini belirlemesine yarayan bir gesit giictiir. Bu belirlemeye
“se¢im yapmak” diyoruz. Se¢im yapmak kavrami pozitif ve negatif istekleri (istek
ve rahatsizlik) varsayiyor. Eger isteklerimiz olmasaydi, diinya umurumuzda
olmazd1 ve se¢im yapmak icin hicbir itki ve sebebimiz olmazdi. Oyleyse, irade
istekleri kavramsal olarak varsaymaktadir. Isteklerimiz olmasaydi, organik
bilgisayarlar veya robotlardan farksiz olurduk ve 6zgiirlikten de bahsedemezdik.
Istekler olmadan iradeden bahsedemeyiz; ancak isteklerimizin olmasi irademizin
oldugunu tek basina gostermez: irademiz oldugunu sdyleyebilmemiz i¢in, yapmak
istedigimiz seyleri yapabilmemizi saglayacak, ya da en azindan yapmayi
denememizi saglayacak bir giice ihtiyacimiz var. Isteklerimizi siklikla

gerceklestirebildigimiz i¢in, goriiniiste irade sahibi oldugumuzda hemfikir olmak
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egilimindeyiz. Ayaga kalkmak istiyoruz ve bu istegi ayaga kalkarak tatmin

ediyoruz. Elimizi kaldirmak istiyoruz ve bunu kolaylikla gerceklestiriyoruz.

Ayni zamanda sahip oldugumuza inandigimiz bu iradenin 6zgiir oldugunu da
diisiiniiyoruz. irademizin 6zgiir olmasiyla, genellikle onu kendi kendimize,
disaridan miidahale olmaksizin belirledigimizi kastediyoruz. irademizin 6zgiir
oldugu yoniinde genel bir sezgimiz varsa da, filozoflar bu sezgiyi sorgulamadan
kabul etmiyor. Diinyadaki nedensellik zincirinin tamamen ya da kismen
deterministik oldugu diisiincesi, genellikle 6zgiir irademize bir tehdit olarak
algilaniyor. Determinizmin farkl tiirleri olsa da, bu ¢alismada genel olarak
nedensel determinizm, yani diinyanin tiimiiyle nedensellik kurallariyla
belirlendigini iddia eden doktrine odaklanilacak. Eger nedensel determinizm
dogruysa, tiim olgular doganin degismez ve sagsmaz olan kurallarina bagimli
olmali. Bu durumda, nedensel determinizm dogruysa, herhangi bir t; anindaki
eksiksiz dogru 6nerme kiimesi (girdi) i¢in, daha sonraki herhangi bir t, ani1 igin
sadece bir tane eksiksiz dogru 6nerme kiimesi (¢1kt1) olasidir. Deterministlere
gore, bir piyango bileti aldigimda, ¢ekilis yapildiktan sonra ikramiyeyi kazanip
kazanamayacagim bellidir. Nedensellik kurallar1 ¢oklu olanaklara izin
vermeyecek bicimde oldugundan, ¢ekilisi yapacak kisinin se¢imleri bile bu

kurallarla tek olanakli bicimde dnceden belirlenmistir.

Determinizm dogruysa, alternatif olanaklilik acisindan, gelecek ge¢misten farkli
degildir. Her ikisi de belirlenmis ve degistirilemezdir. Bir baska deyisle,
determinizm dogruysa, herhangi bir anda olmus ya da olacak olan bir olay,
oldugundan farkli bicimde olamazd1 ya da olamaz. Ilk bakista, deterministlere
gore gercek anlamda olasiliktan ya da gergek anlamda 6zgiir iradeden bahsetmek
miimkiin degil gibi goriiniiyor. Determinizm dogruysa, herhangi bir t aninda bir
kisinin ya da bir elektronun nasil davranacagini bilmiyor olsak bile, 6nceden

belirlenmis bir tek bi¢imde davranmak zorunda olmasi gerekir. Bundan herhangi
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bir t; anina ait eksiksiz ampirik bilgiyle, nedensellik kurallarini birlikte kullanarak
herhangi bir t; ana ait eksiksiz ampirik datayi ¢ikarsayabilecegimiz sonucuna

ulagilabilir. Bu sematik olarak agagidaki gibi ifade edilebilir:

Et; (t; anina ait eksiksiz ampirik bilgi,

L (Doga kanunlar)

Et, (t2 anina ait eksiksiz ampirik bilgi,

Ozgiir iradeye dair en temel sorulardan biri iste burada akla geliyor: Eger bizim
secimlerimiz ve diger tiim olgular daha dogmadigimiz bir zamana ait olgulardan
ve nedensellik kurallar1 tarafindan 6nceden belirlenmisse, irademiz ya da
diinyamizdaki herhangi bir sey nasil 6zgiir olabilir? Ve doga kanunlarindan ya da
dogmadigimiz bir zamandaki olgulardan sorumlu olmadigimiza gore, bu iki faktor

tarafindan belirlenmis olan davranislarimizdan nasil sorumlu olabiliriz?

Baz diistiniirler, cesitli argiimanlara dayanarak, determinizm dogruysa 6zgiir
olamayacagimizi iddia ederken, bazi digerleri de bu argiimanlarin yanlis oldugunu
savunuyor: Ozgiir iradenin determinizm doktrininin dogruluk degerine bagimlilig
meselesine iliskin dort temel gériis var: (1) Oncelikle, Derk Pereboom (1995),
Galen Strawson (2000), ve Janet Radcliffe Richards (2000) gibi ikili uyusmazcilar
(hard incompatibilists) ya da kotiimser uyusmazcilar (pessimistic incompatibilists)
deteminizm dogru da olsa yanlis da, 6zgiir irademiz olamayacagini diisiiniiyorlar.
(2) Peter Van Inwagen (1983, s. 93-105; 1989, s. 404-405), Robert Kane (1989,
1996, 1999) ve Paul Holbach’in (1957) aralarinda bulundugu diger uyusmazcilar,

ozgiirliikeii uyusmazedar (libertarian incompatibilists), agnostik uyusmazcilar™

*! Determinizmin dogru olup olmadigim konusunda taraf segmeyip, 6zgiir iradeyle uyusmadigini
savunanlar.
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ve uyusmazct deterministler (hard determinists), 6zellikle determinizmin,
indeterminizmden ayirici niteliklerinden dolay1 6zgiir iradeyle uyusmaz oldugunu
savunan diistiniirler. (3) Eger 6zgiirsek bunun determinizmin dogru oldugunu
gosterdigini savunan bir cephe de bulunmaktadir (Hobart, 1934). Onlar 6zgiir
irade ve indeterminizmin uyumlu olmadigini diisiindiiklerinden, onlar1 “kétiimser
uyusurcular” diye adlandirmak uygun olabilir. (4) Harry Frankfurt (1969)32 ve
Daniel C. Dennett’in (1984a, 1984b) aralarinda bulundugu bir diger cephe de,
Ozglir irade ve determinizmin uyumlu oldugunu savunmaktadir. Bu felsefecilerin
oncekilerden farki olarak, 6zgiir iradenin indeterminizmle de uyumlu oldugunu
diistinmeleridir. Bu nedenle bu ekol de “iyimser uyusurcular” diye
adlandirilabilir. Her ne kadar kotiimser uyusmazcilar ve iyimser uyusurcular
tartigmanin iki kutbunda konumlanmis gibi goriinseler de ¢cok dnemli bir ortak
tezleri bulunmaktadir: Bu iki ekol de determinizm / indeterminizm problemiyle,
Ozglir irade probleminin birbirine (en azindan diger felsefecilerin iddia ettigi

tiirden) bagimli olmadigini savunmaya yatkindirlar.

Ben de, tipk1 iyimser uyusurcular ve kétiimser uyusmazcilar gibi, 6zgiir
irademizin olup olmadig1 sorusunun, diinyamizin deterministik olup olmadigi
sorusuna bagimli olmadigini diistiniiyorum. Her iki ekoliin argiimanlarinda da
biiyiik oranda katiliyorum. Ozgiir irade probleminin determinizmin dogruluk
degerinden bagimsiz oldugunu kabul ettikleri siirece, 6zgiir oldugumuzu
destekleyen ve olmadigimiza isaret eden iki giliglii sezginin de temeli oldugunu
diistinliyorum. Bu goriiniiste birbirine kars1 olmasi beklenen sezgiler ¢elismek
zorunda degil; ¢linkii 6zglir irade tartismalarinda iki tiir 6zgiir irade kavramina
referans veriliyor: Geleneksel olarak “uyusurcu ézgiir irade” (“compatibilist free

will”) ve “uyusmazci 6zgiir irade” (“incompatibilist free will”) diye adlandirilan

%2 Frankfurt (1971, 1987) ayrica, yiiksek-diizer-istekler (higher-order desires) kavramum temel
alarak yeni bir 6zgiir irade kavramu da tanimlamaktadir.
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bu kavramlara bu ¢alisma boyunca, sirasiyla “giiclii 6zgiir irade” ve “zayif ozgiir

irade” diye anacagim.

Ted Honderich (1996) de “ayn1 énemde iki 6zgiirliik kavramimiz var” diyor ve bu
nedenle hem uyusurcularin hem de uyusmazcilarin yanildigini savunuyor. Ona
gore, sadece istemlilik sartini saglayan eylemlerimiz zayif anlamda 6zgiir ve
istemlilik determinizmle tamamen uyumlu. Diger zor saglanir 6zgiirliikk kavramini
tanimlamak iginse kisiden kaynaklanma (origination) kavramini tanimliyor: “Bir
eylem, eger bir nedensellik zincirinin sonucu degil de, kisinin kontroliindeyse, bu
eylem kisiden kaynaklidir” (Honderich,1996, s. 855). Bir eylemin gii¢lii anlamda
Ozgiir olmast i¢in, hem istemli, hem de kisiden kaynakli olmasi1 gerekir ve
Honderich’e gore, bu sart determinizm dogru ise saglanamaz (Honderich,1996, s.
856).

Bana gore iki kavram arasinda ¢izilmis bu ayrim akla yakin ve bu iki kavramdan
sadece birisinin determinizmle uyumlu oldugu da dogru. Ancak Honderich
determinizmin (sadece determinizmin) gii¢lii 6zgiir iradeyle uyumsuz olduguna
vurgu yaparak, indeterminizmin gii¢lii 6zgiir iradeyle uyumlu olabilecegini ima
ediyor. Iste bu noktada onunla hemfikir degilim. Calismanin ilerleyen
kisimlarinda neden Honderich’le ayni fikirde olmadigimi agilayacagim; ancak

oncelikle zayif ve giiclii 6zgiir iradeyi biraz daha netlestirmek istiyorum:

Zay1f 6zgiir irade kavramlar1 daha kolay anlasilir ve daha kolay test edilir
kavramlardir. Hume’un 6zgiir irade kavrami bu tiiriin en temel 6rneklerinden biri
sayilabilir. Hume gore, eger isteklerimizin nedensellik zincirinde yer buldugu
istemli eylemler gergeklestiriyorsak, 6zgiiriiz. Bir bagka deyisle, eger
istedigimizde davrandigimizdan farkli davranabiliyorsak, zayif 6zgiir irademiz
vardir. Zayif 6zgiirlik hakkinda tartigilmasi ve istemli davranislara atfedilmesi

kolay bir kavram.
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Ote yandan, gii¢lii 6zgiir irade kavrami, kaygan, kavranmasi zor. Sadece
goriiniiste istemli olan davranislarla temellendirilmesi miimkiin degil. Gligli
ozgiir irademizin oldugunu sdyleyebilmek i¢in eylemlerin Kane’in (1989, 1996,
1999) kastettigi anlamda nihai sorumlusu (ultimately responsible) olmaliyiz ya da
bu eylemler kisiden kaynakli olmal1 (Strawson, 2000). Tam olarak ayni kosullar

altinda, birden ¢ok eylem yapabilme olanagini tasiyor olmaliyiz.

Bu ¢alismanin pozisyonu bu iki kavramla yakindan ilgili: Savundugum sey,
determinizm doktrininin dogrulugundan bagimsiz olarak, zayif 6zgiir iradeye
sahipken, giiclii 6zgiir iradeye sahip olmadigimizdir. Filozoflar zayif 6zgiir
irademizin varliginda hemfikir gibi goriiniiyor. Bu nedenle 6zgiir irade
problemini, gii¢lii 6zgiir irade problemi olarak ele alacagim. Calismanin
devaminda aksini belirtilmedigi siirece “6zglir irade” ifadesini “giiclii 6zgiir irade”

anlaminda kullanacagim.

29 ¢¢

“Ozgiir irade” “giiclii 6zgiir irade” olarak ele alindiginda, bu ¢alismanin
pozisyonu kotlimser uyusmazciliga oldukca yakin hale getiriyor. Ancak tipki
giiclli 0zgiir irade gibi, zayif 6zgiir iradenin de determinizminin dogruluk
degerinden bagimsiz oldugunu iddia ettigim i¢in, pozisyonumu “ilgisizci

pozisyon” diye isimlendirmek daha dogru olabilir.

Kukla Olmak

Bu ¢alismanin kritik bir monist varsayimi var: Bir¢ok ¢agdas felsefecinin 6zgiir

irade problemiyle ilgilenirken yaptig1 gibi, ben de fizikalizmin dogru oldugunu
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varsayacagim. Eger fizikalizm dogruysa, diinyamiz fiziksel ozellikleri takip
etmektedir (onlardan dogmaktadir, onlara dayalidir, supervene upon).
Diinyamizdaki her sey fiziksel varliklara bagimlidir. Bu biraz kétiimser bir
varsayimmig gibi goriilebilir; ¢iinkii bu durumda biz fizik kanunlarina gore
davranan fiziksel kanunlarinin yonetimindeki kompleks kuklalariz. Bizler hisleri,
iradeleri, diislinceleri, vb. olan kompleks kuklalariz ve fiziksel varliklar da
kuklaci. Isteklerimizle uyumlu amaglarimiza ulastigimiz icin, biz kuklalar,

“0zgiir” irademiz oldugu inancini olusturuyoruz.

Oncelikle, kuklacinin (fiziksel diinya) deterministik davrandigim diisiinelim. Bizi
her t; anindaki davranig, duygu ve diisiincelerimiz icin ti+1 anindaki davranis,
duygu ve diislincelerimizi kesin bigimde bilinecegi sekilde, bir deterministik
kurallar biitiiniine gore hareket ettiriyor. Simdi, bu kuklalar (bizler) ne kadar
kompleks ve goriiniiste 6zgiir olursa olsun, 6zgiir irade sahibi olduklarini iddia
etmek sezgilerimizle uyumsuz degil mi? irade ve davramslar1 kuklaci tarafindan
kesin bigimde belirleniyor. iradelerinin bir kuklacinin ipleriyle alternatife yer
vermeyecek bicimde yonlendirildigini bile bile, onlara “6zgiir” demeli miyiz?
Benim sezgilerime gore, fizikalistik deterministik bir diinyada yasiyorsak, 6zgiir
olamayiz. Ozgiir oldugumuz inancin1 gelistirebilir, ya da isteklerimizle uyumlu
amaclarimiza ulasabiliriz; ama irademiz ve davraniglarimiz fiziksel nesnelere
tamamen bagimli oldugundan, davraniglarimiza 6zgiir diyemeyiz, “6zgiir’iin

anlamini degistirmeden.

Muhtemelen bazi uyusurcular benimle hemfikir olmayacak. Ancak bu ampirik
gergeklerle ilgili uyusmuyor olusumuzdan kaynaklanmiyor. Benimle hemfikir
olmayabilirler; ¢iinkii onlarin akillarindaki zayif 6zgiir irade kavrami, benim su an
izerine diisiindiigiim giiclii 6zgiir irade kavramindan daha kucaklayici. S6z gelimi
sOyle diyebilirlerdi: “Her ne olursa olsun, biz kuklalarin, arzu, irade gibi kompleks

yapilar1 oldugunda ayni goriisteyiz. Bu kompleks yapilar fiziksel varliklar
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tarafindan kesin bigimde belirleniyorsa bile, onlarla uyumlu amaglara
ulasabiliyoruz. Bu nedenle biz kuklalar 6zgiir say1lmaliy1z. (Zayif) Ozgiir irade

kavramu fiziksel diinyadan (kuklact) bagimsiz olmay1 gerektirmiyor.”

Fizikalistik bir diinyada yasiyor olmamizin bizi fiziksel diinyanin kontroliinde
kuklalar yaptiginda anlastigimiz siirece, kendimizi “6zgiir” addedip
addetmeyecegimizin 6ncelikli bir tartisma konusu oldugunu diistinmiiyorum.
Birakalim uyusurcular akillarinda zayif 6zgiir irade kavramlariyla 6zgiir
olmadigimizi iddia etsinler, bense aklimda gii¢lii 6zgiir irade kavramlariyla 6zgiir

oldugumuzu iddia edeyim.

Deterministik fizikalistik diinyadan sonra, simdi de diger fizikalistik olasilik,
diinyanin indeterministik ve fizikalistik oldugu olasilig1 lizerine tartigalim: Bu kez
kuklaci (fiziksel diinya) kuklalar1 (bizi) indeterministik bir bigimde kontrol ediyor.
Simdi, kuklaci bizi ya rastgele, ya da olasilik iceren kurallarla (fizik kanunlar1)
yonetiyor. Eger durum buysa, prensipte kukla gdsterisinin seyircileri, kuklalarin
daha onceki davraniglarini gézlemleyerek, daha sonraki davraniglarini
cikarsayamaz. Bu bir seyi degistirir mi? Tahmin edilemez olmamiz bizi daha
Ozglir yapar m1? Bu indeterministik kuklalar 6zgiir olabilir mi? Benim bu soruya
cevabim hayir; clinkii indeterministik fizikalistik diinyada, fizik kurallar1 olasilik

icerse de, fiziksel diinyanin bizi zorladigindan farkli davranamayiz.

Muhtemelen bu iddia bir agiklama gerektiriyor: Kararsiz bir siirticiiniin kirmizi
1s1kta durup durmayacagi, sinir sistemindeki tek bir elektronun durumuna bagimh
olabilir. S6z gelimi, siiriiciiniin sinir sistemindeki elektron st spin durumdaysa
(spin up state) siirticii kirmizida duracak, elektron alt spin durumundaysa (spin
down state) da siiriicii kirmizida gegecek olsun. Durumu basitlestirmek i¢in
elektronun tizerinde herhangi bir elektromanyetik etki olmadigin1 ve alt spin
durumda ve iist spin durumda olma olasiliginin 1/2 oldugunu varsayalim. Simdi

bu elektronun iist spin durumunda mu1 alt spin durumunda mi olacag: belirsiz
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olabilir; ancak siiriiciiniin elektronun tist spin durumunda olmasi halinde duracagi
kesin. Bu durumda, miikemmel iplerle kuklaci tarafindan yonetilen bu kuklanin,
sadece kuklaci nasil hareket edecegine olasilik i¢eren kurallara gore karar veriyor
diye 6zgiir demek miimkiin mii? Bir kukla hangi eylemi sececeginde 6zgiir
olabilir mi? Kuklaci tarafindan empoze edilmis bu belirsizlik (indeterministik
olaylar), kuklay1 6zgiir yapmaz; ¢iinkii bu belirsizliklerde icerilen olasiliklar
kuklanin kontroliinde degildir. Ayn sekilde fiziksel varliklar tarafindan empoze
edilmis belirsiz davraniglar, bizi 6zgiir yapmaz; ¢iinkii bu belirsizliklerde igerilen

olasiliklar bizim kontroliinde degildir.

Eger kuklacinin kontroliindeki kuklalar ve fiziksel diinyanin kontroliindeki kisiler
analojisi problem i¢ermiyorsa, fizikalizmin bizim 6zgiir olmamiza iznin
vermedigi (ya da vermeyecegi) sonucuna ulagsmak kaginilmazmis gibi goriiniiyor.
Bir baska deyisle, eger hicbir kukla 6zgiir sayllamayacaksa, fizikalistik bir
diinyadaki hi¢bir eylem ya da se¢im de 6zgiir sayilamaz. Daha 6nce de belirttigim
gibi, farkli (zayif) bir 6zgiir irade kavramlastirilmasiyla bunun aksine de
ulasilabilir: Ister deterministik ister indeterministik bir diinyada yastyor olalim,
nasil davranmak istedigimizle nasil davrandigimiz arasindaki pozitif iligki bir
dereceye kadar korundugu siirece 6zgiirlizdiir. Burada asil 6nemli olan, ister gii¢lii
ister zayif bir 6zgiir irade kavramindan bahsedelim, 6zgiirliiglimiiziin determinizm
/ indeterminizm problemine bagimli olmamasi. Analojinin temeli kuklalarin digsal
bir seye bagimli olmasi; kuklalarin 6zelliklerinin, kuklacinin 6zelliklerine tipki

bizim 6zelliklerimizin fiziksel 6zellikle takip ettigi gibi takip etmesi.

Analojilerden ve diisiince deneylerinden uzaklasmak adina ilgisizci pozisyonun

ardindaki argiiman asagidaki adimlarla ortaya konulabilir:
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(1) Eger fizikalizm dogru ise, her dzellik fiziksel 6zelliklere takip eder.
(Fizikalizmin tanimindan)

(2) Eger fizikalizm dogru ise, her 6zellik, fiziksel 6zelliklere tamamen
bagimlidir. (1°den)

(3) Eger fizikalizm dogru ise, irade ve eylemlerimizin tiim 6zellikleri, fiziksel
Ozelliklere tiimiiyle bagimlidir. (2°den)

(4) Eger A B’ye tiimiiyle bagimliysa, A 6zgiir olamaz. (Onciil)

(5) Eger fizikalizm dogru ise, (determinizm dogru da olsa yanlis da)
iradelerimiz 6zgiir degildir. (3 ve 4’ten)

(6) Eger fizikalizm dogru ise, 6zgiir irade problemi, determinizm /

indeterminizm problemine bagimli degildir. (5’ten)

iki Tiir Alternatif Olanaklar Prensibi (Principle of Alternative
Possibilities)

Ozgiir irade iizerine ¢alisan bir¢ok felsefeci, dzgiir irade ve sorumluluk
kavramlarini birbirinin iizerine insa ediyorlar. Bu sezgilerimize uygun: Oyle ya
0zglir olmadigimiz bir eylemden sorumlu sayilamayiz. Cogu uyusmazciya gore
bir davranisimizdan sorumlu olabilmek i¢in, bu davranisi géstermeme
olanagimizin da bulunmasi gerekir(Van Inwagen, 1978; Ginet, 1996; Kane, 1989,
1996, 1999). Ayni sekilde bu prensibe inanan diisiiniirlere gore, bir
davranisimizda 6zgiir olmamiz igin de, o davranisi gostermeme olanagimizin
bulunmasi gerekir. Oyleyse, bir hirsizin araba ¢almaktan sorumlu ve araba
calarken 6zgiir olabilmesi i¢in, o arabay1 ¢almama olanaginin da elinde bulunmasi
gerekiyor. Ya da bir kahramanin diinyay1 kurtarmakta 6zgiir ve kurtardigi i¢in

takdire sayan olmasi i¢in, diinyay1 kurtarmama olanagini da elinde bulundurmasi
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gerekiyor. Bu tiirden prensipler genel olarak alternatif olanaklar prensipleri
(AOP) olarak aniliyor.

Frankfurt ve Dennett’1n aralarinda bulunmadig: cogu diisiiniire gore, 6zglrlik
baska tiirlii davranabilme olanagini gerektiriyor; ancak genellikle “baska tiirlii
davranabilme olanag1” ile ne kastedildigi net degil. Literatiirde birbirinden farkli
AOP’lerle karsilasiliyor: Bir diisiiniir AOP ile (1) “ge¢misteki ge¢cmisin ayni
olmasina ragmen, birden fazla eylemin gergeklestirilebilmesini” (determinizmle
iliskili AOP [DIAOPY)), ya da (2) “tam olarak ayni durumda birden fazla eylemin
gerceklestirilebilmesini” (fizikalizmle iliskili AOP [FIAOP]) kastediyor olabilir.
Bu iki AOP birbirine ¢ok benziyor goriinse de, bizi birbirlerinden dramatik olarak

ayrilan sonuglara gotiirebileceklerinden, birbiri yerine kullanilmamalilardir.

Kararsiz siirticii ile ilgili durumda, ge¢mis ayni olsa bile siiriicli birden fazla
davranig gosterebilirdi (kirmizida durmak, ya da gegmek); ¢iinkd siiriicliniin sinir
sistemindeki elektronun durumu kararindan énce belirlenmis degildi. Ote yandan,
elektronun son durumunu da sabitleyen tam olarak ayni durumda olma
kosulunda, siiriictiniin birbirinden farkli davraniglar1 gosterme sans1 yoktur. Bana
gore determinizmle ilgili olan DIAOP bzgiir irade veya sorumlulugun gerekli ya
da yeterli sarti degil. Ote yandan, fizikalizmi ilgilendiren FIAOP, giiclii dzgiir

iradenin ve gergek anlamda sorumlulugun gerekli sartidir.

Bu durumda, yukaridaki kavramlastirmaya gore, dilnyamizin indeterministik ve
fizikalistik oldugu varsayimiyla, tam olarak ayn1 durumda alternatif olanaklarimiz
yoktur; ancak ge¢misin tam olarak ayni olmasi durumunda, alternatif eylemler
gergeklestirebilmemiz miimkiindiir. Miimkiindiir, ama bizim elimizde degildir;
clinkii edimlerimizi kesin bigimde belirleyen indeterministik fiziksel olgular
iizerinde higbir kontroliimiiz bulunmamaktadir. DIAOP’yi saglamamiz bize
edimlerimiz {izerinde higbir kontrol vermediginden de, DIAOP’nin bize

sorumluluk i¢in gerekli 6zgiirliigii vermedigini savunuyorum.
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Ote yandan, bir¢ok uyusmazci, DIAOP’yi deterministik ya da indeterministik
diinyalarda 6zgiir olup olamayacagimiza karar vermek icin kullaniyor: An Essay
on Free Will’de, Van Inwagen, 6zgiir iradenin determinizmle ¢elistigini ortaya
koymak i¢in ii¢ argiiman ortaya koyuyor. Ugiincii argiiman, sonu¢ argiiman: (the

consequence argument) gecmisin ayniligia dayanan DIAOP’yi temel aliyor:

b 1Y

Once dnermelere baglanan “N” operatdriinii tammliyor. “N p.”, “p dogrudur ve
kimsenin higbir zaman p’nin dogruluk degeri konusunda bir segme sansi
olmamistir.” anlamina geliyor. Daha sonra sezgisel olarak ¢ekici olan («) Kurali

ve (B) Kuralinin dogru oldugunu iddia ediyor (Van Inwagen, 1983, s. 93-94).
() Kurali op = Np

(B) Kurali N(p>q), Np Ng.

Bu tanim ve Onciillere dayanan argiimani 7 adimdan olusuyor:

Po: Diinyanin eski bir zamandaki durumu.

L: Tiim doga kanunlarmin birlikte (conjunction) dogrulugu.

Determinizm dogru varsayimini asagidaki adimlar takip ediyor:
(1) o(Py&LDP)

Dogrudur. (1)den kipsel mantikla (modal logic), su ¢ikarsanabilir:
(2) o(Pe>(L>P))

() kuralim (2)ye uyguladigimizda asagidaki ifadeyi elde ediyoruz:
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(3) N(Po> (L2 P)).
Simdi 6nciillerimiz:
(4) NP,
(3), (4) ve (B) kuralndan:
(5) N(L>P).
ikinci oncil:
6) NL.
(5) ve (6)’ya (B) kuralmni uygularsak:

(7) NP (Van Inwagen, 1983, s. 94-95).

(a) kuralinin dogrulugundan siiphem var. («) kuralina goére, eger p gerekli olarak
dogru (necessarily true) ise, hi¢ kimsenin higbir zamanda p’nin dogruluk degeri
hakkinda bir segme sans1 olmamustir. Ote yandan, ya p’nin dogruluk degeri, p’yi
zorunlu olarak dogru kilacak biri tarafindan se¢ilmisse? Boyle durumlar mantikga
miimkiindiir: Tanr1 zorunlu olarak iyiyi seger, ya da determinizm dogruysa herkes

fizik kanunlariin gerektirdigini “seger”.

Bana gore Van Inwagen’i sonug argiimanina iten sezgi DI4AOP’den temel aliyor
ve bu AOP &zgiir iradenin kriteri olmak i¢in uygun degil. Sonug argiimaninin

daha az problemli bir versiyonunun asagidaki gibi kurulabilecegini diisiinliyorum:
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(1) Eger determinizm dogruysa, herhangi bir zamana ait eksiksiz dogru
onermeler kiismesi i¢in, daha sonraki herhangi bir zamana ait sadece bir
eksiksiz dogru 6nermeler kiimesi vardir. (Determinizmin tanimindan)

(2) Gegmisteki her zaman noktasi i¢in sadece bir eksiksiz dogru 6nermeler
kiimesi vardir. (Onciil)

(3) Oyle bir zaman vardi ki higbir canli yoktu. (Bilimsel olarak iyi
desteklenmis onciil)

(4) Eger determinizm dogruysa, canlilarin yagadig1 her zaman noktasi i¢in
sadece bir tane eksiksiz dogru 6nermeler kiimesi vardir. (1, 2 ve 3’ten)

(5) Eger determinizm dogru ise (DIAOP’ye gore) yaptigimizin aksini
yapamayiz. (4’ten)

Bu tiirden argiimanlar sadece DIAOP’nin saglanmasi igin indeterminizmin dogru
olmas gerektigini gosteriyor. Ge¢gmis ayn1 oldugu siirece, yaptigimizdan baska
sey yapabilme ihtimalimizin bulunmasi i¢in indeterminizmin dogru olmasi
gerektiginden Gte bir sey gostermiyor. Ve bu sadece bizim i¢in degil, cansiz
objeler i¢in de dogru: Atilan bir zarin aldig1 degerden baska bir deger alabilmesi
i¢in indeterminizmin dogru olmasi gerekiyor. Ote yandan, bu bizi bir zarm
indeterministik bir diinyada 6zgiir olabilecegi diisiincesine yonlendirmiyor.
AOP’yi saglayan zarlarin 6zgiir olmadigini diisiinmemizin sebebi zarin hangi
degeri gostereceginin kontroliinii elinde tutmamasi. Peki, fizikalistik bir diinyada,
biz davranislarimizi belirleyen fiziksel varliklar iizerinde kontrole sahip miyiz?
Eger fizikalizm dogru ise bdyle bir kontrol giiclimiiz yoktur gibi goriiniiyor.
Aksine, biz fizik kurallar1 tarafindan yonetiliyoruz. Ve indeterminizm dogru olsa
bile, fizikalistik bir diinyada yasadigimiz siirece, bizi yoneten fiziksel varliklar
iizerinde kontroliimiiz yok. Kisacasi, bana gére DIAOP’ye dayanan hicbir
argiiman, uyusmazciligi uyusurculuga karst destekleyen higbir 6nermeyi

ispatlamiyor.
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Bayan Belirlenmis

DIAOP’nin bazi baska problemleri de var: Bayan Belirlenmis matematigi ¢ok iyi
olan ve hafizasi poker oynamaya miikemmel bigimde uyumlu olan bir poker
yildiz1 olsun. Pokerde sira ne zaman kendisine gelse, oyundaki biitiin ilgili bilgiyi

kullanarak getirisi en iyi olan karar1 veriyor.

Siz onun bir turnuvasini izlerken, yaniniza bir uyusmazci geliyor ve size Bayan

Belirlenmis’in 6zglir iradesinin olmadigini sdyliiyor.
Siz de uyusmazciya neden bdyle diisiindiigiinii soruyorsunuz.

“Onu uzun siiredir izliyorum.” diye cevap veriyor uyusmazct. “Ne zaman eline iki

as gelse, elinin gliciinii gizleyerek, bahsi arttirmaya ¢alistyor.”

“Bu mantikli degil mi? Elinize iki as geldigi zaman bahsi yiikseltmeniz gerekmez

mi?”

Uyusmazci anlagilamamaktan yorulmus: “Tabi yiikseltmelisin! Ama
anlamiyorsun! Matematikte ve psikolojide bu kadar 1yi oldugu i¢in, bu kadar iyi
bir bellegi oldugu i¢in, ve optimal oyunu oynamak i¢in bu kadar biiyiik bir arzusu

oldugu i¢in, eline iki as geldiginde bahsi ylikseltmemesi imkansiz.”

“Yani?”
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“Yani yaptiginin aksini yapamaz ve bu da en azindan poker oynarken 6zgiir

olmadigini gosteriyor.”

Siz de “Ve ben acemi bir poker oyuncusu olarak,” diye tamamliyorsunuz.
“...tutarsiz kararlar veriyorum. Bu da benim poker masasinda ondan daha 6zgiir

2

oldugumu gosteriyor(!). Haklt miyim?..

Bu tiirden diisiince deneyleri, uyusmazci pozisyona katilmamama ve
belirlenmemisligin gercek segimlerin kavramsal olarak igermesi gerekmedigine
inanmama neden oluyor. Diisiince deneyinde, DI4OP savunucularim karikatiirize
ettigim iddia edilebilir. Ozgiirliikk¢ii uyusmazcilarin Bayan Belirlenmis’in
durumunu sdyle yorumlayacagi da iddia edilebilir: “Belki Bayan Belirlenmis’in
yetenekleri ve optimal oynama ihtiras1 géz 6niinde bulunduruldugunda, elinde bir
cift as1 oldugunda bahsi arttirmamasi miimkiin olmayabilir; ancak bahsi
yiikseltmek istemeseydi -kaybetmek isteseydi- Bayan Belirlenmis kendisini bahsi
yiikseltmekten alikoyabilirdi.” Ote yandan, bu 6zgiir irade kavramsallastirmasi
uyusurculara ait oldugundan, bizi uyusurculugun dogru olduguna goétiireceginden,
bdyle bir savunma bir uyusmazciyr tatmin etmemeli. Bayan Belirlenmis,
indeterministik diinyalarda oldugu gibi, deterministik diinyalarda da kendisini
yiikseltmekten alikoyabilirdi. Bu durum, muhtemelen uyusmacilarin hosuna

gitmezdi.

DIAOP, acemi poker oyuncularini, miikkemmel olanlardan daha 6zgiir yapiyor.
Ayni sekilde, DIAOP, mutlak iyi melekleri, olduk¢a iyi insanlarin aksine 6zgiir ve
ovgiiye deger bulmuyor; cilinkii mutlak iyi melekler, oldukea iyi insanlarin aksine
yaptigindan bagka sey yapamaz. Fizikalist bir diinyada ne acemi ne de miikemmel
oyuncularin tam olarak ayn1 kosullar altinda farkli davranamayacagini
diisiindiigiimiizde, FIAOP nin aym sorunlardan muzdarip olmadigini gériiyoruz.

Her ikisi de gergekten 6zgiir ve yaptiklarindan gercekten sorumlu olmuyor. Bu
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acik: Her seyden once, fizikalist bir diinyada, fiziksel 6zelliklerle ilgili eksiksiz

dogru 6nermeler kiimesi ayni oldugunda , hi¢bir sey oldugundan farkli olamaz.

Uyusmazcilarla nedensel determinizm dogru ise, hi¢ kimsenin hi¢bir segiminin en
ufak bir belirlenmemislik barindirmadiginda tabii ki hemfikirim. Ancak bunun
onlarin istedigi herhangi bir seyi kanitladigini diistinmiiyorum. Gergek karar bir
cesit cokluk gerektiriyor. Ancak bu olasi davraniglarin coklugu degil, segeneklerin
coklugudur. Bir baska deyisle, ger¢cek secim birden ¢ok segenegi gerektiriyor;
ancak se¢imin belirlenmemis olmas1 gerekmiyor. Miikemmel bir satrang oyuncusu
indeterministik olarak satran¢g oynamaz; ama birden ¢ok secenegi oldugu ve

oyunu iizerinde kontrolii oldugunu varsaydigimiz i¢in ona 6zgiir deriz.

Ilgisizci Pozisyon ve Fizikalizmle iliskili Alternatif Olanaklar Prensibi

Tekrar ana probleme donersek, acaba ilgisizci pozisyon, FIAOP’ye dayanan 6zgiir
irade kavramiyla uyumlu mu? ilk olarak, agik ki FI4OP deterministik fizikalist
bir diinyada saglanamaz. Ote yandan, indeterministik fizikalist bir diinyada
saglanabilir mi acaba? Tam olarak ayni kosullar altinda yaptigimizdan baska bir
sey yapmamiz miimkiin mii? Tekrar kukla analojisine donersek, indeterministik
fizikalist bir diinyada kuklaci ne yapacagina olasilik i¢eren kurallara gore karar
veriyor. Fakat kuklacinin indeterministik olarak belirlenmis olan her durumu i¢in,
kuklalarin sadece bir olas1 durumu var. Bu kavramsal olarak sart olmali; ¢linkii
fizikalizmin dogru oldugunu ve bu nedenle her seyin fiziksel 6zelliklere takip
ettigini varsayiyoruz. Bu durumda FIAOP indeterministik fizikalistik bir diinyada

da saglanamiyor olmali.
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Bu diisiince, sinir sistemindeki bir elektronun kararsiz bir siiriicliniin kirmizi 1sikta
durup durmayacagini belirledigi diisiince deneyinde zaten agiklandi. Yine de ayni
diisiince kukla analojisiyle de tekrar ele alinabilir: Kuklaci bir sonraki hareketinin
nasil olacagini ontikge olasilik i¢eren (onticly probabilistic) bir paray atarak
belirliyor olsun. Eger tura gelirse elini kaldiriyor ve yazi gelirse kaldirmiyor. Ve
diyelim ki, kuklaci elini kaldirdiginda kukla si¢riyor. Bu durumda, kuklalarin rolii,
bizim indeterministik fizikalist bir diinyadaki roliimiize analojiktir. Simdi bu
durumda kuklaya 6zgiir demek akil almaz olmaz miydi? Benim kanim olacagi
yoniinde. Ve benim “fizikalizmle iligkili alternatif olanaklar prensibi” dedigim,
Ozgiir irade probleminde ise yarar olan tek AOP de ayn1 yonii isaret ediyor; ¢linkii
kuklalar tam olarak ayni kosullar altinda yaptiklarinin aksini yapamazlar.
Kuklacinin elini kaldirmadan elini kaldirip kaldirmayacagi belirsiz olabilir; ama

kuklaci elini kaldirirsa kuklanin sigcrayacagi kesindir.

Oyleyse, biz sadece deterministik fizikalist diinyalarda degil, indeterministik
fizikalist diinyalarda da, tam olarak ayni kosullar altinda yaptigimizdan bagka bir
sey yapamayiz. Bir bagka deyisle FIAOP’ye gore fizikalist bir diinyada 6zgiir
olamay1z ve bu hem deterministik hem de indeterministik diinyalar i¢in dogru.

llgisizci pozisyonun bir bicimi FIAOP ile uyusuyor.

Bazi uyusmazcilarin benim takip etmeye dayanan AOP yorumumu kabul
edeceklerinden siipheliyim. Her ne kadar fiziksel her durum i¢in iradenin tek
durumu olsa da, bu durumun kendisini gostereceginin o duruma gecilmeden 6nce
belirsiz oldugunu iddia edebilirler. Beni yanlis yorumlamakla suglayip, DIAOP’de
israr edebilirler. Bu durumda benim savunmam onlarin AOP’lerinin

indeterministik diinyada kuklalar1 6zgiir yaptig olur.
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Deterministik Sistemlerin Tahmin Edilemezligi

Biz bir anlamda makineleriz; ancak makineler diisiiniildiigli kadar tahmin
edilebilir degiller. Determinizm dogru da olsa, biitiin fizik kurallarini bilsek de,
kendimizin (sistemimizin) gelecegini tahmin edemeyiz. Asagidaki diisiince
deneyinde karsilasilan ¢eliski, bizi deterministik sistemlerin en azindan basi

sartlar altinda tahmin edilemez oldugu sonucuna iter.

1) Determinizm dogru olsun.

2) Simdi de biitiin doga kanunlarina ve diinyamizin herhangi bir t; anina
iligkin tiim ampirik bilgiye sahip oldugumuzu varsayalim.

3) Bu durumda, sahip oldugumuz bu bilgi ve doga kanunlarini kullanarak
Laplace’in cininin® (Laplace’s demon) rnegi olan bir bilgisayar
yapmamiz miimkiindiir.

4) Oyleyse, benim ne zaman dlecegimle ilgili bu bilgisayara danismak
istemem miimkiindiir. Ve Istanbul’a belirli bir ucak seferiyle giderken
ucak kazasi sonucu dlecegimi 6grenmem olasidir.

5) Oliim fikri muhtemelen beni korkuturdu. Olmek istememem olasidir. Ve
Ozglir irademin ve 6liim korkumun ardindaki fiziksel mekanizmadan
dolay1, Istanbul’a en azindan bu kaza gegirecek ucakla gitmemeyi tercih
etmem miimkiindiir.

6) Yaucaga binecegim ya da binmeyecegim. Ugaga binmem 5. dnerme
yiiziinden sorunlu goriiniiyor. Bu durumda ugaga binmeyecegim. Bu da 3.

Oonermemle ¢elisiyor.

% Pierre-Simon Laplace’in tanimladig iistiin hesaplama ve degerlendirme yetisine sahip,
hesaplamalarina sayanarak gelecegi kusursuz olarak tahmin eden varlik (Laplace, 1902, s. 4).
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Bu celiski barindiran diisiince deneyi, ilk bakista, determinizmin dogru olmadigi
ya da zayif 6zgiir irademizin bile var olmadigi sonucunu ¢ikarmamiza sebep
olabilir. Ote yandan, bana gore buradaki problemler, daha énce baz1 David
Wolpert’in (2008) matematiksel olarak ispatladigi gibi determinizm dogru olsa
bile hi¢bir seyin kendisini i¢eren bir sistemin gelecegini hesaplayamayacagi
gercegine dayaniyor. Bu tiirden diisiince deneyleri ne zayif 6zgiir irademizin
olmadigini ne de determinizmin dogru olmadigini géstermiyor. Tez boyunca bu

tiirden diisiince deneyleri ile ilgili asagidaki sonuglara ulasildi:

1) Nedensel olarak deterministik bir diilnyanin gelecegini hatasiz bir bicimde
bilen bir Laplace’in cini 6rnegi ancak diinyadan nedensel olarak izole

bi¢imde var olabilir.

2) Basarisini siirdiirmeyi garanti eden Laplace’in cini benzeri bir varlik

yapmak da iki sebeple miimkiin degildir:

a. Higbir nesne kendisinin kapsayan oldugu bir sistemle ilgili her seyi

bilemez.
b. Ongodren sey dngoriisiinii 5ngdrmeden bilmeyeceginden,
ongoriisiine bagimli bir ¢iktiy1 bilemez.

3) Gelecegi hesaplamak yerine dnceden géren bir medyumun var olmasi igin

de, diinyadan nedensel olarak izole edilmis olmasi1 gerekir.
Bu sonuglar yukaridaki diisiince deneyinin en az bir yanlis dnciil i¢erdigini
gosteriyor. Eger bu iddialar (bana goriindiikleri gibi) dogruysa, diisiince
deneyinden 6zgiir irade ve determinizm arasindaki bir iliski olduguna dair bir

sonug ¢ikarilmasi i¢in bir sebep kalmaz.
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Sonuglar

Istekler ve irade arasindaki iliski baslangicta atlanmamasi gereken bir nokta diye
diisiiniiyorum. Isteklerden bagimsiz bir irade imkansiz oldugundan, hala dzgiir
iradeden bahsetmek istiyorsak, iradeyi istekleri igeren bir yap1 olarak almaliy1z.
En giiclii fiziksel ya da entelektiiel zevkine gore hareket etmeyen bir varlik, bize

dogru diiriist yiiriimekte zorluk ¢eken sarhos bir adamdan daha 6zgiir gériinmez.

Ozgiir irade problemi incelenirken en ¢ok paylasilan sezilerden birisi,
indeterminizmin 6zgiir iradeyle determinizmden daha uyusur oldugu. Honderich
gibi bazi uyusurcular bile bu seziyi sorgulamaktan geri durabiliyor. Bu tezde,
Hume, Frankfurt, Dennett, Pareboom ve G. Strawson gibi, bu seziyi, zayiflatmaya
calisttm. Hume, Frankfurt ve Dennett zayi1f 6zgiir iradenin indeterminizmle
oldugu gibi determinizmle de uyumlu oldugunu savunuyorlar. Diger yandan,
Pareboom ve Strawson ise gii¢lii 6zgiir iradenin indeterminizmle, tipki
determinizmle oldugu gibi uyumsuz oldugunu savunuyorlar. Bana gore her iki
ekol de -“iyimser uyusurcular” ve “kotiimser uyusmazcilar”- rasyonel
pozisyonlar1 savunuyorlar. Ben de bu iki ekolii ilgisizci pozisyonda bulusturmaya
calistim. Eger fizikalizm dogru ise, hem determinizm hem de indeterminizm zay1f
ozglir iradeyle uyusurken, giiglii 6zgiir irade ile uyusmaz. Eger fizikalizm
yanligsa, hem giiclii hem de zayif 6zgiir irade determinizm / indeterminizm

probleminden bagimsiz olarak, var olabilir de, olmayabilir de.
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Tablo 1: Bu tezin 6zgiir irade ve fizikalizm arasindaki iliskisine dair sonuglari.

Zayif Ozgiir Irade Giiglii Ozgiir irade
Fizikalistik Diinya Miimkiin Miimkiin degil
Fizikalistik Olmayan Diinya | Miimkiin Miimkiin

Eger dissal olandan bagimsiz bir irademiz varsa, deterministik veya
indeterministik bir sablon takip etmesinden bagimsiz olarak gii¢lii anlamda
Ozgiiriiz demektir. Bu nedenle, miikemmel bi¢cimde iyi olan (iyilik tarafindan
tamamen belirlenmis) bir melek, oldukga iyi bir insandan daha az 6zgiir degildir;
ya da miikemmel bir satran¢ oyuncusu (matematik ve mantikla tamamen

belirlenmis) acemi bir satrang oyuncusundan daha az 6zgiir degildir.

Fizikalizm dogru ise, sadece birer makine oldugumuzu diisiiniiyorum. Makinelere
ictenlikle kizmaz ya da takdir etmeyiz. Bunun yerine, onlar1 kendi ¢ikarlarimiza
kullaniriz. Bunun sevimli gériinmediginin farkindayim; ama bu benim tercih
ettigim degil, kaginamayacagimizi savundugum bir durum. Daha agmak gerekirse,
kendilerine biiyiik saygi duydugum 6gretim tiyeleri bu tezin Tesekkiirler
(Acknowledgements) boliimiinii nasil degerlendirmeli? Sempati, takdir duygusu ve
benzerlerinin var olmadigmni savunmuyorum. Iddia etti§im sey, bu duygularin
varsayilanin aksine sorumluluk, 6zgiirliik gibi rasyonel bir temeli olmadigi.
Kisisel olarak bu rasyonel olarak temelsiz, evrimsel olarak faydali duygulardan

nasibimi aldigim i¢in kendimi sansl saytyorum.

P. F. Strawson’un (1962) modern 6zgiir irade probleminin asiri-entelektiiel
kilinmis oldugunu (over-intellectualized) diisiinmesinin sebebi, problemin

glindelik duygu ve reaktif tutumlar: (reactive attitudes) karsilamiyor olmasidir.

131




Evrimsel ve kiiltiirel olarak sekillenmis, duygu ve reaktif tutumlarimiz var.
Gergek anlamda bir 6zgiir degiliz ve gergek anlamda yaptiklarimizin sorumlusu
degiliz. “Iyi” insanlar1 takdir etmemiz ve “kotii” insanlar1 begenmeyisimiz,
rasyonel bir temeli olmayan reaktif tutumlara dayaniyor. Ote yandan, sorumluluk
ve giiclii ozgiirliik, rasyonel bir temeli olabilecek ve olmasi gereken iki kavram.
Bu nedenle, asiri-entelektiiel kilinmis 6zgiir irade probleminin, diinyada
muhtemelen karsilig1 olmayan sorumluluk ve 6zgiirliik kavramlari olusturdugunda
Strawson’a katiliyorum. Muhtemelen, zayif 6zgiirligiimiizi (ya da istemli
davranis) algilayip, onu fazla entelektiiel kildik ve, diinyada karsilig1 olmayan
giiclii 6zgiir irade ve gercek sorumluluk kavramlarini olusturduk. Bu nedenle,

belki de en dogrusu bu kavramlar1 ylece yok saymak olacaktir.

Popper’in iddiasinin aksine, tahmin edilemezlik, diinyamizin deterministik
olmadigini géstermiyor. Tahmin edilemezlik 6zgiir irademiz oldugunu ya da
olmadigini da ispatlamiyor. Bana gore, tahmin edilemezlik de uyusurculuk /
uyusmazcilik problemi ile iliskisiz. Gelecegi miikemmel bicimde tahmin etmeye
aday bir Laplace’n cini fikri bazi geliskiler igeriyor ve bana goére bu geliskiler de
Ozglir iradenin determinizmle uyusurlugu probleminden tiimiiyle bagimsiz.
Laplace’1n cininin sorunlarindan bazilari, kendi hakkindaki tiim bilgiyi
depolamanin imkansizlig1, ve kendini igeren bir sistemin gelecegini hesaplamanin

imkansizligidir.
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