Ckay, the basic problam of free will comes down to the notion of moral responsibility. We think
of paople as momlly resporsible for what they do freely. We don't blame them for what they'e
forced to do, or at kast we blame them typically a great deal ks, Than we will often zay they'm
rmot free, they have mo choice in the matter. So that's a very commorearsical way of thinking
about things. You canonly b2 morally resporsible for what yvou do frealy, of your own choice.

But then, with the riee of science, it becomes more and momr plausible to =ee oursalwas as
cauzally determired; that what we do actually has urderlying causes in our braire, aetc., but
such that a being who krew everything about us would B2 abl to predict in advance axactly
what we wiare going to do. Well, if what | do is causally mecessary, can | proparly b2 blamead for
that? Am |, in effect, not free if I'm determined? So determiniem is the thesie that allevents am
datarmired by prior caweas. So, take any evant, let's callite. Given the causal laws that govern
the univerze, whatevar they am, given the pror state of the world, the state of everything in the
workl Bafom he occurrad, then ha was inevitable . That's one way of undarstarding the motion of
determinism.

=0 hem's a quotation from Hume's inquiry: "It is agreed that matter in all its oparations is
actuated by a necessary force, and that evary ratural efiect i 20 precise iy detemired by the
arargy of it= cause that o other effect, in such paticular cicurstances, could possibly Fave
resulted from it." S0 Hume there & saying that this i something that philoso phars gerarally
agree whan it comes to the bahavior of physical things, matenal objects. But Hume wantad to
argue that it's ako true of human actions, ard that & the thesie of universal determinism; that it's
true not only of things inthe physicalwaorld but things inwhat one might call the moma lwork, the
wiorkl of peopk and actions.

Wiall, thare am a number of differant positiors e, ard its very important to understand how
thay fit together. So, fist of all, we meed o ask & the thesie that we have genuine free will
compatible with detaminism? Mow, whan | gay ganuine freawill, what | ta ke that to mean is the
kird of freewill that is required for momal respo nsibility. |2 that compatible with determinism?

Wiall, some poople say o, some people say yes. If you say o, then you're an incompatibilist,
ard it follows that only ore of the two theses can ba true, of course, naither of tham might b,
But that most one of them can be. 5o, those who say that we do have frea will of the morally
significant kind, but determiniem & falsa, they are calked lierariars. So, f you hear the word
libartarian in the context of the freewill de bate, that's what it mears: someore who thinks that
free will iz incompatible with determiniam, but we do hawe free will, ard that therefore
determiniem i false. Onthe otherside, youget Fard detarminists.

A hard determinigt i someone who says evarything is determined, ard it follws flom that that
wa arg ot free, that we dont Feve morally significant feedom. So, that's one side of the
dabate. Now, you might think of the libedariars arnd hard determinists as being fundameantally
opposad, but actually, insome ways, thair positions are quite close together beca usa they agrea
on the corceptual point that deteminism ard freedom are incompatible. Ard that's a petty
furda mantal agmement beteean them. They simply disagmee on, as it wera, facts of the mattar,
whather dete miniem is true or not.



20, on the other side of the de bate are compatibilists, and compatibiliets =ay that we can have
free will even if determinkem is true. Determiniem and free will are co mpatibke. Now, you can ba
a compatibilist without baing a determinist. Yo ucan, that, | am pmo bl falling into that position
myzalf. | think free will and deteminem are compatible, but actually | don't Believe in
detarminem because of thirgs to do with modern physics. But those who ta ke a compatibilist
position ard are determiniets, which iz certainly the vast majorty of compatibilizts down the
ages, thay are called =oft detaminists.

Mow, the corsequant argument i a very well-known argumeant, particularly puehed by Pater van
Ireagen, anamgument for the claim that determiniem i incompa tible with free will. Than, it goes
like this: if determiniem k& true, thenall human actiors are causally determined coreaquances of
the bBws of naturm and pror corditiors, That's just what determiniem says. Hernce, | canmotdo
otherwie than | actually do, excapt by fakifying the bBws of atume orchanging past cord itio ne.
If what | do irevitably comes about given those initial conditiore and given the Bws, than tha
only way | could do someathing different is by changing the prior corditions, which o bviously |
can't. Thay're past, they're gona. Or by changing the laws, and | cleardy can't do that eithar. But
if | can't do otherwise than | actually do, then | dont have free will. So, f determinism is true, we
lack free will.

I've givan it them in a vary sketchy form. OF coursa, it can B fillked out in various ways, but it
boks quite a persuasive argumeanrt. The fundameantal thrust of it is that Fevarything | do was, as
it wara, inavitable from befora | was born, how can | possibly b 2ad to be free? Tham 's nothing
| coukd hawve dona differantly.

Whall, the traditioral way of opposirg thies kind of argument, not just the corsaq uent argumeant in
its modarn formulatiore, but gererally the idea that feewill & incompatible with detaminizsm, on
the ground that | coukdn't do otherwies if determinism is true, the standard way & to interpret 1
coud do otherwiza” or "l couldnt do othe rwiza® differently. So, boing a compatibiliet means
sayirng that | can only b2 =aid o o able o do otherwiee f it's causally possible in that exact
situation for me to do othemwise. 30, Wing an incompatibilist wants to say that I'm only really
frea if, put in that exact situation with the state of my brain and everything being exactly what it
was, something diferent could hewe leppered; otherwize, | cannot b2 zaid to b2 ablke to do
otharwisa.

Mow, the compatibilist will take a quite different view. The compatibilist will prefar someathing like
thiz: it would e possibe for me to do otherwiese ina simibar but ot dentical situation in which |
chose to do 0. So, the compatibilist says, well, | chose ice cream mthe rtha n fruit. It was a free
choice, | could have dore otherwisa . | could have chosan fruit. OF coursa, in that situatio n whane
| had a preferarce for ce cream, it was irevitable that | was goimg to choose the ice cream,
sue. But had | pefemred the fruit, | would hawe taken the fruit. So, | was entirely free to do as |
chosa. So, that's a very diferent mading of 'tould do otherwize”

Mow, Harry Frankfurt has argued that, quite apart from this kesue of interpetation, freedom
dogzn't even mquire the possibiity of doing otherwize in either of these sarees. S0, that's a
rather more radical way of opposing the inco mpatibility position. So, hem's an example:
supposa | go throwgh door A, maybe I'm in reed to get out of the buiding, mayba there's =ome
amargarcy or someathing like that, and there are two doors, door & ard door B. | chooza to go



throwgh door A. Mow, that i a free action. | feely chose door A rather than door B, But,
suppose in fact door B B bcked, suppose in fact, had | tried door B, | would Fave fourd |
coudn't go that way ard had to go through door A aryway In that casa, we have an exampk
whara, ina saree, | Fad o choice. [twas inevitable that | wo uld go though door A, | couldn't do
otherwize. But yet, in the cicumstances whare | chose to do door A, remaining completaly
gromnt about the state of door B, it seeme plausible to say that e dore it freely. So,
tharafore, it's possible to do something frealy evenwhan you couldn't Fave dore otherwvisa. And
thiz illetrates that what makes an action irevitable doesn't always bring it about. What makes
thiz action irevitable iz thet door B is beked, =0 in those circumstances, it was inevitable | was
goirg to go through door A mtherthan B. But door B beirg boked didn't actually bring it about
that | we nt through door A. And Frankfurt gives some othar exampkes.

Tha wual kird of mad scie ntist crops up, somebody who & able to pred ict inadvance what I'm
goirg to choosa, and this parson decides that if | choose to do what he doesn't wart me to do,
then ma's goirg to interfare with my brainin 2ome clever way and make sure that | actually do
what ha wanrts. Now, supposa, in thosa circumstances, | actually freely do what be wants me to
do armyway. In that case, e doesn't awe to take any action, | do what | do feealy. But, in fact, |
coudn't have dorme otherwies. | couldnt have dorme otherwize because he would have
intervanad. Wall, tham's a bt of intermsting decussion about these caszes. | mean, just to make
ore obvious objection, ore can say, "Well, okay, mayba it was irevitable that | weant though
door A rather than B, but | did actually have a choica. | could Fave dore othe nwiza. | could have
tried door B bafore goirg through door A, ard that would b doing otherwize than | did.” Inthe
caze of the evil scientist, | could have emba ked on the couse of thouwght that would Fave led
me o action B, in which case be would Fawe intervened. But that would have been me doing
otherwize than | did, which was quite frealy to chooze A, So, the argument, as you can imagire,
canget quite complex.

Wall, a coupk of times in talking about freedom, the word "choice” has raturally a ppearad. 've
been talking about choosing ore thing rather than another, choosing freely, ard 20 on And |
suepect that thie clee conrection beteeen freedom ard choice lies behind the intuition, the
ratural thought, that to be free, it has to be possible for you to do otherwiee. In cases like the
Fra nkfurt exa mples withdoor A and door B, woucansee that | do make achoica . | choosa to go
throwgh door A, thouwgh in amother sanse, | don't ave a choice. | don't Fave a choica which door
to go through becausa, in fact, door & is the only ome that | could go though, 5o, youcan sae
that thare are subtle nuances kare in the notion of choice. The motion of choice iz alzo slippary
inotharways, Suppose, forexampke, I'mwalking along the road, my phore goes, | pull it out of
my pocket, ard thensome appam ntly agitated guy comes up to me witha gun, holds the gun to
ma, ard says, "Give ma your mobile phora, or 'l shoot you, right? Do | kave a choice? A case
whara it's absolutaly blirdingly obviows what I'm going to do. I'm goirg to give him the mobik
phone. Youcoukl say, it's tampting to say, | don't have a choice. Onthe othar land, you can see
that thare's a sanse inwhich | do have a choice. | coul, if | thought he was bluffing, or | thought
hiz gun was just @ replica gun or somathing like that, or if | falt suicidal, | could refusa to give
him tha phore. So, them's a saree in which | have a choica, a 2ansa inwhich | don't. Supposa
wa're Faving some brawl, parhaps in some latoratory whemr I'mowired up, ard some clever
reurcpsychokbgist is deliberately putting me ina situation whare | get vary angry. Ha's able o
kbok at the brain scans ard =2y, "Millika n's going to hit him." Suppose he can, suppose he can
predict that. Doas it mean | don't lave a choice? Well, you could =ay, in a sanza, maybe it does,
but in armother sense, it doesn't. Maybe the reumpesyehologist can say, "Ah, Millikan's going to
choose to hit him." In which case, he's predicting that | will choosa. Well, doazsn't that mea n that
| do have a choica? So, the notion is vary slippery. It's vary easy for the word 'Ehoice” to ba
bardied about in these discussio ne with no clear co ncapt of choice in play. So, b vary wary



whan you come across discussions inthe feewill debate. Do not allow words like "choice” to ba
weed witho ut clarification of exactly what i= meant by it.

20, let's distinguish various ways in which ore might inte rpret or various things that ore might
interd in saying "l hed no choice.” Well, ore coud mean that what reppered wasz in o way
deperdent on my deckiore or actions. Ore could mean that my actiore wer physically forced
onma. | lad o choice but to opan the door. He was holding my hard arnd forcing it. Ore could
mean that my actiors were predetermined insome way by non-factors, peaps drugs, perhaps
braimvashing. Ore could mean that my actiors were pedetamined by my own dasires ard
corsaquent mazoning. Now, that's a very odd sense. Hawe | had o choice if, infact, what | do
i detarmined by my owndesires and mazoning? | work out what | want to do, | work out how to
achieve what | want, ard then | make the decision based on those preferences and that
reasoning. It's very odd to say them that | kad no choice . But you will find that some people will
say that. Firally, it might mean it was blindingly obvious what | shouk do. | suppose inthe first
rourd of the FA Cup, =ay, Manchaster United are plying some vary weak team that amazirgly
Fas maraged to get throuwgh. And you might say it was no contest, 20-nil. You don't actually
mean it was no contest, you mean itwasnta meaningful contest. Inthe same way, somatimas it
can be so obvious what to do, as in the case of the mobile phore ard the gun, that wea say, "
Fad no choica " Actually, what wea mean iz, "l had a blirdirgly obvious choica.”

Mow, an argumeant that can be brought to Bear bem, | think quite powarfully, & called the
paradigm cass amgument. This & an argumeant that was extremaly popular in the bayday of
Dxford ordirary language philozophy. It's far less popular now, but | think, in this partic ular casa,
it ms vary coredarable forme. Lat's ask what we mean by a choica. How do we learn the uee of
the word choica ? Wall, a typical example might be, as a child, your motheroffers youa choics
of puddings — ice cream, cake, fruit — which wouk you like? You maks a choica. That's how we
kam the meaning of the word. Then, we get the notion of choice from. Mow, i that's rght, i
that's as it were, a pardigmcasa, a standam example of choice, the kind of casza that we 1Ba to
kam the meaning of the word, then how can it possibly ba said that, insucha cicumstance, we
don't have a choica? It's very peculiar o =ay that. Mow, all this does iz sort out meanings of
words, Aryore who chime that this kind of argument can settle deep phibzophical issues is
probably deluding themsalves. So, my aim hare i just to say it Bn't, or at least to sugge st that
it's anabue ofthe word "choice” f yvou deny that that kind of circumstance involves a choica.
You'm detaching your use of the word "choice” from its normal meaning =o far that it's hard to
e itand keap any grp onwkat wea meaan by it



