Thomas Hobbes was the first great compatibilist, a nd e argued fo rcompatibiliem in zomeathing
like this kind of way: ba wants to focus on what we mean by "free.” What do we mean by
somebody baing free? Wall, likerty or freedom signifies popedy the absence of o pposition. By
opposition, | mean exterral impadimeants of motion. A free man i e that, inthose things which
by his strength and wit he iz able to do, iz ot hinde ed to do what ke Fas a will to. And you can
sao that's a very commores neical definition of freedom; the kind of notion that might match up
o how wie wea the word inordirany life. | freely choss it; nothing hirdered mea from do ing what |
warted to do." And you canses that if you defire feadom in that way, it's entimly compatible
with detarminism. Mot baing hindemd to do what | choose to do, in o way is interrupted by the
fact that | am causally detamired. The fact that I'm cawgally determined to choosa as | do, to
reazon as | do, doesnt in any way mean that | cant do what | choose. S0 wa end up with a
compatibiliet position.

Mow, an argumea nt that's vary commonly wead to support compatibiliem, people like Hobbos but
alzo peo ple like Hume wee this, infact it's a vary standamd amgument in the compatibilist trad itio n,
wa cancall the contrastive argumant. Now what the contrastive argumeant is doing & aiming to
armgua that the incompatibiliet is making @ fundamental mistake. They'ne drawing the wmong
contmst. What is the contmst betwean things that are free and unfree? Wall, the likfanan zays
it's the contrast between acts that are cauwsed and those that am uncawsed. But instead, the
compatibilet wants o say the mlevant cortrast & b tween acts that are coarcad, compalled , or
corstrained, ard those that ar free of such influences. So the suggestion is that whan we
distimquish in odirary life beteeen fee acts and unfree acts, we do not do it on the basie of
whether they wem cawsad or uncawead, we do itonthe basie of whether 2o meore was hokding
a gun to my head or pushing me, orwhatever it might be, compelling me ercorstrmining me in
catain ways to do ore thing rather than amother. So if I'm not coerced, compalied, or
corstraired, than I'm frae.

Mow, the contrastive argumeant seems quite parsuasve, | think, ecause it aims o link free will
vary chsaly with moral esporsibility. And it does seem phusiblk that | can b2 absolved of
respo reibility forsomething | do ordon't do inthese corditio ne. We ll, suppose | didn't do it at all.
In that case, I'm clearly not meporsible for it. Suppose | was compelled to do it, | had to do it
someore had a gun to my head. Then | can b2 absolked of msporsibility Or suppose he
pushed me. Or suppose | was coarced. In shart, in all of these cases, wa're inclired to say, "l
didn't do it freely” So Hobbes usas the contrastive a gument. Hera's a brief quota tion from him:
"It & not, | think, causality that freedom i to o contrasted with, but constraint.” So a va ry clear
statomant of the co ntrastive argumant.

Mow, some commentators on Hobbas think that be uses the contrastive amumeant as weall, but in
fact, ha doezn't. | think that's a mistaken interpretation of Hume. If you read stuff on Hume, you
will oftan find people mentioning “libety of irdifferernce” ard "libarty of sportaraity.” These are
tarme which are used in the "Treatize of Human Nature,” which B not the text that vou read on
this course. | think that's a good thing, but that misleads some paople. Thay think that Hume &
drawing a traditioral co ntmst, in other words employing the conrtrastive amgument, but in fact,
Hume's notion of like iy & athara differentore. S0 bara iz a quotation fom the "Inquiny, " which
B the toxt that you are expacted to read, ard its one of the clssic contibutiors to the freowill
dabate. "By libarty, than, we can only mean a power of acting or not acting, according to the
datarmiratio e of the will. That i, ifwe choose to reamain at rest, we may; if wa choosa o move,
wa ako may.” Now, this hypothatical likerty iz universally allowad to balong o eve vore who is
rot a prisorerard inchaire. Mow, notice Hume & not saying anything about thirgs like coarcion



or compukion. He's simply s=aying feedom involves doing what we choosa to do or what we will
to do, a power of acting or not acting accoding to the detemiratiors of the will Ard he
corgistently goes on to =ay that this Bebngs to everyore who i not a prizonarard inchaire.
Z0, if I'ma prizorarand inchaire, then and only than | Bek this. Actually, | don't even ek it, do
[? Think about it. | could will to rattle my chairs, in which case | am acting accoding to the
datarmirations of the will So thies iz a very minimaliet motion of likerty or freedom, vary
minirmealist indead.

20 let's distinguish three different concepts of fredom. First of all, co ntma causal freedo m — that
means mrcawsal libertarian free will, the kind of free will that the liktanare chim we faw
ard claim iz "“terfically important.” In that serse, fee will iz opposad to detaminiem. Sacord
corapt, intertioral agerncy. And this iz what Humea's getting at, that invirtue of whicha person
B anagent in respact of what he or she does. So f | do something willingly, willing to do it, |
dacide to do it, | do it because my will leads me to do it then | am an intantio ral agent. Thid
comcapt, arnd notice that this & a differert concapt, ard that is the ab=sence of umwekome
restrictio ne affecting my choice of action. 3o this & whare we get coercion, compulsio n, political
influence -- zomeathing that ore m=ants. And that is sumly the most common wee of “freedom,”
the word "freedom,” in ordinary Bnguage. We think we're free if there are o urwelkome
corstraints on what we do. But what Hume is saying is the key to morality & the second notion,
intentional age noy.

=0 let's look at an example to focus our thowghts on this. Suppose | work ina ank. Someona
takes my family hostage, comes to the ank, has photographs of the people, my family, locked
up with brutal thugs amund tham. Maybs gives me a mobik phorme onwhich | canspeak to my
wifa, and she confirme, Yes, they are baing hald,” etc. They're cleardy desparate gargsters.
Ard lamtod, and | am convinced that it's true, that unless | opan tha safe, my family iz going to
gat killed. What do | do? I'm clearly acting urder vary significart coerion. But | do have a
choice. | coud choosa ot to opan the safe. In fact, | would choosa undo ubtedly to opan tha
zafe. But ore can imagire a different situatio n. Supposa the safe contaire a nuclear weapon. In
that casa, | think most of us would say, t's a very tough situation, but sadly the family fas to
dig." | think most of us woul judge that in that situation, whemr it was something like that, but if
it's me and money, | opan the safe, definitely. So notice what I'm choosing to do. I'mchoosing to
open the safe given that situation. Now, that's a different choica from the case whare 2o mabody
comes in, they'ne not armed, they Faven't got my family hostage, ard they say, "Opanthe safe
or 'l beat you up.” That's a very difemntchoice, and | think in that caza, my deciion wo ukd b
fuite differant. S0 although we descrbad the action, now opaning the safe, inthe same way, it's
a different action, ard it's subject to different moml ca reure or otherwise.

| wanrt to say inthe cazs wher | opared the safe Because my family i theaterad, | am marally
resporeible for what | do, but I'm not guilty because what | did was the right thing. It was the
right thing to opan the safe in those cicumstances. It was the Aght thing to save my family. |
would not judge a bank emploves worse fordoing that. | would think of him as an object of pity
rathar than blame for having been put in that awful situation. So in that situation whare we do
rot hold that parson rezsporsible for what they do, or at least we do not blame them, motice you
don't Fave to zay its bocause it wasnt a responsible act. You can simply say it wasn't a
blameworthy act.



20 again, kt's contrast four diferent situations in which | could leave a lkectura. Firstofall, | dan't
krow because of =ome student prank o r whatever, people come into the kctura, they bird me
Fard and foot, ard they carry me out. Well, inthat case, I'm like Humea's priecrerard in chaire.
Wy kaving the lecture B something entirely bevond my power. Saco rd casze, somabody co meas
into the lecture waving a gun, tell me to kave the lectum stmight away or they'll shoot ma.
Obviowsly, | kave. Third caza, | come and stand hem, see you all there, ard suddanly | faal
frighta pad, Fave a panic, ard | run out, cant contm | ryself. Fourth casa, | feal the kecture Ent
goirg very wall, so | pratend that 'mill. "Oh, got to leave, excuse me.” So fo urd ifferent ways to
kbavwe a botum. Now, motice that ore's assessmeant of the=a & completaly different. |nthe first
casza, whare I'm ound and carfed out of the kctura, my leaving the lecture B ot anaction of
mire. You can say that | kawe the kcture, but in a saree, | dont kaw the bcture. Its
someathing dore to ma, ot somathing | do. I'm mot an inentioral agent. So I'mmotto bema. In
the sacord case, where I'm threate red with a gun, | kave of my own choice. | do have the
choice to stard e ard risk getting shot, but | take the choice to walkout. I'm not blamewarthy
for doing =0, Nome of you would say, "Miligan's awful, e atardoned the kecture.” You would
say, "Poor Milligan, fancy B2ing threaterned. It's the right thing to kave.” S0 you dont have to
abzole me of resporsibility. You don't hewe to say I'm mot responzible. You can simply say,
ez, youare esponsible, armd you did the right thing "

Tha third case, that's the ore wheam | lave the blind panic. | kave amuably done somathing
wrorng. Iwe abtandored a kcture that | should Fave been giving., But there are mitigating
circumastances. The mitgation & that | lave a blind panic. So you might say that I'm not
blameworthy, but it's not becauwse | haven't dorme =omething wong. Its kecawse there am
mitigating factors. Motice that that = a different case fom the secord oma. The fourth casze &
whare | deliberately cakubte to kave the kcture. | pretard I'mill. I dore something wrong
ard blameworthy.



