CARL GINET

THE CONDITIONAY, ANALYSIS OF FREEDOM

... determinism cannot be reconciled with our datum
... that it is sometimes up to me what I am going to
do. For if it is ever really up to mnie whether to do this
thing or that, then ... each alternative course of
action must be such that I can do it, in the sense that
it is then and there within my power to do it, But this
is never so, if determinism is true, for on the very
formulation of that theory whatever happens at any
time is the only thing that can then happen, given all
that precedes it. It is simply a logical consequence of
this that whatever I do at any time is the only thing1
can then do, given the conditions that precede my
doing it.

Richard Taylor!

This is well said. But many philosophers do not see it that way. It is an un-
comfortable view to take. It means that a fundamental assumption of our
practical life — that we are continually free to determine which of several
alternative courses events will take — is not known to be true, since deter-
minism — the thesis that the entire state of the universe at any given time can
be deduced from its state at any earlier time and the laws of nature — is not
known to be false. Tt is not surprising that many philosophers believe that this
assumption must be compatible with determinism. Many of them have hoped
to make a convincing case for this compatibility by giving an analysis of what
it means to say that a person could have brought about what in fact that
person did not bring about. At least they have hoped to spell outa proposi-
tion that will necessarily be the same in truth-value as this one and also be
clearly compatible with determinism,

The leading suggestion regarding such a proposition is that it, or a primary
component of it, should be a subjunctive conditional of & certain sort: a
person S could have brought about a certain thing that § did not in fact bring
about, the suggestion goes, provided that S would have done so if §"s will had
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been in the appropriate direction. It is a plausible idea that ' was free to do
something that 5 did not do if the circumstances lying outside §’s actual will
and the factors motivating it would not have frustrated S’ will had it been
towards doing that thing,

Concerning this suggestion Taylor has remarked that, if’ determinism is
true, then

I could not have decided, willed, chosen, or desired otherwise than I in factdid ... we
will flien want to know whether the causes of those inner states were within my con-
trol; and so on, ad infinitum. We are, at cach step, permitted to say “could have been
otherwise™ only in a provisional sense . .. but must retract it and replace it with “could
ot have been otherwise” as soon as we discover, as we must at each step, that whatever
would have to have been different could not have been different.?

To deal with this sort of objection a sophisticated compatibilist will include
in the proposed analysis, in addition to the sort of subjunctive conditional
mentioned above, another clause the import of which is intended to be that
S could have had a different will. And the compatibilist will see to it that this
added clause, besides being compatible with determinism, is not a subjunctive
conditional and thus will not permit the challenge, ‘But could S have made
that proviso the case?’® By adding such a nonconditional necessary condition
the compatibilist will also avoid most of the other objections to conditional
analyses of freedom that have been put forward.*

The compatibilist will, however, still not have an acceptable analysis of the
conditions necessary and sufficient for its having been in a person’s power to
make the world other than it was. No matter what sort of clause is added, as
long as it remains compatible with determinism, the proposed analysis will
have clearly unacceptable consequences. This is the conclusion that I will try
to make credible. In addition, I will make a suggestion as to what an accept-
able conditional anatysis of freedom should look like.

iI

Our analysandum, in its most general form, can be expressed in the following
way.

1t was in $°s power at t to make it the case that p.
S had freedom of the sort we are concerned with only if some propositions of
this form are true when the embedded proposition p is false. The proposition

p may express the occurrence of an event (or cvents) or state of affairs {or
states of affairs) of virtually any sort (or sorts), We atiribute to people, not
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only the freedom to determine which of several alternative actions they will
perform, but also the freedom fo determine which of several alternative
events or states of affairs of other sorts will obtain, Such freedom implies the
power to make the case what is not the case.

To make something the case is to contribute at least part of what is needed
for it to be the case. More precisely, S made it the case that p just in case p is
true and there was some action of §°s, §7s V-ing, such that either p entails that
S V-ed or there is some proposition ¢ such that $’s V-ing caused it to be the
case that g and p entails q.

The power to make a certain thing occur at a certain time, though pos-
sessed at one time, can later be lost as matters change and the time of the
thing in question draws nearer. For example, it might be that S, sitting in
her office, had it in her power thirty minutes ago to be on the squash court at
4.00 P.M. but now, at 3.55 P.M., no longer has that in her power. Since the
relation between the time at which S had the power to make a certain state of
affairs obtain (or event occur) and the time of that state of affairs (event) is
important, we will do well to make reference to the time of the state of affairs
(event) explicit in our analysandum. It will also be a good idea to be fairly
precise in what we mean by the occurrence at a time of a state of affairs or
event. Let us use ‘¥, with or without subscript, to denote an interval {which
may be vaguely delimited) located at a particular place in time. Let us use
‘F(fy to abbreviate the sentence form ‘Such-and-such a thing{or things)
was(were) in such-and-such a state, or undergoing such-and-such a change,
from the beginning to the end of ¢’

This represents one form of proposition that may replace p in our general
apalysandum. It also makes sense to say that it was in 8’s power at f to make
the case a certain conjunction of states of affairs or events, which may (but
need not) be temporally scattered. Thus a more inclusive specification of the
sort of proposition that may replace p is given by the phrase ‘a conjunction
of one or more propositions each of the form F(r)’. When there is more than
one such conjunct it will be convenient to have them conjoined in temporal
order. So let us represent this more inclusive form of proposition in the
foliowing fashion:

Fi(t) & ... & Eyltn),

where n = | and f,, ..., fy are so ordered that for each # other than #y,
ti+1 does not begin earlier than £; (I will use ‘#; < 741 to express this rela-
tion). Let us limit the task under discussion to that of providing a necessary
and sufficient condition for the truth of our analysandum in just those cases
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where p is some proposition of the form just specified. (Other forms of
replacements for p could be constricted by using quantification and truth-
functional connectives other than conjunction, but we need not consider
them here.)

We can think of the prefix ‘It was in $% power at ¢ to make it the case
that ... as expressing an operation on the proposition expressed by the
sentence to which it is prefixed. We can think of it as expressing 2 certain
kind of possibility for that proposition, a kind that is relative to a particular
person and time. Let us abbreviate it with the following:

&7

Let us say that AV.M p’ expresses the power possibility of the proposition p

relative to the time ¢ and the person S, =

We can, if we like, introduce the notion of the power necessity of a pro-
position, relative to a particular person and time, defining it in terms of
power possibility:

s
Bl 5 = gt.0 & ~B5~p.

And we can define an unrelativized notion of power necessity in terms of the
relative notion:

[Elp =aeASAt [B15 .

Using some of our new notation, we can represent the analysandum that we
ar¢ now concerned with as follows:

Ay
[T B ) &. .. & Fulen)].
This is to be read: it was in 8’s power at ¢ to make it the case that Fy oc-
curred at ¢y, . .. , and Fy occurred at
IH

A philosopher secking a compatibilist analysis of the truth-conditions for [1]
can, perhaps, do no better than to begin by working out an analysis for the
simpler one-conjunct case,

21 B Ay,

and then try to adapt that analysis to fit the more general case, 1],
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1t is clear that no proposition of the form of [2] can be true unless § exists
at t. § possesses no powers at times when S does not exist. Further, it is clear
that [2] can be true only if # is not wholly later than ;. Once a time is past
it is no longer in one’s power to make something the case at that time, Finally
we can agree that [2] is true only if either § did make it the case that F(¢;)
by something § did between the beginning of £ and the end of £, or § would
have done so if §’s will had been suitably different from what it was between
those times, o

The term ‘will’ here refers to whatever suffices to initiate an intentional
action or attempt to act that involves exertion of force by the body. If one is
persuaded (as I am) that this initial component must be a volition, a mental
act of willing to exert force with one’s body in a certain way, then one will
find it appropriate to replace the vague ‘if §’s will had been suitably different’
with Gf § had performed a volition (or volitions) of appropriate type(s).
Many philosophers, however, are not persuaded that intentional actions or
atiempts to act must begin with volitions. Since none of the difficulties for
the compatibilist program of analysis that I shall raise depend on taking one
position rather than the other on this question, some readers will be spared
unnecessary annoyance if we use a formulation of the subjunctive conditional
(at the end of the preceding paragraph) that does not presuppose any particu-
lar answer to it. So instead of volitions I propose to refer to causally basic
actions and to define the laiter notlon as follows. An action (e.g., my signing
a check) is not causally basic just in case it consists of (i) an event e {c.g.,
there coming to be certain marks on the check) that is not itself an action,
and (ii) another action of the same agent (e.g., my moving a pen in a certain
way) that does not have e as a part but does contribute to causing e.5 Philo-
sophers who do not accept that an action that is causally basic in this sense
must be a volition can still agree that this notion offers a suitable way to
make more specific the antecedent of the subjunctive conditional that is
necessary for the truth of [2] when F(#,) is false.

A careful formulation of this subjunctive conditional must allow for the
possibility that making F(z;) true would have required the performance by
S of more than one causally basic action. I would have made it the case that
the broken step in front of my house is now repaired had I performed a fairly
large number of different causally basic actions at different times, but there is
(alas) no single causally basic action such that if I had merely performed it at
a certain past time then I would have made it the case that that step is now
repaired, More accurately, there is no type of causally basic action such that
if T had merely performed a single action of that type then by doing so I
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would have made it the case that that step is now repaired. So I propose the
following as the form of our subjunctive conditional:

3] There are times #, ; < f;2 < ... <1, between the beginning
of  and the end of #,, and causally basic action types 4, 4,...,
Ay, such that: i § had performed 4 at £, ;,...,and Ay
at fq 4y, then by doing so § would have made it the case that
Fy).

([3] should be interpreted in such a way that it is true if the antecedent and
consequent of the embedded conditional were in fact both made true by one
or more times and action types meeting the conditions laid down.)

i

IV ’ -

i

Incompatibilists can agree with compatibilists that [3] is necessary for [2].
Disagreement comes over what more is necessary. A small part of the answer
is, however, unlikely to be disputed. The antecedent of the subjunctive con-
ditional in [3] must be logically possible and it must also be logically com-
patible with the laws of nature, i.6., naturally possible. Otherwise, if we allow
[3] as it stands to be sufficient for [2], we allow it to be in S’s power to
perform actions that are logically or naturally impossible. But, of course, it
can be in no one’s power to make the case a logically impossible state of
affairs. And it can be in no natural person’s power to make the case a na-
turally impossible state of affairs. Part of the notion of natural necessity that
attaches to laws of nature and to their logical consequences is the notion of
unrelativized power necessity defined above. A proposition is naturally neces-
sary only if it is never in any natural being’s power {o make true its conira-
dictory. At any rate, the determinism that I wish to say is incompatible with
our ever being free to make things other than they are is the doctrine that
every state of the universe develops from antecedent states in accordance
with universal laws of nature that are necessary at least in the sense that
nothing in nature has the power to falsify them. So we can agree that the
following elaboration of [3] is necessary for [2].

[4] There are times ¢, ; < ... < £, belween the beginning of ¢
and the end of ¢;, and causally basic action types A, 1,..»
A 4, such that:
(i) if S had performed 4, at #;4,..., and Ay, at fum»
then by doing so § would have made it the case that F(f1),
and
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(i) it is logically and naturally possible that § performed all of
the actions mentioned in the antecedent of (f).

What more is necessary? Well, these conditions do not guarantee that it was
ever in §°s power to perform any of the sequence of causally basic actions
mentioned in (i). For any such sequence to have been in §°s power, it must
be, or be part of, a sequence whose first member was in S°s power up to the
time when it would have occurred. For, if the performance of a causally basic
action A at ¢ was in S’s power up to ¢, earlier than ¢, but ceased fo be so
after ¢, then this could only be because S failed to perform at ¢/~ some
causally basic action A" that it was in $’s power up to £~ to perform then and
the performance of which would have preserved, past #—, S"s power to per-
form A at ¢. From this we can see that what is required for the truth of [2]
is a sequence of (one or more) causally basic actions, A, ; at#,.1,...,4d1m

at 1y, such that: @WH.HL,M._Q?Lu if A4S 1 (21.1) then AHV,N.K&MBQ_.MV

coosand i A (o) then BDF AT (b1 m), where AS(z) ab-

breviates ‘8 performed 4 at . We cannot, of course, include this condition
in the analysis without rendering it circular, We must consider what is neces-
sary and sufficient for the truth of any of its atomic components containing
.@u any proposition that it was in $°s power up to a particular time ¢ to
perform a certain causally basic action at z,

I am prepared to argue (and by the end of this paper will have argued) that
it is necessary for the truth of such a proposition that no facts as to what
occurred up to r naturally necessitate that § did notf perform 4 at ¢, The
compatibilist thinks that we need not go so far, that what is necessary is the
absence, not of any sort of fact that naturally necessitates S’s not performing
A at t, but just the absence of certain resiricted sorts of such facts. 87s not
performing 4 at ¢, the compatibilist will say, must not have been naturally
necessitated by antecedent facts that were both external to S’s motivational
self and foo close causally to ¢, If determinism is true then, if one goes back

. far enough one will find antecedent facts quite external to S that causally

necessitated S’s not performing 4 at ¢, But the compatibilist’s idea is that this
does not conflict with its having been in 5’s power up to ¢ to perform 4 at ¢
if those antecedents necessitated .S’s not performing A at ¢ through events and
states that were among those desires, beliefs, intentions, and the like with
which § ‘identified’ himself or herself, Thus the compatibilist will want to

formulate a necessary and sufficient condition for the truth of @w&h@
that will be satisfied in cases where §’s not performing 4 at ¢ but performing
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some other causally basic action instead is a matter of the actual action’s
arising in the normal way (whatever that is) from &’s immediately antecedent
desires, beliefs, and the like. But the compatibilist will want this condition also
to be such that it will not be satisfied in cases where external circumstances,
bodily conditions, or even desires and fears of a special compulsive character,
figure inthe explanation of $°s not performing A at # in such a way that it is in-
tuitively clear that for some period before # it was not in S’ power to perform
A at ¢. Since it does not matter for the difficulties T am going to raise what
informative, and at least superficially plausible, version of sugh a condition is
used, let us allow the compatibilist to put it vaguely, but simply, as follows:

S’s not performing A at ¢ was not naturally, or otherwise necessi-
tated by conditions up to ¢ that were external to 5°s motivationat
self and too near causally to 7. T

(I include ‘or otherwise’ here in case it turns out that, for instance, the com-
pulsion in compulsive desires and fears is not to be explicated in terms of
natural necessitation.) We can take it on faith that the cash value of ‘other-
wise’, ‘external to $’s motivational self’, and ‘too near causally to £ could be
spelled out in plausible fashion. It will be convenient to have an abbreviation
for this condition, I shall use ‘O[4S(r)]".

We can agree, then, that the following elaboration of [4] is necessary for
the truth of [2].

{5] There are times #; ; < ... < #,,,, between the beginning of ¢
and the end of ¢, and causally basic action types Ay ,1,...,
A1, such that:
(i) if S had performed 4, 4 at £, 4,..., and A ,, at ¢; ,, then
by doing so § would have made it the case that F(t,), and
(i) OTTMLQ?UT if h.w..pm?.uv then OE.M.»QFNVH“ ..., and
m.h,MEIHQrEIL then OE.MEQH.EZ .

[5](ii) entails [4] (ii} on the natural stipulation that a proposition of the form
‘O[AS(H]” is to be counted as false if AS(7) is logically or naturally impossi-
ble. It will be convenient to have an abbreviation of [5]. Since [5] expresses
a certain relation among S, the times ¢ and #,, and the proposition F(¢, ), let
us use the following: R[S,4,2,,F(#,)].

Now the compatibilist might suggest that, if one conjoins [5] with the
stipulation that § existed at ¢, one gets a condition that is sufficient as well as
necessary for the truth of [2], namely,

[6] S existed at £ and R[S,£,#,,F(2,)].

|il
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v

This claim looks plausible. Now the compatibilist’s fask is to show how this
result can be used to construct an analysis for the more general case, [1],
where the embedded proposition can have any number of conjuncts (greater
than zero). I am not aware of any attempt by a compatibilist to fackle this
problem, It is where the insuperable difficultios arise. It will not do, of course,
to say that

BSIF1(1)) & ... & Fnlt)] iff OFF, (1) & ... & DFFpltn).

It must be possible that it was in S°s power at some time to determine whe-
ther or not a certain state of affairs would occur at a certain {ime. That is, it
must be possible that, for some S, ¢, and proposition F(f,),

BIA(t,) & BT ~F(ty).

But, of course, it is not possible that

&SRt & ~F1y)].

Perhaps the simplest move thatl is not so obviously wrong that it would never
be seriously considered is to replace F(f,) in [6] with ‘Fy(t) & ... &
Fylty). This would give us the following candidate for a condition that is
necessary and sufficient for the truth of [1]:

7] S existed at ¢ and R[S,5,¢,,F;(£1) & . .. & Fu(ty)].

This candidate must, however, be rejected. In some cases it gives wrong re-
sults. Consider a two-conjunct case,

8] <BFIF) &),

and suppose the following: Fy(¢;} is true, Fa(t;) is false but @w._quﬁuu is
true, and ¢, is wholly earlier than ¢, Itis consistent with these suppositions that
[8] is true. Yet [8] could not be true if the appropriate instance of [7] were
necessary for [8]. The appropriate instance of [7] is not satisfied by the case
supposed because there are no times between the beginning of ¢ and the end of
t;, owing to the fact that #, is wholly eartier than ¢ (see [5] above, p. 178).

One might be tempted to deny that the truth of [8], or of any instance of
[1]1, is compatible with the supposition that ¢, is wholly earlier than 7, and
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to insist that if it is in $”s power at # to make it the case that p then P cannot
entail any proposition as to what happened before ¢. And one might think to
argue for this from the assumption that relative power possibitity, like logical
possibility, is preserved by deduction, that if relative power possibility
attaches to a given proposition then it must attach to any logical consequence
of that proposition. But this assumption is false. Consider the proposition:

[9] Today is the 87th consecutive day that S has run a mile.

It could be that it is in §’s power now to make [9] the case, That is, it is
logically possible that

[10] ._Moﬁ today is the 87th consecutive day that S has run a mile.

Proposition [10] might be colloquially expressed by saying, °§ could make
this the 87th straight day she has run a mile’, [9], however, has among its
logical consequences the proposition that

[11]  Sbegan to exist at least 86 days before today.

In no possible world where [10] is true, indeed in no possible world at ali, is
it true that it is in §”s power now to make [11] true. Thus it is false that if
relative power possibility attaches to a proposition then it attaches to any
logical consequence of it. ,

So the claim that [8] or [1] can be true only if ¢ is not wholly earlier
than ¢ cannot be defended in that way, And it is easy to see that it cannot be
defended at all, for the logical possibility of [10] also offers the basis for a
direct counterexample to this claim, Proposition [9] is equivalent to a con-

junction of the form Fy(t,} & ... & Fy(ty) having as its first conjunct the
proposition that

on the 86th day before today S ran a mile.
Thus [10] is equivalent to an instance of the form [1] where #; is wholly
earlier than ¢,
Vi

How might [7] be revised to avoid the counterexample to the claim that it is
necessary for [1]? Probably the most obvious suggestion is the following: in
the case where F'y(#,) & .. . & Fy(#y) contains both true and false conjuncts,
only the false conjuncts need to be treated along the lines of the second

THE CONDITIONAL ANALYSIS OF FREEDOM 181

conjunct of [7]; and the times of the causally basic actions on §’s part that
would have made all of those false conjuncts true should be required merely
to fall between ¢ and the latest time in those false conjuncts, In other words,
the suggestion would be that, if F1(#;) & ... & Fu(tn) o.oﬁaa some m%.m
conjuncts and Fi(%), ..., Fr(tx) are all of its false conjuncts, then [1] is
true if and only if § existed at # and R[S,2,15.Fj(%) & . . . & Fx(#)].

What about the other case, where F,(#;) & . . . & Fy{#y) contains no false
conjuncts? Obviously [1] is not always true in that case; but it seems plau-
sible to suppose that in that case [1] will be true if and only if Fi{#1) & ... &

Fy(tr) contains at least one conjunct Fi(¢;) such that @.w_m. 'K&)), So it might

be suggested, plausibly, that, if F;(f1) & . . . & Fy(ty) is true, then [1] is true
if and only if § existed at f and F,(£;) & ... & Fpl{tn) ooﬂmmm..h at least one
conjunct Fy(#) such that R[S,##,Fi(t))] — remember that we .58_.33 the
subjunctive conditional in the proposition that R[S, ##;,F(#/)] insuch a way
that that proposition is true if S did make it the case that Fi(#;) by something
§ did between f and #.

If we put these suggestions together, we get the following candidate for a
condition that is necessary and sufficient for the truth of [1]:

[12] S existed at £;if Fy(t1) & . . . & Fy(#y) contains some mﬂmm con-
juncts and Fi(#), ..., Fg(tx) are all of the false ooEEEQ it
contains, then R[S,525.Fi(#) & ... & Fil(tg)]; and if mu (1)
& ... & Fy(#y) contains no false conjuncts, then it contains at
least one conjunct Fy(#;) such that R{S,#,#,F1#)] .

But this candidate will- not do either. The supposition that [12] is sufficient
for [1] has the disastrous consequence that it can be in S’ power to make
true a logically impossible proposition. Suppose the following: m. Wh) &
Fy(t,) is logically impossible; S made it the case that Fy(#;); ¢ is wholly
carlier than #;. Consistently with these suppositions, we can also suppose
that, for some time #; ;, not ending earlier than # or later than ¢, , and some
causally basic action type 4, 1, (i) if § had performed A, 4 at #; 1 then .E\
doing so § would have made it the case that £, (¢ ), and (ii) $’s not momacnd:.m
Ay, at ¢, was not naturally or otherwise necessitated by conditions before
ty.1 that were external to 8 and too near causally to #; ;. For example, _ov_n
Fi(t,) be 8 head now fuces to S’s right, F,(t,) be S's head now ﬂmn&. 08
left, t be 3 seconds before now, and S performed 4, ; af £y _um.b:zaw the
interval from 3 seconds ago until now S turned S’s head from facing forward
to fucing to S’s left. If [12] were sufficient for [1] then it would follow from



182 CARL GINET

our last supposition that @w.m.u (¢1); and, since F,(#;) is the only conjunct
in Fy(t;) & F3(t;) that is false; it would follow further that @,M [Fi(t) &

Fy(ty)]. ‘

VII

There is a simple way to amend [12] to avoid the consequence just demon-
strated. Add the stipulation that it be logically and naturally possible that
Fi(t1) & ... & Fy(ty). That this is required for the truth of [1] is obvious
as soon as one thinks of it. Indeed, it is obvious that something stronger must
be required, namely, that it be logically and naturally possible that S made it
the case that Fi(t,) & . .. & Fy(ty) by something §-did at ¢ or later. So let
us add this stronger stipulation to [12]. Do we now have a condition that is
necessary and sufficient for the truth of [1]? I am afraid not. There remains
the following difficulty. If our revised [12] were sufficient for [1] then the
inference rule of modus ponens for relative power necessity would not be
valid. This rule is the following:

P15 o q) . [E15p - [F15q.

This is equivalent to
?29) &~DF &~q).p &~BF~p g & ~BS ~q.

Surely this is a valid form of inference, on any reasonable understanding of
Tt was in §’s power at ¢ to make it the case that’ (or ‘At # it was open to §
to make it the case that’ or ‘At ¢, § could have made it the case that’). Sup-
pose, for example, that (first premise) if (p) it rained this afternoon then (g)
the fresh paint on the house is ruined, and it was not in §’s power this morn-
ing (£) to make it the case that it would rain this afternoon but the paint
would not be ruined. Suppose also that (second premise) it did rain this after-
noon and it was not in §’s power this morning to make it the case that it
would not rain this afternoon. Surely it follows that (conclusion) the paint
is ruined and it was not in 8”s power this morning to make it the case that the
paint would not be ruined.

H, however, the revised [12] were sufficient for {1], and if determinism
were true, then there would be an instance of this form of inference with
true premises and false conclusion. Let ¢, be a time later than # at which §
performed a normal action of causally basic type A. That is, there is some
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contrary causally basic action type 4% such that 5’s performing A* instead
of A at t, was logically and naturally possible and 5°s not performing 4 * at
t, was not. naturally or otherwise necessitated by conditions before £, that
were external to S and too near causally. 1et #; be a time wholly earlier than
f. If determinism is true then there was a state of affairs obtaining at £,
Fit,)}, such that it was not naturally possible both that F(¢;) and that § per-
formed A* at #;. The following two propositions are clearly true in this case,

131 ~®f~F)
[14]  ~BF[F(t,) & S performed A% at #,]

Proposition [13] is true because f is wholly later than f, and once a time is
past it is no longer in anyone’s power to make something occur at that time.
Proposition [14] is true because ‘F(¢;) & § performed 4% at ¢, is naturally
impossible. The truth of [13] and [14] is entailed by the claim that the
revised [12] is necessary for {1} and, as far as I can see, there is nothing
wrong with this claim. Given that [13] and [14] are trve, it is obvious that
the following are true.

[15) A &~@F ~rn)
[16] [F(£,) D ~S performed A* at 1,] & 2©.M [F(£,) & S performed
" AFat i, ]

By modus _ccam.a.,. for relative power necessity (and double negation) [15]
and [16] yield the following:

[17] ~Sperformed 4* at 7, & 2@% S performed 4% at ¢,.
But if the revised [12] were sufficient for [1] then there would be true in the
case hypothesized something that contradicts [17], namely, that

@.M S performed A* at £,.

VIII

The importance of the validity of modus ponens for relative power necessity
goes considerably beyond showing that our revised [12], although necessary,
cannot be sufficient for the truth of [1]. It shows, in fact, that no condition
that is sufficient for [1] could be satisfied in a world where Fy(t;) & ... &
Fy(ty) is false and determinism is true. That is to say, suppose we are given a
truth of the form
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{18)  For any S,t,F (), ..., Fy(tn), where n > land £; <. .. <ty
it C[S,,F1(f1) & . .. & Fy(ty)] then it follows that @.W [ ()
& & Fpltn)],

and we are also given an instantiation of the form Fit)) & ... & Fy(ty) that
is false in some world W where determinism is true. Then, for the same instan-
tiation of that form, the proposition that CIS,LF (t) & ... & Fy(ty)],
which according to [18] is sufficient for [1], must be false in W if modus
ponens for relative power necessity is valid. .

To see this, suppose the contradictory. Suppose that the proposition that
CIS,LF (1) & ... & Fy(ty)] is true in W. Now, since determinism holds in
W, there is true in W some proposition Fo(fo) such‘that ¢, is wholly earlier
than ¢ and Fo(te) & Fi(t) & ... & Fy(ty) is naturally impossible in W. If

[18] is true, then C(S.z, ~Fo(to) must be false in W; because @W?ﬁoﬁmcv
must be false in W: #, is wholly earlier than # and once 2 time is past it can no

longer be in anyone’s power to make the case at that time what was not in
fact the case at that time. And if [18] is true, then CIS\t.Fo(te) & F1(21)

& ... & Fp(tp)] must be false in W; because @w‘ﬁﬂcm?v &Fi(Hh)&... &
Fu(ty)] must be false in W: in no possible world can a natural being have the
power to make the case what is naturally impossible in that world. Therefore,
if [18] is true, C[S,£.5,(t,) & . .. & Fp(ty)] is true in W, and other things
are as hypothesized, then <B>S~Fy(,) and B Fote) & Fi(t) & . . . &
Nﬂwmﬁwkv._ are false in E\u while mﬂcﬁﬂovn \(_”NMM Q.nv & ... & MHBAMBVNV and
@_w.?. 1(t1) & ... & Fy(ty)] are true in W. But this assignment of truth-
values in W entails that a certain instance of modus ponens for relative

power necessity has true premises and false conclusion in W, namely the
following instance:

9] BI2[Fo(t) O ~Fr(t1) & ... & Ft))] . [FISF, (1)
FEISE) & L& Pyt

Therefore, if modus ponens for relative power necessity is valid and [19] is
true, then C[S,6,Fi(#;) & ... & Fy(ty)] must be false in any world where
Fy(t1) & ... & Fy(ty) is false but determinism is true; and this holds no
matter what condition C may be supposed to be. This conelusion is, of
course, the thesis of incompatibilism.
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X

The exercise of working out our revised {12] was not i vain, however, As I
said, there is nothing wrong, as far as I can see, with the suggestion that our
revised [12] is necessary for the truth of [1]. So the task of finding an
analysis of the truth-conditions for [1] is partly accomplished, What remains
is to determine what we can add to our revised [12] that will make it suffi-
cient while keeping it necessary.

At the moment I can see nothing wrong with the following answer to this:
we can replace the condition O[AS5(£)], used in the definition of the relation
R, given in [5], with something stronger, namely, the following:

5’s not performing A4 at ¢ was not naturally or otherwise necessi-
tated by arny conditions up to £.

Let this be abbreviated by ‘O*[45(£)]”. Call the relation defined by the result
of replacing O with O* in [5], R*, Then the suggestion I am now veniuring
can be expressed as follows: necessarily, [1] is true if and only if:

§ existed at ¢#; it is logically and naturally possible that S made it
the case that F1(#1) & ... & Fy(ty) by something S did at ¢ or
later; if 'y (#,) & . .. & Fy(ty) contains some false conjuncts and
Fi(tj), . .., Fr(tx) are all of the false conjuncts it contains, then
R¥[S,tg,Fi(G) & ... & Frltp)]; and if Fy(fy) & ... & m.w_@b
contains no false conjuncts, then it contains at least one conjunct
Fi(t)) such that R*[S,4,1;,F:(¢)] . 8
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KEITH LEHRER

PREFERENCES, CONDITIONALS AND FREEDOM*

Richard Taylor directed my dissertation on the subject of freedom and detes
minism, and we amiably and constructively disagreed about the subject then
I was a compatibilist, he was not. I still am; he is not. So be it. I cannot
however, resist another effort. In this paper, therefore, I wish to provide
condition which is sufficient for saying that a person could have done othe:
wise and which is compatible with the truth of determinism.

i, THE TRADITIONAL ANALYSIS

The attempt to analyse ‘could have’ statements in terms of conditionals ha
usually been in terms of some such conditional as ‘S would have if § ha
chosen to’ or S would have if § had tried to’ or S would have if S had wante
to’ and so forth. As Taylor once noted, these conditionals all seem to b
equally suitable candidates for the analysis, and all of them seem to be de
fective. That they were equally suitable suggests that no one of them is
correct analysis, but the truth of such conditionals may yet be relevant to th
truth of the ‘could have’ statements. Each of the conditionals might enta
that the person could have done otherwise, Suppose a conditional statemer
If entails a *could have’ statement C. I, as is assumed, the conditional statt
ment H is logically compatible with the truth of determinism, then it follow
that the ‘could have’ statement C entailed by H is also logically compatibl
with determinism. For, it is a general theorem about consistency that if.
entails Q and P is compatible with S, then Q is compatible with S.

Thus, if any single conditional statement of the sort in question entails
‘could have’ statement, that would suffice to establish the compatibilit
of freedom and determinism on the assumption that the conditional is con
patible with determinism. However, the arguments against the condition:
analysis suggest the analysis fails because the ‘could have’ statement might b
false when the conditional statement is true. This means that the condition:
statement fails to entail the ‘could have’ statement. What is worth notin
however, is that a conjunction of a set of conditionals might yet entail th
‘could have’ statement, If the conjunction of conditionals did entail th
‘could have’ statement and if that conjunction was also compatible wit
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