Ch 6 Freedom
Lecture 1. Fatalism, Karma, and Predestination Chapter sections:
A. Fatalism and Karma
B. Predestination 

i. The ancient Greek tragedies depend upon fatalism, the view that whatever a person's actions and circumstances, however free that person may seem, his or her predetermined end is inevitable.
Oedipus famously made many efforts toward avoiding his prophesied destiny. But unbeknownst to Oedipus, his destiny had already been fulfilled; he had no control over his destiny. Greek gods were integral to the Greek notion of "fate." Humans were at the mercy of the gods, and thus human choice was impotent. 

ii. In Buddhism, all human choices are gestures of attachment to the physical world, each one binding its maker more and more to a difficult fate. The effects of one's choices are called one's karma, which one can escape only by paying the long-term debt that one has built up. Nirvana, or freedom, is not a freedom of the self or the individual. In fact, it is a freedom from the self and the individual, achieved only when there is no longer a self at all. 
iii. Predestination is the view that our every action (and every event in the universe) is known, if not also caused in advance, by God. All Western theologians have had to ponder the problem of predestination and freedom because all Western scriptures claim that God created, or caused, everything.
This causes the "problem of evil": How could evil be caused by a good God? St. Augustine summarized the problem of freedom and one Christian solution to it: God made human beings free because He is all good, and free actions are better than un-free ones. However, because freedom allows us to sin, we are responsible for bringing evil into the world. 

iv. The Islamic religion provides an interesting breadth of argument on the question of freedom. The Mu'tazilites claimed that human freedom is consistent with God's power by distinguishing between two types of action, or causality. God's actions are "necessary," or lawlike. Human actions, however, are "intentional"; they are contingent upon God's actions, which are their necessary conditions and consequences. Only God is "free" to make physical laws.
The Ash'arites made a distinction with regard to the question of freedom, similar to that of the Mu'tazalites. The Ash'arites claimed that only God is free and that all human actions are determined by God. God's "predestination" is more like an offer of a gift. God offers to human beings various actions, which they can accept, acquire, or pass. 

v. Consider: Calvin and American Calvinists on predestination. 
Lecture 2. Determinism 
Chapter section: C. Determinism 

i. The problem of freedom is usually identified with a single claim, determinism. 

a. Determinism is the thesis that everything that happens in the universe is determined according to the laws of nature. The problem is that human actions are also events in the physical universe. But if human action is just another law-determined natural occurrence, can it also be free?
According to determinism, an event will necessarily happen if its antecedent conditions are fulfilled. It insists that if certain conditions exist, then a certain kind of event will take place. This "if . . . then" structure is essential to determinism. On this account, every event requires certain antecedent conditions in order to take place. Further, we must say "every event has its sufficient natural cause(s)." 
b. Hard determinists believe that we are "matter in motion," physical bodies that are subject to all of the laws of nature. The philosopher Pierre Simon La Place had such confidence in the Newtonian system that he claimed that if he knew the location and motion of every object in the universe, he could predict the location and motion of every object in the universe at any time in the future. If he had a proper map of the universe he believed that he could predict everything that would ever happen and everything that we would ever do. 
c. Kant claims that the basic rule of determinism, the principle of universal causation, is one of the rules by which we must interpret every experience. Most philosophers agree that this principle is inescapable. Even if the hard determinist's premise seems undeniable, it is not yet clear how we are to understand that premise. The older determinists understood the idea of a cause as a literal push or compulsion. On this model our actions are no different, except in complexity, from the "actions of billiard balls on a felt-covered table." 

d. If we view human beings as nothing more than physical bodies, then the billiards model might make sense. But a weaker interpretation of determinism as predictability may offer room for us to talk about freedom of action. Many philosophers defend determinism only as predictability on the basis of probability. To say that every event is determined, on this view, means that it is predictable only if we know enough about antecedent conditions. Some people claim that the predictability account does not capture what it means for something to be deterministic at all. They say that "predictability" is very different from physical cause. 
ii. Indeterminism rejects the previous two theses. Indeterminism claims that not every event has its sufficient natural cause, which leaves room for free will.
The Heisenberg Uncertainty Principle says that we cannot know both the location and the momentum of a subatomic particle. From this principle, Sir Arthur Eddington advanced the claim that not every event in the universe is predictable.
Furthermore, many scientists now agree that the concept of "cause" does not apply to certain subatomic particles, making the hard determinist view false.
There are two objections to this argument:
First, even if we suppose that the conclusions of modern physical theory are correct, it is clear that determinism is of importance primarily as a theory of macroscopic bodies, not subatomic particles.
Second, even if there should be such indeterminism, indeterminism is not the same as freedom. Freedom means that we are free to choose what we shall do and that our decisions are effective. As contemporary American philosopher Robert Kane argues, indeterminism robs us of our freedom just as much as determinism does. 

iii. Even if hard determinism is true of us as physical bodies, we are also conscious. This is called the free will problem. Suppose that consciousness, unlike our bodies, is free to make decisions, to choose what to do. But if our bodies are determined in their movements, then what can consciousness do, even if it is "free"?
Consciousness on this view is irrelevant, it is only a vanity. Most hard determinists would probably not agree with the idea that any event could be "outside" the determinism of nature. They would argue that our "decisions" are nothing but the conscious effects of complex causal antecedents.
If consciousness is part of the deterministic scheme of things, could we not say that what happens in consciousness, particularly our decisions, thereby causes movements of our bodies and therefore controls our actions? But if one accepts the determinist's premise, then our decisions cannot cause our actions unless it is also true that our decisions, as part of the deterministic scheme, are caused in turn. 

iv. Many philosophers argue for soft determinism, the view that human freedom and determinism are compatible positions. The key to the "soft determinist" position is that an action or a decision, though fully determined, is free if it "flows from the agent's character." This is known as compatibilism, in that it is an attempt to make the determinist's argument compatible with human freedom. 

a. This is the position that John Stuart Mill defended. Mill began by accepting determinism and the idea that all human actions are "necessary and inevitable," given their causes. But he then said that these causes are within human control. Human actions are as predictable as other events. But predictability is not incompatible with freedom because freedom is nothing other than acting in accordance with one's own character. 

b. Hume defended a soft determinist position, though because of his view about cause, in some sense he was not a determinist at all. Hume suggested that not only is freedom of choice and action possible within the framework of determinism, but also that determinism is even necessary if we are to make sense out of the notion of freedom of choice and responsibility.
We can make sense of the notion of voluntary action only because there is a uniform connection between our motives, inclinations, circumstances, characters, and actions.
Harry Frankfurt attempts to explain how we can "make" a set of competing reasons prevail by redefining the concept of free will. 
Lecture 3. Compulsion, Ignorance, and the Practice of Freedom 
Chapter sections:
D. Compulsion and Ignorance
E. Freedom in Practice: Kant's Solution 

i. The basis of compatibilism or "soft determinism" is that we somehow carve a space within determinism for those actions that we insist on calling free and for which we hold ourselves and other people responsible.
But this means that "free actions" must also be actions that are determined by antecedent conditions and causes. The distinction, therefore, between "free" and "unfree" acts depends upon whether the determining factors are within the agent or "outside" of him or her. In the latter case, we say that the act was not free but compelled or done "under compulsion." 

ii. We often say that a person is not morally responsible for an action that he or she was not free not to do. Aristotle defined a voluntary action as one that is (1) not done under compulsion and (2) not done from ignorance.
According to Aristotle, an act is compulsory "when its origin is without" such that the person who acts "contributes nothing to it." Thus, a person who is literally pushed into doing something is compelled rather than free.
An example of what Aristotle meant by "ignorance" and how such lack of knowledge restricts freedom can be illustrated in the case of the sexual ignorance of college students in the 1950s.
The compulsory or forced action originates outside of or externally to the person, rather than internally. But in many cases where freedom is most in question, in cases of neurosis, brainwashing, great passion, and chemical "influences," the distinction between what is "external" to the person and what is within his or her character is not clear at all. 

iii. Because our character or personality is determined by forces outside of us and beyond our control (forces such as education, upbringing, national origin, and gender), philosophers like John Hospers argue that all of our acts are compelled and not free. 
iv. Skinner argues that we have foolishly made a fetish of freedom and that we should replace this with an acceptance of determinism. Behavioral scientists can and should be given the power to "engineer" human behavior in accordance with an agreed-upon set of ideals (social harmony, individual happiness, and productivity). 

v. In novels like George Orwell's 1984, Aldous Huxley's Brave New World, and Anthony Burgess' A Clockwork Orange, a determinist view of human nature is attacked as potentially creating the philosophical basis of societies more oppressive and authoritarian than any we have even seen. 

vi. A similar argument is made by the American feminist philosopher Catherine MacKinnon, who claims that advertisers, moviemakers, pornographers, and others in the media in our society make, control, and determine men's behavior, making male treatment of women fundamentally violent. 

vii. The demand for freedom and responsibility is not going to be satisfied by different variations of determinism. If we are to understand the role of freedom in our daily lives, we need a breach in determinism, a conception of our actions as truly free. 

viii. Kant said that determinism is true of every possible event and object of human knowledge, but it does not follow that it is also applicable to human acts of will or decisions to act. Kant said that we adopt two different standpoints toward the world, one theoretical, one practical. When we act, we cannot think of ourselves except as acting freely. 

ix. For Kant, freedom is a certain type of experience, not an "internal cause." In a similar vein, Harry Frankfurt rethinks the meaning of coercion in terms of experience of the agent. His claim is that coercion is not properly understood as an "external cause" of an action. 
Lecture 4. Existentialism 
Chapter section: F. Radical Freedom: Existentialism 

i. The existentialists accept determinism in science. But they insist that even if determinism is true, one must always view himself or herself as agent as necessarily free. When you have to make a decision, all the knowledge of the possible factors determining your decision are not sufficient to cause you to decide because you cannot predict your own decision without at the same time making it. 
ii. Sartre argued that we are always absolutely free. This means that insofar as we act, our decisions and our actions cannot be viewed as having any causes whatsoever. We are "condemned to be free." Desires may enter into consideration, but only as "consideration" because we can always act against a desire. There is no escape from freedom or responsibility.
Instead of looking at the events of the world as problems and intrusions, Sartre said that we should learn to look at everything as an opportunity. 
iii. Kierkegaard, too, argued that one is responsible for whatever one is and that self-conscious choice and commitment are the factors that make a person most human. 

iv. In Dostoyevsky's Notes from the Underground, the main character argues that any prediction can be thwarted as long as you know about it. The point of this argument is that causes and explanations of any kind are simply beside the point.
In other words, freedom is itself what we most demand, whatever the cost, whatever the difficulties, and whatever the arguments against it. Whatever else may be true, we will refuse to see ourselves as anything but free. It is freedom that makes us human. 

v. Dostoyevsky's example is not very uplifting. Thich Nhat Hanh presents a similar but more joyous sentiment on the importance of freedom. 

