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Determinism al Dente
DERK PEREBOOM

University of Vermont
Al dente means "firmto the bite," and that is how Italianseat pasta. Soft pasta is no
more fit to eat thana limp and soggy slice of bread.As soon as pastabegins to lose its
stiffness and becomes just tender enough so that you can bite through without
snappingit, it is done. Once you have learnedto cook and eat pasta al dente, you'll
accept it no other way. (MarcellaHazan, The Classic Italian Cookbook, pp. 90-1)

The demographicprofile of the free will debate reveals a majority of soft
determinists,who claim thatwe possess the freedomrequiredfor moralresponsibility, thatdeterminismis true, and thatthese views are compatible. Libertarians,
incompatibilistchampionsof the freedomrequiredfor moralresponsibility,constitutea minority.Not only is this the distributionin the contemporaryphilosophical population,but in Westernphilosophyit has always been the pattern.Seldom
has hard determinism-the incompatibilistendorsementof determinismand rejection of the freedom requiredfor moral responsibility-been defended.' One
would expect hard determinismto have few proponents, given its apparentrenunciation of morality. I believe, however, that the argumentfor hard determinism is powerful, and furthermore,that the reasons against it are not as
compelling as they might at first seem.
The categorizationof the deterministposition by 'hard'and 'soft' masks some
importantdistinctions, and thus one might devise a more fine-grainedscheme.
Actually, within the conceptualspace of both hardand soft determinismthereis a
range of alternativeviews. The softest version of soft determinismmaintainsthat
we possess the freedomrequiredfor moralresponsibility,that having this sort of
freedom is compatiblewith determinism,thatthis freedomincludes the ability to
do otherwisethanwhat one actuallywill do, and thateven thoughdeterminismis
true, one is yet deserving of blame upon having performeda wrongful act. The
hardest version of hard determinismclaims that since determinismis true, we
lack the freedom requiredfor moral responsibility,and hence, not only do we
C) 1995 Basil Blackwell, Inc., 238 Main Street, Cambridge, MA 02142, USA, and
108 Cowley Road, Oxford OX4 1JF, UK.
21

22 NOUS

never deserve blame, but, moreover, no moral principlesor values apply to us.
But both hard and soft determinismencompass a numberof less extreme positions. The view I wish to defend is somewhatsofter than the hardestof the hard
determinism, and in this respect it is similar to some aspects of the position
recently developed by Ted Honderich.2In the view we will explore, since determinism is true, we lack the freedom requiredfor moral responsibility.But although we thereforenever deserve blame for having performeda wrongful act,
most moral principles and values are not thereby undermined.
I
Let us, for the sake of counterargument,devise a soft-deterministposition that
incorporatesthe essential features of three widespreadcompatibilistnotions of
freedom. First, perhapsthe most prominentcompatibilistconception is found in
the Humeantradition-a notion of freedom of action. In this view, an action is
free in the sense requiredfor moralresponsibilitywhen it is one the agent really
wantedto perform.More precisely, an action is free in the right sense just in case
desires that genuinely belong to the agent make up the immediatecausal history
of the action. An action is unfree, by contrast, when, for example, it is performedas a resultof brainwashingor some types of mentalillness. In such cases,
desires that genuinely belong to the agent do not play the causal role necessary
for the action to be genuinely free.3
Second, in HarryFrankfurt'sview, to be morally responsible, one's effective
desires to performactions must conform to one's second-orderdesires.4 Frankfurt has us suppose "thata person has done what he wanted to do, that he did it
because he wantedto do it, and thatthe will by which he was moved when he did
it was his will because it was the will he wanted."5Such a person, in his view,
acted freely in the sense requiredfor moral responsibility.
Third, BernardGert and Timothy Duggan have arguedthat the type of freedom requiredfor moral responsibilityis the ability to will, or, in JohnFischer's
developmentof this view, responsivenessto reasons.6For an action to be free in
the right sense, it must result from the agent's rationalconsiderationof reasons
relevantto the situation, such that, in at least some alternativecircumstancesin
which there are sufficientreasons for her to do otherwisethan she actually does,
she would be receptive to these reasons and would have done otherwise by the
efficacy of the same deliberativemechanism that actually results in 'the action.
Hence, I am free in the right sense when I decide to harvestthe wheat next week
ratherthan this week, if, in circumstancesin which I knew it would rain next
week, I would, by the deliberativemechanismthat actually results in my deciding to harvest next week, appreciatethe differentreasons and harvestthis week
instead. If my practicalreasoning would not differ in varying circumstances, I
am neither free nor morally responsible
Let us consider a situation involving an action that is free in all of the three
senses we have just discussed. Mr. Green kills Ms. Peacock for the sake of
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some personal advantage. His act of murderis caused by desires that are genuinely his, and his desire to kill Ms. Peacock conforms to his second-order
desires. Mr. Green'sdesires are modified, and some of them arise, by his rational
considerationof the relevantreasons, and his process of deliberationis reasonsresponsive. For instance, if he knew that the bad consequences for him resulting
from his crime would be much more severe than they are actually likely to be,
he would not have murderedMs. Peacock. Given that determinismis true, is it
plausible that Mr. Green is responsible for his action?
In the deterministicview, the first and second-orderdesires and the reasonsresponsive process that result in Mr. Green's crime are inevitable given their
causes, and those causes are inevitable given their causes. In assessing moral
responsibilityfor his act of murder,we wind our way back along the deterministic chain of causes that results in his reasoning and desires, and we eventually
reach causal factors that are beyond his control-causal factors that he could
not have produced, altered, or prevented. The incompatibilist intuition is
that if an action results from a deterministiccausal process that traces back to
factors beyond the control of the agent, he is not morally responsible for the
action.
A compatibilistrejoinderto this intuitionis that moralresponsibilitydoes not
leave Mr. Green behind as the deterministiccausal process traces backwardsin
time. Even thoughthe chain of sufficientcauses for his crime reaches far beyond
him, to a time before he ever existed, he retainsmoralresponsibility.Mr. Green
is morallyresponsiblefor the act of murderbecause his first-orderdesires caused
the action, and these first-orderdesires conformto his second-orderdesires, and
all of these desires are generated in a context of his rational evaluation of
reasons. Since the causal historyof his action has the rightpattern,he is free and
morally responsible.
Let us consider a series of differentways in which the above type of situation
might come about, in order to underminesoft determinismand to supportthe
contraryclaim thatmoralresponsibilityprecludesbeing determinedin virtueof a
causal process that traces back to factors beyond the agent's control.8
Case 1: Mr. Green is like an ordinaryhuman being, except that he was created by
neuroscientists,who can manipulatehim directly throughthe use of radio-liketechnology. Suppose these neuroscientistsdirectly manipulateMr. Green to undertake
the process of reasoning by which his desires are modified and produced, and
his effective first-orderdesire to kill Ms. Peacock conforms to his second-order
desires. The neuroscientistsmanipulatehim by, among otherthings, pushing a series
of buttons just before he begins to reason about his situation, thereby causing
his reasoning process to be rationally egoistic. His reasoning process is reasonsresponsive, because it would have resultedin differentchoices in some situationsin
which the egoistic reasonswere otherwise. Mr. Greendoes not thinkand act contrary
to character, since the neuroscientists typically manipulate him to be rationally
egoistic.
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Mr. Green's action would seem to meet the criteriaof the various compatibilist
theories of freedomwe have examined. But intuitively,he is not morally responsible because he is determinedby the neuroscientists'actions, which are beyond
his control.
The intuitionsgeneratedby this case challenge the suppositionsof many soft
determinists.Fischerarguesthatin "case of directmanipulationof the brain, it is
likely thatthe process issuing in the action is not reasons-responsive,whereasthe
fact that a process is causally deterministicdoes not in itself bear on whetherit is
reasons-responsive."9He claims that althoughFrankfurt'ssort of freedomcan be
induced neurophysiologically,a process that is reasons-responsivecannot.10But
Fischer's claim is mistaken. As long as a process requiresonly abilities that are
physically realized, it can be induced by sufficiently equipped scientists.
One might arguethat althoughin Case 1 the process resultingin the action is
reasons-responsive, it is induced by direct manipulationnear the time of the
action, and this makes the case very much like one of brainwashing. Or one
might contend that Mr. Green's reasons-responsivenessis too superficial, because the neuroscientistscould make him lack reasons-responsivenessjust by
controllinghim differently.It is not clear how deeply these objectionscut, but in
reply, let us consider a furthercase:
Case 2: Mr. Green is like an ordinaryhuman being, except that he was createdby
neuroscientists,who, although they cannot control him directly, have programmed
him to be a rationalegoist, so that, in any circumstanceslike those in which he now
finds himself, he is causally determinedto undertakethe reasons-responsiveprocess
and to possess the set of first and second-orderdesires that results in his killing Ms.
Peacock.

Case 2 is more similar than Case 1 to the ordinaryhuman situation, since the
agent is not directlymanipulatednearthe time of the action. But again, although
the agent is free in each of our compatibilistsenses, intuitivelyhe is not morally
responsible because he is determinedin virtue of the neuroscientists'actions,
which are beyond his control. Furthermore,it would seem unprincipledto claim
that whether Mr. Green is morally responsible depends on the length of the
temporal interval between the programmingand the action. Whether the programmingtakes place two seconds or thirtyyears before the action is irrelevant.
Case 3: Mr. Green is an ordinaryhumanbeing, except thathe was determinedby the
rigorous trainingpractices of his home and communityto be a rationalegoist. His
trainingtook place at too early an age for him to have had the ability to prevent or
alter the practices that determinedhis character.Mr. Green is thereby caused to
undertakethe reasons-responsiveprocess and to possess the organizationof first and
second-orderdesires that result in his killing Ms. Peacock.

If the compatibilistwishes to argue that Mr. Green is morally responsibleunder
these circumstances,he must point out a morallyrelevantfeaturepresentin Case
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3 but not in the first two cases, and such a differenceis difficultto detect. In each
of these cases Mr. Greenis free in all of the compatibilistsenses. Causaldetermination by agents whose determiningactivity is beyond Mr. Green's control most
plausibly explains his lack of moral responsibility in the first two cases, and
accordingly,we would seem forced to concede that he is not morallyresponsible
in the third case as well.
Case 4: Physicalistdeterminismis true. Mr. Green is a rationallyegoistic but (otherwise) ordinaryhumanbeing, raised in normalcircumstances.Mr. Green's killing of
Ms. Peacock comes about as a result of his undertakingthe reasons-responsive
process of deliberation, and he has the specified organizationof first and secondorder desires.

Just as in Cases 1-3, Mr. Green's action in Case 4 results from a deterministic
causal process that traces back to factors beyond his control. Given that we are
constrainedto deny moral responsibilityto Mr. Green in the first three cases,
what principledreason do we have for holding him morally responsible in this
more ordinary case? One distinguishing feature of Case 4 is that the causal
determinationof Mr. Green's crime is not, in the last analysis, broughtaboutby
other agents.1' But if we were to revise the first three cases so that the determinationis broughtabout by a spontaneouslygenerated,mindless machine, the
intuitionthatMr. Greenis not morallyresponsiblewould persist. Hence, the best
explanationfor this intuition in these first three cases is just that Mr. Green's
action results from a deterministic causal process that traces back to factors
beyond his control. Consequently,because Mr. Greenis also causally determined
in this way in Case 4, we must, despite our initial predilections, conclude that
here too Mr. Green is not morally responsible. And more generally, if every
action results from a deterministic causal process that traces back to factors
beyond the agent's control, then no agents are ever morallyresponsiblefor their
actions.
The soft deterministmight point out that accordingto ordinaryintuitions, in
Case 4 Mr. Green is morally responsible, and that these intuitions should be
given more weight thanwe have given them. But in the incompatibilistview, one
consequenceof determinismis thatordinaryintuitionsaboutmoralresponsibility
in specific cases are based on a mistake. In makingmoraljudgmentsin everyday
life, we do not assume that agents' choices and actions result from deterministic
causal processes that trace back to factors beyond their control. Our ordinary
intuitionsdo not presupposethatdeterminismis true, and they may even presuppose that it is false. Indeed, in Case 4 it is specified that determinismis true, but
ordinaryintuitionsare likely to persistregardlessof this stipulation,especially if
the implications of determinismare not thoroughly internalized.If we did assume determinismand internalizeits implications, our intuitionsmight well be
different. Consequently, a reply to incompatibilismrequires something more
powerful than an analysis of freedom and moral responsibilitydesigned to cap-
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ture ordinary intuitions about moral responsibility in specific cases. What is
needed is an argument against the fundamentalincompatibilist claim, that if
one's action resultsfrom a deterministiccausal process thattracesback to factors
beyond one's control, to factors that one could not have produced, altered, or
prevented, then one is not free in the sense requiredfor moral responsibility.12
II
It has often been assumedthatthere is an alternativeand equivalentstatementof
the fundamentalincompatibilistclaim. According to this variant formulation,
moral responsibility requires that, given all of the factors that precede one's
choice, one could have done otherwise than what one actually did.'3 Furthermore, some have argued that because this variantformulationcan be defeated,
the incompatibilistview is mistaken. But the variantformulationis not equivalent to the original, and since the original is more forceful, it would be best to
reject the view that a successful challenge to the "responsibilityonly if she could
have done otherwise" intuition also underminesthe "responsibilityonly if her
action does not result from a deterministiccausal process that traces back to
factors beyond her control"intuition.
As Peter VanInwagenpoints out, if physicalistdeterminismis true, there is a
clear sense in which no agent could have done otherwise than what he in fact
did. 14 By Van Inwagen's characterization,physicalistdeterminismis truejust in
case a propositionthatexpresses the entirestate of the universeat some instantin
time, in conjunction with the physical laws, entails any proposition that expresses the state of the universeat any otherinstant.15So if physicalistdeterminism is true, given the entire state of the universe at some instant in time, every
subsequent state of the universe is thereby rendered inevitable. Suppose Ms.
White murderedMr. Green last Tuesday.Given physicalist determinism, Ms.
White's crime is inevitable given the state of the universe 100 years before she
was born and the naturallaws. So if Ms. White was able to do otherwise last
Tuesday, then she must at that time have been able to alter the state of the
universe 100 years before she was born, or to change the naturallaws. Since she
was able to do neither, last Tuesdayshe could not have done otherwise than to
murderMr. Green.
But soft deterministshave argued that one can be morally responsible for
one's actions even if one could not have done otherwise. Frankfurthas devised a
case similar to this one:
Ms. Scarlet is seriously considering whether to kill Colonel Mustard. Meanwhile
ProfessorPlum, a neuroscientist,very much wants the Colonel dead, and is worried
that Ms. Scarlet will not choose to kill him. So Professor Plum has implanted a
device in Ms. Scarlet'sbrain, which, just in case Ms. Scarletwere to be swayed by a
reason not to kill Colonel Mustard,would cause her to choose to kill him. But Ms.
Scarletchooses to kill, and carriesout the deed, withouteven beginningto be swayed
by a reason for making the alternativechoice. 16
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Our intuition is that Ms. Scarlet is responsible for killing Colonel Mustard,
although she could not have done otherwise, and thus, the conclusion of Frankfurt's argumentis that the variantintuitionis mistaken. This argumentis powerful and resilient. For example, it succeeds not only against the intuition that
moral responsibility requires the ability to do otherwise, but also against the
intuitionthatit requiresthe abilityto choose otherwise. For Ms. Scarletcould not
even have chosen otherwise, because the device would have arrestedthe deliberative process before it resulted in any alternativechoice.
Frankfurt'sargumentstrongly suggests that the incompatibilist(and everyone
else) must relinquishthe "responsibilityonly if she could have done otherwise"
intuition. As Fischer has shown, however, this type of argumentdoes not establish thatthe incompatibilistmust also abandonthe claim thatmoralresponsibility
requiresthat one's action not be causally determined,or, in my formulation,that
moral responsibility requires that one's action not result from a deterministic
causal process thattracesback to factorsbeyond one's control.17(One might note
that Frankfurtdoes not state that his argumenthas this result). In the Frankfurtstyle example it is not specified thatMs. Scarletis causally determinedto choose
or act as she did. Our intuitionthat she is responsiblemight well depend on the
assumptionthat althoughthe device preventsher from being able to choose to do
otherwise, her choice does not result from a deterministiccausal process that
traces back to factors beyond her control. And indeed, if it were specified that
her choice is caused in this way, incompatibilists,amongothers, would no longer
agree that Ms. Scarlet is morally responsible.
That one's choice and action result from a deterministiccausal process that
traces back to factors beyond one's control entails that one cannot choose to do
otherwise (in at least one sense), but not vice versa. For as Fischer points out, it
is possible that one's choice not come aboutas a result of a deterministicprocess
at all, and yet there be mechanisms that prevent one's choosing to do otherwise. 18Ms. Scarletmight have been the undeterminedagent-causeof the murder
of Colonel Mustardeven if Professor Plum's device renders her incapable of
choosing to do otherwise. The incompatibilist'smost fundamentalclaim is that
moral responsibilityrequiresthat one's choice and action not result from a deterministic causal process that traces back to factors beyond one's control. An
argumentof the sort that Frankfurtadvances cannot dislodge this claim. This
incompatibilistpremise does not entail the propositionthat moral responsibility
requiresthat one be able to choose to do otherwise, and this proposition, for the
reasons Frankfurthas advanced, is best rejected.19
III
Let us now consider the libertarians,who claim that we have a capacity for
indeterministicallyfree action, and that we are thereby morally responsible.
According to one libertarianview, what makes actions free is just their being
constituted(partially)of indeterministicnaturalevents. Lucretius, for example,
maintainsthat actions are freejust in virtueof being made up partiallyof random
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swerves in the downwardpaths of atoms.20These swerves, and the actions they
underlie, are random(at least) in the sense that they are not determinedby any
priorstate of the universe. If quantumtheoryis true, the position and momentum
of microparticlesexhibit randomnessin this same sense, and natural indeterminacy of this sort might also be conceived as the metaphysicalfoundationof
indeterministicallyfree action. But naturalindeterminaciesof these types cannot,
by themselves, account for freedomof the sort requiredfor moralresponsibility.
As has often been pointed out, such randomphysical events are no more within
our control than are causally determinedphysical events, and thus, we can no
more be morallyresponsiblefor them than, in the indeterministopinion, we can
be for events that are causally determined.2'
Alternatively,many libertariansadvocate the theory of agent causation, the
view that freedomof action is accountedfor not (simply) by randomlyoccurring
events of the sort we have described, but by agents capable of causing their
actions deliberately.In this view, an agent's causationof her action is not itself
producedby processes beyond her control.22Positing such agent-causes, in my
view, involves no internalincoherence. There is no internalincoherence in the
idea of an agent having a non-Humeancausal power to cause her actions deliberately in such a way that her causation of her actions is not itself producedby
processes beyond her control. It is unclear,however, whetherwe have any reason
to believe that such entities exist.23
Furthermore,we have not encounteredany divergences from the predictions
of our physical theories. The libertariancould, of course, advocatea theory that
embracessuch divergences, but this, by itself, would provide a powerful reason
to reject such a view. So let us focus on those theories that attemptto reconcile
agent-causationwith the predictionsof our physical theories.
Suppose first that the physical world is a deterministicsystem. If this is so,
then the physical componentof any action-constituent events describable, for
example, by neurophysiology,physiology, chemistry,physics-will be causally
determined.As Kantargues, it is possible thatundetermined,non-physicalagents
always make free choices for just those potentialactions whose physical components are causally determined.24In Kant'sview, this possibility is all we need for
rationalfaith in indeterministicfreedom. But is it credible that this possibility is
actually realized?There would certainlybe nothing incredibleabout an undetermined agent-cause making a free choice on some particular occasion for a
possible action whose physical componentwas causally determined.However, it
would be incredibleif for any substantialperiodof humanhistoryall free choices
made by agent-causes should be for just those possible actions whose physical
componentsare causally determinedto occur, and none of these choices should
be for the alternatives. Independentof an idealistic theory according to which
agents constructthe physical world, the coincidences this view implies are too
wild to believe.25
To try to solve this problemof wild coincidences, the libertarianmight invoke
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indeterminacyin nature.Nevertheless, in ordinarycases, quantumindeterminacy
only allows for an extremely small probabilityof counterfactualevents at the
scale of human actions.26Suppose, by analogy, that the soda can on the table
remains where it is for the next minute. Given quantumindeterminacy,there is
some probabilitythat instead it would spontaneouslymove one inch to the left
sometime duringthis minute. But for this event to occur, each of many quantum
indeterminacieswould have to be resolved in a specific alternative way, the
probabilityof which is extremelysmall. The prospectsfor counterfactualhuman
actions are similarly bad. Even if quantumindeterminacyresults in the indeterminacy of certain neuralevents, like the firing of individualneurons, so that at
certaintimes both the probabilitythat the neuralevent will occur and that it will
not are significant, the likelihood of physical components of counterfactualactions occurringis insignificant. The reason is that the makingof a decision is an
event of a much largerscale than is an event like the firing of a neuron. When a
decision is made, a very large numberof individualquantumand neuralevents
are involved, and quantum indeterminacywould not undergird a significant
probabilityfor counterfactualevents of this magnitude.
Let us assumethatwhat determinesan indeterministicallyfree agent's choices
is how she finally weighs the reasons. The weighing of each reason will be
(partially)realized in a very large complex of neural and quantumevents. But
this complex will be too large for quantumindeterminacyto substantiatea significant probabilityof counterfactualactions. Suppose an agent actually makes a
decision to performaction A ratherthan action B, and that the physical realization of her weighing of reasons is large-scale neural patternof type X. Given
quantumindeterminacy,there is some antecedentprobability-the probability,
let us say, just as the agent begins to weigh the reasonsfor action-that her brain
should realize a very differentneuralpatternupon weighing the reasons, one of
type Y, which is correlatedwith performingaction B. But for a patternof type B
to come about, each of many indeterminacieswould have to be resolved in a
specific alternativeway, the antecedentprobabilityof which is extremely small.
More generally, the antecedent probability of the occurrence of the physical
componentof any counterfactualaction is extremely small. And it would be too
wildly coincidentalto believe that for any substantialintervalof human history
all or even almost all indeterministicallyfree choices made by agent-causes
should be for just those possible actions the occurrenceof whose physical components has the extremely high antecedentphysical probability,and not for any
of the alternatives. Thus the fact that quantum theory allows counterfactual
actions to have non-zero antecedentprobabilityfails to remedy the problem of
wild coincidences posed by the attempt to reconcile libertarianismwith strict
determinism.
Now it might be objected that the problem of wild coincidences arises only
if it turns out that, at the neurophysiologicallevel, counterfactualevents do
not have significant antecedentprobability.Yet there are examples, such as the
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moving of the needle on a Geiger counter,of microphysicalindeterminaciesthat
are magnified to significantly indeterminateevents at the macrolevel. Perhaps
similar magnifications occur in the brain.27Randolph Clarke suggests that a
libertarianmight take advantageof macrolevelnaturalindeterminacyof this sort
by positing agent causes who have the power to make the differenceas to which
of a series of naturallypossible actions is performed.28Might this picture not
offer the libertariana way out of the wild coincidences problem?No. Suppose
that physical components of counterfactualactions do have a significant antecedent probability of occurring. Consider a class of possible actions each of
which has a physical componentwhose antecedentprobabilityof occurringis approximately0.32. If indeterministfree action is to be compatiblewith what our
physical theories predict to be overwhelminglylikely, then over a long enough
period of time these possible actions would have to be freely chosen almost
exactly 32% of the time. Yet their actually being freely chosen almost exactly
32% of the time would constitutea coincidence no less wild thanthe coincidence
of possible actions whose physical componentshave an antecedentprobabilityof
about 0.99 being freely chosen about 99% of the time. The problem of wild
coincidences, therefore, is independentof the physical components of actions
having any particulardegree of antecedentprobability.29
This point reveals the fundamentaldifficulty for libertarianagent causation.
Whether the physical laws are deterministic or quantum indeterministic, the
antecedentprobabilitiesof the physical componentsof humanactions are fixed.
With deterministiclaws, the antecedentprobabilityof any such component is
either 1 or 0. According to quantumtheory, such probabilitieswill be different.
But regardlessof which view is true, it would be wildly coincidental, and hence
too bizarre a scenario to believe, if for any substantialspan of human history
frequencies of indeterministicallyfree choices should happen to dovetail with
determinatephysical probabilities.
Thus, barring revolutionarydiscoveries in neurophysiology or physics, it
seems unlikely that libertarianismis true. Accordingly,let us focus our attention
on the hard deterministversion of incompatibilism.But first, our discussion of
libertarianismreveals the need to revise our characterizationof the wider issues:
assuming the truth of our best scientific theories, determinismturns out to be
false. However, the kinds of indeterminaciesthese theoriesposit provide us with
no more control over our actions than we would have if determinismwere true.
Our actions may not result from deterministiccausal processes thattrace back to
factors over which we have no control, but yet there are processes, either deterministic or indeterministic,over which we have no control, that produce our
actions, and this is enough to rule out freedom of the sort requiredfor moral
responsibility. Hence the fundamentalincompatibilistintuition turns out to be
"responsibilityonly if her action is not producedby processes, either deterministic or indeterministic,beyond her control."For the sake of simplicity and meshing with the traditionaldiscussion, however, I shall continue to describe the

DETERMINISMAL DENTE 31

position I am defending as "harddeterminism,"with the understandingthat this
term is strictly speaking inaccurate,but not in a way that makes a difference to
the issues we shall now explore.
IV
The alternativeto soft determinismand libertarianismis hard determinism, the
view that because determinismis true, we lack the freedom requiredfor moral
responsibility.Let us examinethis option to ascertainwhetherit must be as unacceptable as it may initially seem.
One instinctive reactionto harddeterminismis that if it were true, we would
have no reason to attemptto accomplish anything-to try to improve our lives
or the prospectsof society-because our deliberationsand choices could make
no difference. This challenge has also been directedtowards soft determinists,
and they have responded persuasively. Ayer and Dennett, among others, have
pointed out that the determinationof our deliberations, choices, actions, and
their consequences does not underminetheir causal efficacy.30The hard determinist can legitimatelyappropriatethis position. It is true that accordingto hard
determinismwe are not free in the sense requiredfor moral responsibility,and
therefore,what happenscannotbe affectedby choices that are free in this sense.
But what happensmay neverthelessbe caused by the deliberationswe engage in
and the choices we make.
It is undeniablethat we feel we have the ability to choose or do otherwise;for
example, that you feel that it is now possible for you eitherto continueor to stop
readingthis article. In the harddeterminist'sjudgment, this feeling of freedomis
an illusion (and soft deterministsof some types agree). This judgmentwould be
challenged by those who believe that our introspectivesense provides us with
infallible beliefs about our own abilities. But it is a familiar fact that such an
assessment of introspectionis implausible. Kant, however, provide us with a
differentreasonnot to discountthe feeling of freedom. He suggests thatengaging
in a process of deliberationrequiresthat one suppose that more than one choice
for action is causally possible.3' This view seems compelling:could one deliberate about which roads to take if one believed that one was causally capable of
choosing only one of them? But according to hard determinism, one cannot
choose otherwise than the way one actuallydoes. Thus, as VanInwagen argues,
wheneverone engages in a process of deliberation,one would be making a false
supposition, and hence if one were a self-professedharddeterminist,one would
often have inconsistent beliefs; "anyone who denies the existence of free will
must, inevitably, contradicthimself with monotonousregularity."32
There are two replies available to the hard determinist.The first grants that
when we deliberate,at the momentof choice we must indeed make the false and
unjustifiedassumptionthatmore thanone course of action is open to us. But it is
legitimateto assume this cognitive posture, because the practicalgains of engaging in deliberationare significant enough to outweigh the losses of having false
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and unjustifiedbeliefs. In this view, deliberationrequiresus to choose between
theoretical and practical irrationality.One is irrationalin the theoretical sense
when, for example, one has a belief that has no justification, or a belief one
knows to be false, and one is irrationalin the practicalsense if, for instance, one
does something one knows will frustratewhat one wants, all things considered.
Hard determinism would seem to leave us with the following choice: either
deliberateand have a belief thatyou know to be false wheneveryou do, or cease
to deliberate. Practicalrationalitywould appearto have the upper hand.
It is neverthelessdisturbingto maintainthatone must be theoreticallyirrational whenever one deliberates. There is, however, a more attractivealternative
which does not requirethatone overridethe canons of theoreticalrationality.The
harddeterministmight deny that at the moment of choice, one must assume that
more than one option is causally possible. One might instead believe that one's
actions are determinedby way of one's choices, that one's choices are determined by means of one's deliberation,and that one does not know in advanceof
deliberationwhich action one will choose. As long as one's actions are determined by deliberationand choice, and one does not know beforehandwhat the
result of one's deliberationwill be, therewill be no interferencewith the deliberative process. Indeed, the deliberativeprocess might be jeopardized if one had
previousknowledge of the choice thatwould result. Perhapsit is even incoherent
to suppose that one might know in advance of deliberationwhich of two roads
one will choose, for in such a situation genuine deliberationwould be undermined. But given that one cannot know the results of one's deliberation in
advance, the process can go on unimpeded.
V
A very prominentfeature of our ordinaryconception of morality that would be
underminedif harddeterminismwere true is our belief thatpeople deserve credit
and praise when they deliberatelyperformmorally exemplaryactions, and that
they deserve blame when they deliberatelyperformwrongfulactions. To deserve
blame is to be morally liable to blame by deliberatelychoosing to do the wrong
thing. Hard determinismrules out one's ever deserving blame for deliberately
choosing to act wrongly, for such choices are always producedby processes that
are beyond one's control.
Someone might argue that even if no one ever deserves blame, it would
neverthelessbe best for us to think and act as if people sometimes do, because
thinkingand acting this way is a superbmethodfor promotingmoralreformand
education. More generally, even if no one is ever really morally responsible, it
would still be best sometimes to hold people morally responsible. Such a view
might be justified on practical grounds, were we confident, for example, that
thinkingand acting as if people sometimes deserve blame is often necessary for
effectively promotingmoral reform and education. But this option would have
the hard deterministthinking that someone deserves blame when she also be-
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lieves him not to, which is an instanceof theoreticalirrationality,and would have
her blaming someone when he does not deserve to be blamed, which would seem
to be morally wrong.
There is, however, an alternativepractice for promoting moral reform and
educationwhich would suffer neitherfrom irrationalitynor apparentimmorality.
Insteadof blaming people, the deterministmight appeal to the practiceof moral
admonishmentand encouragement.One might, for example, explain to an offender that what he did was wrong, and then encourage him to refrain from
performingsimilar actions in the future. One need not, in addition, blame him
for what he has done. The harddeterministcan maintainthatby admonishingand
encouraginga wrongdoerone might communicatea sense of what is right, and a
respect for persons, and thatthese attitudescan lead to salutarychange.33Hence,
one need not hold the wrongdoer morally responsible for what he has done,
but ratherconsider him responsive to moral admonishmentand encouragement.
Likewise, althoughone could not justifiablythinkof one's own wrongfulactions
as deserving of blame, one could legitimately regard them as wrongful, and
thereby admonish oneself, and resolve to refrain from similar actions in the
future. But like blame of others, blame of self, and more generally, holding
oneself morally responsible, would be best avoided.
But what of the characterwho regularly and deliberately does wrong, and
refuses to make a commitmentto doing what is right?Doesn't the harddeterminist have little to say to such a person? While the hard determinist can only
admonish, the advocate of moral responsibility can also blame. But having
recourse to blame in such circumstances is not clearly a significant practical
advantage. One might argue that hard determinismis a threatto moral practice
because the characterwe have described might offer determinismas an excuse
for his behavior.Certainly,the harddeterministwould have to accept his excuse,
whereas the proponentof moral responsibilitywould not. But the practicaladvantages from this point on do not favoreither side. Both face the task of moral
educationand impartinga respectfor persons, and it is not obvious that the hard
deterministhas fewer resourcesfor this projectthanthose availableto her opposition.
The harddeterministposition implies that the appallingactions of persons are
much more similar to earthquakesand epidemics than they are according to
views that hold persons morally responsible. The justification we assume for
regardingespecially wrongfulactions of persons as deeply differentfrom natural
disastersis thatpersons are typically responsiblefor their actions. But according
to hard determinism,because a person's actions are the result of processes over
which he has no control, we cannotconsiderhim responsiblefor them, just as we
cannot hold earthquakesor epidemics responsible for their effects. One still
might legitimately have a feeling of moral concern about what persons do, or
about what persons who are reasons-responsivedo, which would differ from
one's attitudesto earthquakesand epidemics. This feeling would be legitimate
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supposing it has no cognitive component that conflicts with hard determinism.
But as I shall soon argue in furtherdetail, the various attitudesthat presuppose
the cognitive component that persons are morally responsible would be unjustified.
Honderichcontendsrightly,I believe, thatin the face of determinismwe must
eschew retribution,but he also argues that
we can persist in certainresponses to the desires and intentionsof others, and hence
to them. There is no obstacle to my abhorrenceof the desires and intentions of the
treacheroushusbandforeseeing his divorce, or, more important,to my abhorrenceof
him, a man whose personalityand characterare consistent with these desires and
intentions, and supportthem.34

But the determinist must be more abstemious here. Abhorrence of a person
because of the actions he has performedat least typically involves blaming him
for those actions, which, in turn, presupposesthat his actions and characterdid
not result from processes beyond his control. If one were to discover that an
especially wrongful "action" was caused by some non-psychological, physiological reaction in the person, one's abhorrencewould tend to vanish, and this
would suggest thatone's abhorrencewas foundedin blame. It is legitimateto feel
moral concern in response to a wrongful action, and to be deeply saddenedthat
there are persons with immoralcharacters,but at least most often one's response
of abhorrence,because it involves blaming someone, is unjustified.35
Perhapsone can learn to abhorpeople because of the wrongful actions they
perform without blaming them, just as one might abhor soggy Corn Flakes
because of their sogginess withoutblamingthem. But it is doubtfulthatdeveloping such an attitude towards people could be justified on moral grounds if
determinismis true. One might be able to abhorpeople for theirwrongfulactions
without being theoreticallyirrational,but it seems unlikely that one would advance the good by fosteringthis attitude,by contrast,for example, with attitudes
such as moral concern or sadness.
Susan Wolf has argued that whereas deserved blame cannot be justified if
determinismis true, deserved praise does not collapse along with it.36 As she
puts it, she is "committedto the curious claim that being psychologically determined to performgood actions is compatiblewith deservingpraise for them, but
that being psychologically determinedto performbad actions is not compatible
with deserving blame."37Wolf, in effect, endorses the hard determinist'sview
about deserved blame, but not about deserved praise. She cites the following
example in supportof her view:
beaches.Each
Twopersons,of equalswimmingability,standon equallyuncrowded
in thewaterin thedistance.Eachthinks"Thechild
seesanunknownchildstruggling
needsmy help"anddirectlyswimsoutto savehim.Ineachcase, we assumethatthe
agentreasonscorrectly-thechilddoesneedherhelp-and that,in swimmingoutto
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save him, the agent does the rightthing. We furtherassume thatin one of these cases,
the agent has the ability to do otherwise, and in the other case not.38

Wolf says thatwhereasaccordingto the libertarianonly the first of these agents is
responsible, "thereseems to be nothing of value that the first agent has but the
second agent lacks." Perhapsthe second agent does not have the ability to do
otherwise because "herunderstandingof the situationis so good and her moral
commitment so strong." Wolf concludes that the fact that the second agent is
determinedto do the right thing for the right reasons does not make her any less
deserving of praise than the first agent.
First of all, Wolf's argumentis susceptible to an objection inspired by the
point Fischer raises in connection with Frankfurt'scase. Given the way Wolf
presents her lifesaver case, the reader might yet presuppose that the swimmer
who cannot do otherwise is not causally determined to deliberate and act as
she does. If it were specified that her action results from a deterministic
causal process that traces back to factors she could not have produced, altered,
or prevented-perhaps by adding that she is controlled by neuroscientiststhe intuition that she deserves praise might well vanish. Wolf's case may
indicate that an agent might deserve praise even if she could not have done
otherwise, but it fails to show that an agent deserves praise even if her action
results from a deterministiccausal process that traces back to factors beyond her
control.
But suppose that the intuition that the second swimmer deserves praise persists even if it is specified that she is causally determined.The harddeterminist
can now arguethatwhile accordingto ordinaryintuitionsboth swimmersdeserve
praise, the second swimmer really does not. Ordinarily,we consider persons
praiseworthyfor their great intelligence, good looks, or native athletic ability,
even though these qualities are not due to any agency of theirs, and hence, even
thoughthey in no sense really deserve praisefor these qualities. Thus it comes as
no surprise that we would ordinarily consider the second swimmer, who is
determinedto do the right thing for the right reasons, praiseworthy.She may be
consideredpraiseworthybecause she is a good person, and has acted in pursuitof
the good, but as in the case of the person of great intelligence, we need not
conclude that she is genuinely deserving of praise.
Sometimes it may well be a good thing to praise someone despite her not
deserving it, perhaps because praise can at times simply be an expression of
approbationor delight about the actions or accomplishments of another. By
contrast,blaming someone who does not deserve it would seem always to be (at
least prima facie) wrong. The reason for this (as Wolf notes) might be that
because blaming typically causes pain, it must be wrong unless it is deserved,
whereas since praise is far from painful, it can be appropriatebeyond cases in
which it is deserved. Whatever may be the case here, the intuition that the
determined swimmer is praiseworthyfails to undermine the hard determinist
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view, that not only deservedblame but also deservedpraise is incompatiblewith
determinism.
VI
Anotherfeatureof our ordinaryconception of moralitythat would be threatened
if we accepted hard determinismis the belief that statementsof the following
form are sometimes true: 'Althoughyou did not choose x, you ought, morally,to
have chosen x.' There are differentsenses of the moral 'ought,' but the central
senses might well be underminedin a hard deterministpicture. It would seem
that in all cases in which one could never have performedan action, it is never
true that one ought to have performedthe action.39Consequently,if because one
is causally determinedone can never choose otherwisethanthe way one actually
does, then it is false that one ever morally ought to choose otherwise. And
further,if it is never true that one ought to have chosen otherwise than the way
one does, then what would be the point of a system of moral 'ought's? Hard
determinism imperils this system, because it would seem that if 'A ought to
choose x' is true at all, it must be true not only when A comes to choose x, but
also when A does not come to choose x.
But even if moral 'ought' statementsare nevertrue, moraljudgments, such as
'it is morallyrightfor A to do x,' or 'it is a morallygood thing for A to do x,' still
can be. Thus, even if one is causally determinedto refrainfrom giving to charity,
and even if it is thereforefalse that one ought to give to charity,it still might be
the right thing or a good thing to do.40Cheatingon one's taxes might be a wrong
or a bad thing to do, even if one's act is causally determined,and hence, even if it
is false that one ought not to do so. These alternativemoral judgments would
indeed lack the deontic implications they are typically assumed to have, but
nevertheless, they can be retained when moral 'ought' statements are undermined. In addition, the various benefits of the system of moral 'ought's can be
recouped. For instance, when one is encouragingmoral action, one can replace
occurrencesof 'you ought to do x' with 'it would be right for you to do x,' or
with 'it would be a good thing for you to do x.' Discouragementof wrongful
action could be revised analogously.
One might argue that if moral 'ought' statementswere never true, we could
have no reasonto do what is right. But this view is mistaken. Although it is false
thatone ought to eat boiled ratherthanpoachedeggs, one might still have reason
to choose one over the other, perhaps in virtue of one's preference for boiled
eggs, or even because one thinksthatone type is objectivelybetterthanthe other,
and one has resolved to aspire to excellence. Similarly, one might treat others
with respectbecause one prefersto do so, or because one has resolved to do what
is right, even if it is not the case thatone ought to do so. If one has resolved to do
what is right, by whatever motivation, one thereby has reason to act in accordance with this resolution.
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It may seem thatrelinquishingthe moral 'ought' togetherwith deservedpraise
and blame restrictsharddeterminismto a consequentialistposition in ethics. One
might be tempted by the claim that although rejection of the moral 'ought' is
consistent with the goodness of certainconsequences and, derivatively,with the
goodness of actions that bring about such consequences, abandoningthe moral
'ought' does rule out principles of right that are based on non-consequentialist
considerations.But this claim seems mistakenfor the reason that insofar as they
have been developed, the metaphysicalbases for non-consequentialistpositions
do not clearly involve an essential appeal to a notion of freedom unavailableto
the hard determinist. One might argue that the hard deterministis restrictedto
consequentialismbecause her rejection of deserved praise and blame confines
her to forward-lookingethical views, and such forward-lookingviews are consequentialist. But althoughthe harddeterministmay not look to the past to assess
praise and blame, she can legitimately make judgments about the rightness and
wrongness of past actions. Furthermore,not all forward-lookingethical views
are consequentialist.The Kantianprinciple, "Act only on that maxim which you
can also will to be a universallaw" is no less forward-lookingthan the utilitarian
principle, "Act so as to maximize happiness."The harddeterministseems free to
accept non-consequentialistethical views.
VII
If harddeterminismis true, how would it be best to regardour reactive attitudes,
for example, our resentmentand anger upon being betrayed, or our gratitude
upon receiving help in trouble?In the face of a deterministicuniverse, the Stoics
urge self-discipline aimed at eradicatingat least the negative reactive attitudes.
David Hume and P. F. Strawson, on the other hand, advance the psychological
thesis that our reactive attitudescannot be affected by a general belief in determinism, or by any such abstractmetaphysicalview, and thatthereforethe project
of alteringor eliminatingour reactiveattitudesby a deterministconviction would
be ineffectual.4'
Let us address two issues: first, whether the reactive attitudes really are
immunefrom alterationby a belief in determinism,and second, whetherit would
be good for them to be alteredby such a belief (if they could be). On the first
issue, Gary Watsonprovides a compelling example, the case of Robert Harris,
who brutallymurderedtwo teenage boys in Californiain 1978.42When we read
an account of these murders"we respond to his heartlessness and viciousness
with loathing."43But an account of the atrocious abuse he suffered as a child
"gives pause to the reactive attitudes."44Upon absorbingsuch information,not
everyone relinquisheshis attitudeof blame completely,but this attitudeis at least
typically tempered. It is not only that we are persuaded to feel pity for the
criminal. In addition, our attitudeof blame is mitigatedby our coming to believe
thatthe criminalwas at least partiallydeterminedto behave as he did. One might
claim that althoughbelief in determinismabout a particularsituationcan affect
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reactive attitudes,the generalbelief in determinismnever can. But I can think of
no reason to accept this view. Because particularcases of determinismcan be
vividly described, they can much more readily affect one's attitudes,but there is
no reason to believe that the general conviction cannot have a similar effect.
It would be implausible to maintain that in every case the presence or the
intensity of one's reactive attitudescan be affected by a belief in determinism.
Sometimes a wrong committedmight be too horriblefor such a belief to have any
effect on one's subsequentreaction. The Stoics maintainedthat we can always
prevent or eradicateattitudeslike grief and anger, regardlessof their intensity,
with the aid of a deterministconviction. But they might well have overestimated
the extent of the control we have over our emotional lives. If someone were
brutallyto murderyour family, it might well be psychologically impossible for
you ever to eradicate feelings of intense anger toward the killer. This fails to
show, however, that a deterministconviction cannot affect reactive attitudes,
even in typical cases.
Let us suppose, therefore,thata deterministconviction can affect our reactive
attitudes.Wouldit be a good thing if they were affectedby this means? According to Strawson, human beings would stand to lose much if reactive attitudes
were dislodged by a belief in determinism, for we would then be left with a
certain "objectivity of attitude."A stance of this sort, Strawson believes, conflicts with the types of attitudesrequiredfor good interpersonalrelationships:
To adopt the objective attitudeto anotherhumanbeing is to see him, perhaps, as an
object of social policy; as a subject for what, in a wide range of sense, might be
called treatment;as something certainlyto be taken account, perhapsprecautionary
account, of; to be managed or handled or cured or trained;perhaps simply to be
avoided.... The objective attitudemay be emotionally toned in many ways: it may
include repulsion or fear, it may include pity or love, though not all kinds of love.
But it cannot include the range of reactive feelings and attitudeswhich belong to
involvement or participationwith others in interpersonalhuman relationships; it
cannot include resentment,gratitude,forgiveness, anger, or the sort of love which
two adults can sometimes be said to feel reciprocally,for each other.45

Strawsonis rightto believe thatobjectivityof attitudewould destroyinterpersonal relationships. But he is mistaken to think that objectivity of attitude would
result or be appropriateif determinismwere to underminethe reactive attitudes.
As Honderich argues, a reasonable deterministattitudetowards the moral life
"recommendsno such bloodlessly managerialan attitudetoward others."46
In his analysis, Honderichpoints out that one's reactive attitudespresuppose
certainbeliefs aboutthe personsto whom they are directed, and thatthese beliefs
can sometimes be underminedby deterministconvictions.47I agree, and I would
develop the claim in this way. One's reactive attitudespresupposebeliefs of this
sort, and when these presuppositionslack adequatejustification, or when one
believes them to be false, or when they have little or no justificationand conflict
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with justified beliefs one holds, then maintainingattitudesthathave such presuppositions is irrationalin the theoreticalsense. Suppose, for example, thatyou are
angry with the guests because they are very late for dinner. Youranger presupposes the belief that they reasonablycould have been on time. But you come to
know that they are late because an airplane crashed on the freeway, and the
resultingtrafficjam trappedthem for an hour. Given thatyour presuppositionno
longer has justification, and since it conflicts with a justified belief you hold, it is
theoreticallyirrationalfor you to maintainyour anger, and you would therefore
have to give up your anger to escape irrationality.
Now supposethatyou have a justified belief thatharddeterminismis true, and
that you are angry with a friend because he has betrayed a confidence. Your
angerpresupposesthe belief thathe deserves blame and that his betrayalwas not
produced by processes beyond his control. You have no justification for this
presupposition,let us suppose, and it conflicts with yourjustified belief that his
action was producedby processes beyond his control. Consequently,your anger
is irrationalin the theoreticalsense, and in orderto escape this irrationality,you
must give up your anger.
Someone might point out, however, that such anger may not be practically
irrational,and since practical and theoreticalrationalitymay conflict, an issue
may arise about which sort it would then be best to secure. If one's anger is
practicallyrationalin virtueof playing a partin a system of attitudesrequiredfor
interpersonalrelationships,but it is neverthelesstheoreticallyirrationalbecause
of its presuppositions,how would it be best to act? For Hume and Strawson, the
issue would happily be resolved by facts about human psychology, since we
would be psychologically incapableof theoreticalrationalityin such situations.
But since theirpsychological claim is implausible,the issue again becomes live.
If the hard determinist were to acknowledge that a determinist conviction
could affect the reactive attitudes, but that adopting an objectivity of attitude
would be practicallyirrationalin virtue of being destructiveto human relationships, she might well override theoretical rationalityby retaining her normal
reactive attitudes.If she acted in this way, however, she would be reducedto the
uncomfortableposition of maintainingattitudesthat are theoreticallyirrational.
But the hard deterministis not clearly forced into such a difficult situation. For
first, althoughmany ordinaryreactiveattitudesmight be irrational,these reactive
attitudesare not obviously requiredfor good interpersonalrelationships. Some
reactive attitudes, like certain kinds of anger and resentment, may well not be
good for relationshipsat all. And secondly, the reactiveattitudesone would want
to retain have analogues that do not have false presuppositions.Such analogues
by no means amountto Strawson'sobjectivityof attitude,and they are sufficient
to sustain good interpersonalrelationships.
In Strawson's view, some of the attitudes most importantfor interpersonal
relationshipsareresentment,anger,forgiveness, gratitude,and maturelove. As I
have suggested, a certainmeasureof resentmentand angeris likely to be beyond

40 NOUS

our power to affect, and thus even supposingthatone is committedto doing what
is right and rational, one would still not be able to eradicateall of one's resentment and anger. As harddeterminists,we might expect these attitudesto occur in
certain situations, and we might regard them as inevitable and exempt from
blame when they do. But we sometimes have the ability to prevent, alter, or
eliminate resentment and anger, and given a belief in hard determinism, we
might well do so for the sake of moralityand rationality.Modification of anger
and resentment,aided by a deterministconviction, could well be a good thing for
relationships(supposing that no unhealthyrepressionis induced). At very least,
the claim that it would be harmfulrequiresfurtherargument.
The attitudeof forgiveness seems to presupposethatthe personbeing forgiven
deserves blame, and therefore,forgiveness is indeed imperiledby harddeterminism. But there are certainfeaturesof forgiveness that are not threatenedby hard
determinism, and these featurescan adequatelytake the place this attitudeusually has in relationships. Suppose your companionhas wronged you in similar
fashion a numberof times, and you find yourself unhappy,angry,and resolved to
loosen the ties of your relationship. Subsequently,however, he apologizes to
you, which, consistent with hard determinism, signifies his recognition of the
wrongness of his behavior, his wish that he had not wronged you, and his
genuine commitmentto improvement.As a result, you change your mind and
decide to continue the relationship.In this case, the featureof forgiveness that is
consistentwith harddeterminismis the willingness to cease to regardpast wrongful behavior as a reason to weaken or dissolve one's relationship. In another
type of case, you might, independentlyof the offender's repentance, simply
choose to disregardthe wrong as a reason to alterthe characterof your relationship. This attitude is in no sense underminedby hard determinism. The sole
aspect of forgiveness that is jeopardizedby a harddeterministconviction is the
willingness to overlook deserved blame or punishment.But if one has given up
belief in deserved blame and punishment,then the willingness to overlook them
is no longer needed for relationships.
Gratitudewould seem to requirethe suppositionthat the person to whom one
is grateful is morally responsible for an other-regardingact, and thereforehard
determinismmight well underminegratitude.48But certain aspects of this attitude would be left untouched,aspects that can play the role gratitudecommonly
has in interpersonalrelationships. No feature of the hard deterministposition
conflicts with one's being joyful and expressingjoy when people are especially
considerate,generous, or courageousin one's behalf. Such expressionof joy can
producethe sense of mutualwell-being and respect frequentlybroughtabout by
gratitude.Moreover,just as in the case of gratitude,when one expressesjoy for
what anotherperson has done, one can do so with the intentionof developing a
human relationship.
Finally, the thesis that love between maturepersons would be subverted if
hard determinism were true requires much more thorough argumentthan has
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been provided. One might note, first of all, thatparentslove theirchildrenrarely,
if ever, because these children possess the freedom requiredfor moral responsibility, or because they freely (in this sense) choose the good, or because they
deserve to be loved. But moreover, when adults love each other, it is also
seldom, if at all, for these kinds of reasons. Explanationsfor love are complex.
Besides moral characterand action, factors such as appearance,manner, intelligence, and affinitieswith persons or events in one's history all have a part. But
suppose we agree thatmoralcharacterand action are of paramountimportancein
producingand maintaininglove. Even then, it is unlikely that one's love would
be underminedif one were to believe thatmoralcharacterand action do not come
about through free and morally responsible choice. Love of another involves,
most fundamentally,wishing well for the other, taking on many of the aims and
desires of the other as one's own, and a desire to be togetherwith the other. Hard
determinismthreatensnone of this.
While certainreactive attitudesmight well be irrationalbecause of the presuppositions these attitudeshave, turningto analoguesof the sort we have described
is in no sense irrational,and it is far from assumingthe objectivityof attitudeso
destructiveto interpersonalrelationships.Furthermore,nothingaboutharddeterminism recommends assuming an objectivity of attitude. The specter of this
outlook arises from the sense that the hard deterministis constrainedto view
other persons as mere mechanical devices, to be used and not respected. The
hard determinist,however, is not forced to view persons in this way. She is not
compelled to deny thathumanbeings are rationaland responsive to reasons, and
no feature of her view threatensthe appropriatenessof respecting persons for
their rationalcapacities.
Accordingly, someone's thinking and acting in harmonywith her hard determinist conviction would not endangerher interpersonalrelationships.She would
resist anger, blame, and resentment,but she would not be exempt from pain and
unhappinessupon being wronged. She might, if wronged, admonish, disregard
the wrongdoing, or terminatethe relationship.Although she would avoid gratitude, she could enjoy and expressjoy about otherpersons' efforts in her behalf.
No obstacle would be posed to her loving others. Only if, in addition, she had an
unappealingtendency to control another, would she see him "as an object of
social policy; as a subject for what, in a wide range of sense, might be called
treatment;as something certainly to be taken account, perhaps precautionary
account, of; to be managedor handledor cured or trained;perhapssimply to be
avoided... ".49 But takingon such an objectivityof attitudewould not be justified
by her hard deterministconviction.
VIII
Given that free will of some sort is requiredfor moral responsibility,then libertarianism, soft determinism,and hard determinism,as typically conceived, are
jointly exhaustive positions (if we allow the "deterministic"positions the view
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that events may result from indeterministicprocesses of the sort described by
quantummechanics). Yet each has a consequence that is difficult to accept. If
libertarianismwere true, then we would expect events to occur thatare incompatible with what our physical theories predictto be overwhelminglylikely. If soft
determinismwere true, then agents would deserve blame for their wrongdoing
even though their actions were producedby processes beyond their control. If
hard determinismwere true, agents would not be morally responsible-agents
would never deserve blame for even the most cold-blooded and calmly executed
evil actions. I have argued that hard determinismcould be the easiest view to
accept. Harddeterminismneed not be of the hardestsort. It need not subvertthe
commitmentto doing what is right, and althoughit does underminesome of our
reactive attitudes, secure analogues of these attitudes are all one requires for
good interpersonalrelationships.Consequently,of the three positions, hard determinism might well be the most attractive, and it is surely worthy of more
serious considerationthan it has been accorded.50
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