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 freedom of will, furtlher specification of that notion may lhelp to
 explain wlhy determinism makes free will problematic by making
 it clear wlhy determinism represents a clhallenge to autonomy thus

 specified.

 Of course, it miglht turn out that the tlheories of FNW, even sup-

 plemented by an appropriately elaborate conception of autonomy,

 clid not offer sufficient conclitions for freecdom of will, and that

 some furtlher condition, e.g., being able to clo otlherwise, was neces-

 sary to freedom and was the aspect of free will on wlhiclh the rel-

 evance of determinism depended.2' But this suggestion must be

 treated witlh caution, since there lhave long been and even now
 continue to be important clhallenges to the notion that the ability
 to do otlherwise is necessary to acting freely. Thus if wlhat I have
 just been saying is correct, a good part of the free-will problem

 remains up in the air. The tlheories of FNW offer significant neces-

 sary conditions of free will, and they lhave an explanatory power
 (and important implications) that even their proponents fail to rec-

 ognize. But they leave otlher problems untouched; and I only lhope
 that what we lhave saicl lhere may give some indication of the direc-

 tions we must take in ordler to make furtlher progress in understand-
 ing free will.

 MICHAEL A. SLOTE

 Trinity College, Dublin

 ASYMMETRICAL FREEDOM *

 IN order for'a person to be morally responsible, two conditions
 must be satisfied. First, he must be a free agent an agent,

 that is, whose actions are under his own control. For if the ac-

 tions he performs are not up to him to decide, he deserves no credit

 or discredit for doing what he does. Second, he niust be a moral agent

 an agent, that is, to whom moral claims apply. For if the actions

 he performs can be neither right nor wrong, then there is nothing to

 credit or discredit him with. I shall call the first condition, the con-

 dition of freedom, and the second, the condition of value. Those who

 fear that the first condition can never be met worry about the prob-

 *I am greatly indebted to Douglas MacLean, Thomas Nagel, and Milton
 Wachsberg for conversations that led up to this paper, as well as for comments
 on an earlier draft.

 23 It also might turn out that thcy did offer sufficient conditions for freedom
 of will, that those conditions were also sufficient for being able to do otherwise,
 and that the relevance of determinism depended on this latter fact.

 0022-362X/80/7703/0151$01.60 (C 1980 The Journal of l'hilosophy, Inc.
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 lem of free will. Those who fear that the second condition can never

 be met worry about the problem of moral skepticism. Many people
 believe that the condition of value is dependent on the condition of
 freedom that moral prescriptions make sense only if the concept of

 free will is coherent. In what follows, I shall argue that the converse
 is true-that the condition of freedom depends on the condition of

 value. Our doubts about the existence of true moral values, how-
 ever, will have to be left aside.

 I shall say that an agent's action is psychologically determined if his

 action is determined by his interests that is, his values or desires-
 and his interests are determined by his heredity or environment. If
 all our actions are so determined, then the thesis of psychological
 determinism is true. This description is admittedly crude and sim-
 plistic. A more plausible description of psychological determination

 will include among possible determining factors a wider range of
 psychological states. There are, for example, some beliefs and emo-
 tions which cannot be analyzed as values or desires and which clearly
 play a role in the psychological explanations of why we act as we do.
 For my purposes, however, it will be easier to leave the description
 of psychological determinism uncluttered. The context should be
 sufficient to make the intended application understood.

 Many people believe that if psychological determinism is true, the
 condition of freedom can never be satisfied. For if an agent's interests

 are determined by heredity and environment, they claim, it is not up
 to the agent to have the interests he has. And if his actions are de-

 termined by his interests as well, then he cannot but perform the
 actions he performs. In order for an agent to satisfy the condition of
 freedom, then, his actions must not be psychologically determined.
 Either his actions must not be determined by his interests, or his in-
 terests must not be determined by anything external to himself.
 They therefore conclude that the condition of freedom requires the
 absence of psychological determinism. And they think this is what
 we mean to express when we state the condition of freedom in terms
 of the requirement that the agent "could have done otherwise".

 Let us imagine, however, what an agent who satisfied this condi-
 tion would have to be like. Consider first what it would mean for the

 agent's actions not to be determined by his interests-for the agent,
 in other words, to have the ability to act despite his interests. This

 would mean, I think, that the agent has the ability to act against

 everything he believes in and everything he cares about. It would

 mean, for example, that if the agent's son were inside a burning

 building, the agent could just stand there and watch the house go up
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 in flames. Or that the agent, though he thinks his neighbor a fine and

 agreeable fellow, could just get up one dav, ring the doorbell, and

 punch him in the nose. One might think such pieces of behavior

 should not be classified as actions at all that they are rather more
 like spasms that the agent cannot control. If they are actions, at

 least, they are very bizarre, and an agent who performed them would

 have to be insane. Indeed, one might think he would have to be in-

 sane if he had even the ability to perform them. For the rationality of
 an agent who could perform such irrational actions as these must

 hang by a dangerously thin thread.

 So let us assume instead that his actions are determined by his in-

 terests, but that his interests are not determined by anything ex-

 ternal to himself. Then of any of the interests he happens to have, it

 must be the case that he does not have to have them. Though per-

 haps he loves his wife, it must be possible for him not to love her.
 Though perhaps he cares about people in general, it must be possi-

 ble for him not to care. This agent, moreover, could not have reasons
 for his interests-at least no reasons of the sort we normally have.

 He cannot love his wife, for example, because of the way his wife is--
 for the way his wife is is not up to him to decide. Such an agent, pre-

 sumably, could not be much committed to anything; his interests
 must be something like a matter of whim. Such an agent must be able

 not to care about the lives of others, and, I suppose, he must be able

 not to care about his own life as well. An agent who didn't care about

 these things, one might think, would have to be crazy. And again,

 one might think he would have to be crazy if he had even the ability

 not to care.

 In any case, it seems, if we require an agent to be psychologically

 undetermined, we cannot expect him to be a moral agent. For if we

 require that his actions not be determined by his interests, then a

 fortiori they cannot be determined by his moral interests. And if we

 require that his interests not be determined by anything else, then

 a fortiori they cannot be determined by his moral reasons.

 When we imagine an agent who performs right actions, it seems,

 we imagine an agent who is rightly determined: whose actions, that

 is, are determined by the right sorts of interests, and whose interests

 are determined by the right sorts of reasons. But an agent who is not

 psychologically determined cannot perform actions that are right in

 this way. And if his actions can never be appropriately right, then in

 not performing right actions, he can never be wrong. The problem

 seems to be that the undetermined agent is so free as to be freefrom
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 moral reasons. So the satisfaction of the condition of freedom seems

 to rule out the satisfaction of the condition of value.

 This suggests that the condition of freedom was previously stated

 too strongly. When we require that a responsible agent "could have

 done otherwise" we cannot mean that it was not determined that he

 did what he did. It has been proposed that 'he could have done other-

 wise' should be analyzed as a conditional instead. For example, we

 might say that 'he could have done otherwise' means that he would

 have done otherwise, if he had tried. Thus the bank robber is re-

 sponsible for robbing the bank, since he would have restrained him-

 self if he had tried. But the man he locked up is not responsible for

 letting him escape, since he couldn't have stopped him even if he had

 tried.

 Incompatibilists, however, will quickly point out that such an

 analysis is insufficient. For an agent who would have done otherwise
 if he had tried cannot be blamed for his action if he could not have

 tried. The compatibilist might try to answer this objection with a

 new conditional analysis of 'he could have tried'. He might say, for

 example, that 'he could have tried to do otherwise' be interpreted to

 mean he would have tried to do otherwise, if he had chosen. But the

 incompatibilist now has a new objection to make: namely, what if

 the agent could not have chosen?

 It should be obvious that this debate might be carried on indefi-

 nitely with a proliferation of conditionals and a proliferation of ob-

 jections. But if an agent is determined, no conditions one suggests
 will be conditions that an agent could have satisfied.

 Thus, any conditional analysis of 'he could have done otherwise'

 seems too weak to satisfy the condition of freedom. Yet if 'he could
 have done otherwise' is not a conditional, it seems too strong to al-

 low the satisfaction of the condition of value. We seem to think of

 ourselves one way when we are thinking about freedom, and to think

 of ourselves another way when we are thinking about morality.

 When we are thinking about the condition of freedom, our intuitions
 suggest that the incompatibilists are right. For they claim that an
 agent can be free only insofar as his actions are not psychologically
 determined. But when we are thinking about the condition of value,
 our intuitions suggest that the compatibilists are right. For they

 claim that an agent can be moral only insofar as his actions are psy-

 chologically determined. If our intuitions require that both these

 claims are right, then the concept of moral responsibility must be

 incoherent. For then a free agent can never be moral, and a moral

 agent can never be free.
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 In fact, however, I believe that philosophers have generally got

 our intuitions wrong. There is an asymmetry in our intuitions about
 freedom which has generally been overlooked. As a result, it has

 seemed that the answer to the problem of free will can lie in only one

 of two alternatives: Either the fact that an agent's action was de-

 termined is always compatible with his being responsible for it, or

 the fact that the agent's action was determined will always rule his

 responsibility out. I shall suggest that the solution lies elsewhere

 that both compatibilists and incompatibilists are wrong. What we
 need in order to be responsible beings, I shall argue, is a suitable

 combination of determination and indetermination.

 When we try to call up our intuitions about freedom, a few stock
 cases come readily to mind. We think of the heroin addict and the
 kleptomaniac, of the victim of hypnosis, and the victim of a deprived

 childhood. These cases, I think, provide forceful support for our in-

 compatibilist intuitions. For of the kleptomaniac it may well be true

 that he would have done otherwise if he had tried. The kleptomaniac
 is not responsible because he could not have tried. Of the victim of
 hypnosis it may well be true that he would have done otherwise if he
 had chosen. The victim of hypnosis is not responsible because he
 could not have chosen.

 The victim of the deprived childhood who, say, embezzles some

 money, provides the most poignant example of all. For this agent is
 not coerced nor overcome by an irresistible impulse. He is in com-

 plete possession of normal adult faculties of reason and observation.

 He seems, indeed, to have as much control over his behavior as we
 have of ours. He acts on the basis of his choice, and he chooses on the
 basis of his reasons. If there is any explanation of why this agent is
 not responsible, it would seem that it must consist simply in the fact
 that his reasons are determined.

 These examples are all peculiar, however, in that they are ex-

 amples of people doing bad things. If the agents in these cases were
 responsible for their actions, this would justify the claim that they

 deserve to be blamed. We seldom look, on the other hand, at ex-
 amples of agents whose actions are morally good. We rarely ask
 whether an agent is truly responsible if his being responsible would
 make him worthy of praise.

 There are a few reasons why this might be so which go some way

 in accounting for the philosophers' neglect. First, acts of moral blame

 are more connected with punishment than acts of moral praise are

 connected with reward. So acts of moral blame are likely to be more

 public, and examples will be readier to hand. Second, and more im-
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 portant, I think, we have stronger reasons for wanting acts of blame

 to be justified. If we blame someone or punish him, we are likely to
 be causing him some pain. But if we praise someone or reward him,
 we will probably only add to his pleasures. To blame someone unde-

 servedly is, in any case, to do him an injustice. Whereas to pr-aise
 someone undeservedly is apt to be just a harmless mistake. For this
 reason, I think, our intuitions about praise are weaker and less de-

 veloped than our intuitions about blame. Still, we do have some
 intuitions about cases of praise, and it would be a mistake to ignore
 them entirely.

 When we ask whether an agent's action is deserving of praise, it
 seems we do not require that he could have done otherwise. If an
 agent does the right thing for just the right reasons, it seems absurd
 to ask whether he could have done the wrong. "I cannot tell a lie,"
 "He couldn't hurt a fly" are not exemptions from praiseworthiness
 but testimonies to it. If a friend presents you with a gift and says "I
 couldn't resist," this suggests the strength of his friendship and not
 the weakness of his will. If one feels one "has no choice" but to speak
 out against injustice, one ought not to be upset about the depth of
 one's commitment. And it seems I should be grateful for the fact that
 if I were in trouble, my family "could not help" but come to my aid.

 Of course, these phrases must be given an appropriate interpreta-
 tion if they are to indicate that the agent is deserving of praise. "He
 couldn't hurt a fly" must allude to someone's gentleness-it would
 be perverse to say this of someone who was in an iron lung. It is not
 admirable in George Washington that he cannot tell a lie, if it is be-
 cause he has a tendency to stutter that inhibits his attempts. 'He
 could not have done otherwise' as it is used in the context of praise,
 then, must be taken to imply something like 'because he was too
 good'. An action is praiseworthy only if it is done for the right rea-
 sons. So it must be only in light of and because of these reasons that
 the praiseworthy agent "could not help" but do the right thing.

 But when an agent does the right thing for the right reasons, the
 fact that, having the right reasons, he must do the right should surely
 not lessen the credit he deserves. For presumably the reason he can-
 not do otherwise is that his virtue is so sure or his moral commitment

 so strong.

 One might fear that if the agent really couldn't have acted differ-

 ently, his virtue must be too sure or his commitment too strong. One

 might think, for example, that if someone literally couldn't resist

 buying a gift for a friend, his generosity would not be a virtue-it

 would be an obsession. For one can imagine situations in which it
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 would be better if the agent did resist-if, for example, the money

 that was spent on the gift was desperately needed for some other

 purpose. Presumably, in the original case, though, the money was
 not desperately needed-we praise the agent for buying a gift for his

 friend rather than, say, a gift for himself. But from the fact that the

 man could not resist in this situation it doesn't follow that he

 couldn't resist in another. For part of the explanation of why he

 couldn't resist in this situation is that in this situation he has no

 reason to try to resist. This man, we assume, has a generous nature--

 a disposition, that is, to perform generous acts. But, then, if he is in

 a situation that presents a golden opportunity, and has no conflict-
 ing motive, how could he act otherwise?

 One might still be concerned that if his motives are determined,
 the man cannot be truly deserving of praise. If he cannot help but

 have a generous character, then the fact that he is generous is not up
 to him. If a man's motives are determined, one might think, then he

 cannot control them, so it cannot be to his credit if his motives turn
 out to be good. But whether a man is in control of his motives can-
 not be decided so simply. We must know not only whether his mo-

 tives are determined, but how they are determined as well.

 We can imagine, for example, a man with a generous mother who
 becomes generous as a means of securing her love. He would not have
 been generous had his mother been different. Had she not admired

 generosity, he would not have developed this trait. We can imagine
 further that once this man's character had been developed, he would
 never subject it to question or change. His character would remain

 unthinkingly rigid, carried ever from a childhood over which he had
 no control. As he developed a tendency to be generous, let us say, he

 developed other tendencies-a tendency to brush his teeth twice a
 day, a tendency to avoid the company of Jews. The explanation for

 why he developed any one of these traits is more or less the same as
 the explanation for why he has developed any other. And the ex-
 planation for why he has retained any one of these tendencies is
 more or less the same as the explanation for why he has retained any

 other. These tendencies are all, for him, merely habits which he has
 never thought about breaking. Indeed, they are habits which, by

 hypothesis, it was determined he would never think about breaking.

 Such a man, perhaps, would not deserve credit for his generosity, for

 his generosity might be thought to be senseless and blind. But we can

 imagine a different picture in which no such claim is true, in which a

 generous character might be determined and yet under the agent's

 control.
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 We might start again with a man with a generous mother who
 starts to develop his generosity out of a desire for her love. But his
 reasons for developing a generous nature need not be his reasons for
 retaining it when he grows more mature. He may notice, for ex-

 ample, that his generous acts provide an independent pleasure, con-
 nected to the pleasure he gives the person on whom his generosity is

 bestowed. He may find that being generous promotes a positive fel-
 low feeling and makes it easier for him to make friends than it would
 otherwise be. Moreover, he appreciates being the object of the gen-

 erous acts of others, and he is hurt when others go to ungenerous
 extremes. All in all, his generosity seems to cohere with his other
 values. It fits in well with his ideals of how one ought to live.

 Such a picture, I think, might be as determined as the former one.
 But it is compatible with the exercise of good sense and an open

 frame of mind. It is determined, because the agent does not create his
 new reasons for generosity any more than he created his old ones.
 He does not decide to feel an independent pleasure in performing
 acts of generosity, or decide that such acts will make it easier for
 him to make friends. He discovers that these are consequences of a
 generous nature-and if he is observant and perceptive, he cannot
 help but discover this. He does not choose to be the object of the
 generous acts of others, or to be the victim of less generous acts of less
 virtuous persons. Nor does he choose to be grateful to the one and
 hurt by the other. He cannot help but have these experiences-they
 are beyond his control. So it seems that what reasons he has for being
 generous depends on what reasons there (ire.

 If the man's character is determined in this way, however, it seems
 absurd to say that it is not under his control. His character is de-

 termined on the basis of his reasons, and his reasons are determined
 by what reasons there are. What is not under his control, then, is that

 generosity be a virtue, and it is only because he realizes this that he
 remains a generous man. But one cannot say for this reason that his
 generosity is not praiseworthy. This is the best reason for being
 generous that a person could have.

 So it seems that an agent can be morally praiseworthy even

 though he is determined to perform the action he performs. But we
 have already seen that an agent cannot be morally blameworthy if

 he is determined to perform the action he performs. Determination,

 then, is compatible with an agent's responsibility for a good action,

 but incompatible with an agent's responsibility for a bad action.

 The metaphysical conditions required for an agent's responsibility

 will vary according to the value of the action he performs.
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 The condition of freedom, as it is expressed by the requirement

 that an agent could have done otherwise, thus appears to demand a

 conditional analysis after all. But the condition must be one that

 separates the good actions from the bad the condition, that is,
 must be essentially value-laden. An analysis of the condition of

 freedom that might do the trick is:

 He could have done otherwise if there had been good and sufficient
 reason.

 where the 'could have done otherwise' in the analysans is not a con-

 ditional at all. For presumably an action is morally praiseworthy

 only if there are no good and sufficient reasons to do something else.

 And an action is morally blameworthy only if there are good and

 sufficient reasons to do something else. Thus, when an agent per-

 forms a good action, the condition of freedom is a counterfactual:

 though it is required that the agent would have been able to do
 otherwise had there been good and sufficient reason to do so, the situ-

 ation in which the good-acting agent actually found himself is a

 situation in which there was no such reason. Thus, it is compatible

 with the satisfaction of the condition of freedom that the agent in
 this case could not actually have done other than what he actually
 did. When an agent performs a bad action, however, the condition
 of freedom is not a counterfactual. The bad-acting agent does what

 he does in the face of good and sufficient reasons to do otherwise.
 Thus the condition of freedom requires that the agent in this case

 could have done otherwise in just the situation in which he was actu-

 ally placed. An agent, then, can be determined to perform a good
 action and still be morally praiseworthy. But if an agent is to be
 blameworthy, he must unconditionally have been able to do some-
 thing else.

 It may be easier to see how this analysis works, and how it differs

 from conditional analyses that were suggested before, if we turn
 back to the case in which these previous analyses failed namely,

 the case of the victim of a deprived childhood.
 We imagined a case, in particular, of a man who embezzled some

 money, fully aware of what he was doing. He was neither coerced

 nor overcome by an irresistible impulse, and he was in complete

 possession of normal adult faculties of reason and observation. Yet it
 seems he ought not to be blamed for committing his crime, for, from
 his point of view, one cannot reasonably expect him to see anything
 wrong with his action. We may suppose that in his childhood he was
 given no love-he was beaten by his father, neglected by his mother.

 And that the people to whom he was exposed when he was growing
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 up gave him examples only of evil and selfishness. From his point of

 view, it is natural to conclude that respecting other people's prop-

 erty would be foolish. For presumably no one had ever respected his.

 And it is natural for him to feel that he should treat other people as

 adversaries.

 In light of this, it seems that this man shouldn't be blamed for an

 action we know to be wrong. For if we had had his childhood, we

 wouldn't have known it either. Yet this agent seems to have as much

 control over his life as we are apt to have over ours: he would have
 done otherwise, if he had tried. He would have tried to do otherwise,

 if he had chosen. And he would have chosen to do otherwise, if he

 had had reason. It is because he couldn't have had reason that this

 agent should not be blamed.

 Though this agent's childhood was different from ours, it would

 seem to be neither more nor less binding. The good fortune of our

 childhood is no more to our credit than the misfortune of his is to

 his blame. So if he is not free because of the childhood he had, then

 it would appear that we are not free either. Thus it seems no condi-

 tional analysis of freedom will do for there is nothing internal to
 the agent which distinguishes him from us.

 My analysis, however, proposes a condition that is not internal

 to the agent. And it allows us to state the relevant difference:
 namely that, whereas our childhoods fell within a range of normal

 decency, his was severely deprived. The consequence this has is that

 he, unlike us, could not have had reasons even though there were

 reasons around. The problem is not that his reason was functioning

 improperly, but that his data were unfortuitously selective. Since

 the world for him was not suitably cooperating, his reason cannot
 attain its appropriate goal.

 The goal, to put it bluntly, is the True and the Good. The freedom

 we want is the freedom to find it. But such a freedom requires not

 only that we, as agents, have the right sorts of abilities the abili-
 ties, that is, to direct and govern our actions by our most fundamental
 selves. It requires as well that the world cooperate in such a way that
 our most fundamental selves have the opportunity to develop into

 the selves they ought to be.

 If the freedom necessary for moral responsibility is the freedom

 to be determined by the True and the Good, then obviously we can-
 not know whether we have such a freedom unless we know, on the

 one hand, that there is a True and a Good and, on the other, that

 there are capacities for finding them. As a consequence of this, the

 condition of freedom cannot be stated in purely metaphysical terms.
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 For we cannot know which capacities and circumstances are neces-

 sary for freedom unless we know which capacities and circumstances

 will enable us to form the right values and perform the right actions.

 Strictly speaking, I take it, the capacity to reason is not enough-
 we need a kind of sensibility and perception as well. But these are
 capacities, I assume, that most of us have. So when the world co-
 operates, we are morally responsible.

 I have already said that the condition of freedom cannot be stated
 in purely metaphysical terms. More specifically, the condition of

 freedom cannot be stated in terms that are value-free. Thus, the

 problem of free will has been misrepresented insofar as it has been
 thought to be a purely metaphysical problem. And, perhaps, this is
 why the problem of free will has seemed for so long to be hopeless.

 That the problem should have seemed to be a purely metaphysical
 problem is not, however, unnatural or surprising. For being deter-
 mined by the True and the Good is very different from being deter-

 mined by one's garden variety of causes, and I think it not unnatural

 to feel as if one rules out the other. For to be determined by the Good
 is not to be determined by the Past. And to do something because it
 is the right thing to do is not to do it because one has been taught to

 do it. One might think, then, that one can be determined only by one

 thing or the other. For if one is going to do whatever it is right to do,
 then it seems one will do it whether or not one has been taught. And
 if one is going to do whatever one has been taught to do, then it

 seems one will do it whether or not it is right.

 In fact, however, such reasoning rests on a category mistake.
 These two explanations do not necessarily compete, for they are

 explanations of different kinds. Consider, for example, the following
 situation: you ask me to name the capital of Nevada, and I reply
 "Carson City." We can explain why I give the answer I do give in

 either of the following ways: First, we can point out that when I was
 in the fifth grade I had to memorize the capitals of the fifty states. I

 was taught to believe that Carson City was the capital of Nevada,
 and was subsequently positively reinforced for doing so. Second, we
 can point out that Carson City is the capital of Nevada, and that
 this was, after all, what you wanted to know. So on the one hand, I
 gave my answer because I was taught. And on the other, I gave my

 answer because it was right.

 Presumably, these explanations are not unrelated. For if Carson

 City were not the capital of Nevada, I would not have been taught

 that it was. And if I hadn't been taught that Carson City was the

 capital of Nevada, I wouldn't have known that it was. Indeed, one
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 might think that if the answer I gave weren't right, I couldn't have
 given it because I was taught. For no school board would have hired

 a teacher who got such facts wrong. And if I hadn't been taught that

 Carson City was the capital of Nevada, perhaps I couldn't have
 given this answer because it was right. For that Carson City is the

 capital of Nevada is not something that can be known a priori.

 Similarly, we can explain why a person acts justly in either of the
 following ways: First, we can point out that he was taught to act
 justly, and was subsequently positively reinforced for doing so.
 Second, we can point out that it is right to act justly, and go on to
 say why he knows this is so. Again, these explanations are likely to

 be related. For if it weren't right to act justly, the person may well
 not have been taught that it was. And if the person hadn't been
 taught that he ought to act justly, the person may not have dis-
 covered this on his own. Of course, the explanations of both kinds in

 this case will be more complex than the explanations in the previous
 case. But what is relevant here is that these explanations are com-
 patible: that one can be determined by the Good and determined by
 the Past.

 In order for an agent to be morally free, then, he must be capable

 of being determined by the Good. Determination by the Good is, as
 it were, the goal we need freedom to pursue. We need the freedom to

 have our actions determined by the Good, and the freedom to be or

 to become the sorts of persons whose actions will continue to be so

 determined. In light of this, it should be clear that no standard in-

 compatibilist views about the conditions of moral responsibility can

 be right, for, according to these views, an agent is free only if he is

 the sort of agent whose actions are not causally determined at all.

 Thus, an agent's freedom would be incompatible with the realiza-

 tion of the goal for which freedom is required. The agent would be,

 in the words, though not in the spirit, of Sartre, "condemned to be

 free" he could not both be free and realize a moral ideal.

 Thus, views that offer conditional analyses of the ability to do

 otherwise, views that, like mine, take freedom to consist in the

 ability to be determined in a particular way, are generally compatibi-

 list views. For insofar as an agent is determined in the right way, the

 agent can be said to be acting freely. Like the compatibilists, then,

 I am claiming that whether an agent is morally responsible depends

 not on whether but on how that agent is determined. My view differs

 from theirs only in what I take the satisfactory kind of determina-

 tion to be.
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 However, since on my view the satisfactory kind of determination

 is determination by reasons that an agent ought to have, it will fol-

 low that an agent can be both determined and responsible only inso-

 far as he performs actions that he ought to perform. If an agent per-

 forms a morally bad action, on the other hand, then his actions can't

 be determined in the appropriate way. So if an agent is ever to be

 responsible for a bad action, it must be the case that his action is not

 psychologically determined at all. According to my view, then, in
 order for both moral praise and moral blame to be justified, the

 thesis of psychological determinism must be false.

 Is it plausible that this thesis is false? I think so. For though it

 appears that some of our actions are psychologically determined, it
 appears that others are not. It appears that some of our actions are
 not determined by our interests, and some of our interests are not

 determined at all. That is, it seems that some of our actions are such

 that no set of psychological facts are sufficient to explain them.
 There are occasions on which a person takes one action, but there

 seems to be no reason why he didn't take another.

 For example, we sometimes make arbitrary choices-to wear the

 green shirt rather than the blue, to have coffee rather than tea. We
 make such choices on the basis of no reason-and it seems that we
 might, in these cases, have made a different choice instead.

 Some less trivial and more considered choices may also be arbi-

 trary. For one may have reasons on both sides which are equally

 strong. Thus, one may have good reasons to go to graduate school

 and good reasons not to; good reasons to get married, and good rea-

 sons to stay single. Though we might want, in these cases, to choose

 on the basis of reasons, our reasons simply do not settle the matter

 for us. Other psychological events may be similarlyundetermined,

 such as the chance occurrence of thoughts and ideas. One is just

 struck by an idea, but for no particular reason-one might as easily

 have had another idea or no idea at all. Or one simply forgets an

 appointment one has made, even though one was not particularly

 distracted by other things at the time.

 On retrospect, some of the appearance of indetermination may

 turn out to be deceptive. We decide that unconscious motives dic-

 tated a choice that seemed at the time to be arbitrary. Or a number

 of ideas that seemed to occur to us at random reveal a pattern too

 unusual to be the coincidence we thought. But if some of the appear-

 ances of indetermination are deceptive, I see no reason to believe

 that all of them should be.
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 Let us turn, then, to instances of immoral behavior, and see what

 the right kind of indetermination would be. For indetermination, in

 this context, is indetermination among some number of fairly par-

 ticular alternatives and if one's alternatives are not of the appro-

 priate kind, indetermination will not be sufficient to justify moral

 blame. It is not enough, for example, to know that a criminal who

 happened to rob a bank might as easily have chosen to hold up a
 liquor store instead. What we need to know, in particular, is that

 when an agent performs a wrong action, he could have performed
 the right action for the right reasons instead. That is, first, the agent
 could have had the interests that the agent ought to have had, and

 second, the agent could have acted on the interests on which he
 ought to have acted.

 Corresponding to these two possibilities, we can imagine two sorts
 of moral failure: the first corresponds to a form of negligence, the
 second to a form of weakness. Moral negligence consists in a failure
 to recognize the existence of moral reasons that one ought to have
 recognized. For example, a person hears that his friend is in the
 hospital, but fails to attend to this when planning his evening. He
 doesn't stop to think about how lonely and bored his friend is likely
 to be-he simply reaches for the TV Guide or for his novel instead.
 If the person could have recognized his friend's sorry predicament,
 he is guilty of moral negligence. Moral weakness, on the other hand,
 consists in the failure to act on the reasons that one knows one ought,
 for moral reasons, to be acting on. For example, a person might go so
 far as to conclude that he really ought to pay his sick friend a visit,
 but the thought of the drive across,town is enough to convince him
 to stay at home with his book after all. If the person could have made
 the visit, he is guilty of moral weakness.

 There is, admittedly, some difficulty in establishing that an agent
 who performs a morally bad action satisfies the condition of freedom.
 It is hard to know whether an agent who did one thing could have

 done another instead. But presumably we decide such questions now
 on the basis of statistical evidence and, if, in fact, these actions are
 not determined, this is the best method there can be. We decide, in
 other words, that an agent could have done otherwise if others in his

 situation have done otherwise, and these others are like him in all

 apparently relevant ways. Or we decide that an agent could have

 done otherwise if he himself has done otherwise in situations that

 are like this one in all apparently relevant ways.

 It should be emphasized that the indetermination with which we

 are here concerned is indetermination only at the level of psychologi-
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 cal explanation. Such indetermination is compatible with determin-

 ation at other levels of explanation. In particular, a sub-psychologi-

 cal, or physiological, explanation of our behavior may yet be deter-

 ministic. Some feel that if this is the case, the nature of psychological

 explanations of our behavior cannot be relevant to the problem of
 free will. Though I am inclined to disagree with this view, I have

 neither the space nor the competence to argue this here.

 Restricting the type of explanation in question appropriately,

 however, it is a consequence of the condition of freedom I have sug-

 gested that the explanation for why a responsible agent performs a
 morally bad action must be, at some level, incomplete. There must

 be nothing that made the agent perform the action he did, nothing
 that prevented him from performing a morally better one. It should
 be noted that there may be praiseworthy actions for which the ex-
 planations are similarly incomplete. For the idea that an agent who

 could have performed a morally bad action actually performs a
 morally good one is no less plausible than the idea that an agent who

 could have performed a morally good action actually performs a
 morally bad one. Presumably, an agent who does the right thing for

 the right reasons deserves praise for his action whether it was deter-
 mined or not. But whereas indetermination is compatible with the
 claim that an agent is deserving of praise, it is essential to the
 justification of the claim that an agent is deserving of blame.

 Seen from a certain perspective, this dealing out of praise and

 blame may seem unfair. In particular, we might think that if it is
 truly undetermined whether a given agent in a given situation will
 perform a good action or a bad one, then it must be a matter of
 chance that the agent ends up doing what he does. If the action is

 truly undetermined, then it is not determined by the agent himself.
 One might think that in this case the agent has no more control over
 the moral quality of his action than does anything else.

 However, the fact that it is not determined whether the agent will
 perform a good action or a bad one does not imply that which action
 he performs can properly be regarded as a matter of chance. Of
 course, in some situations an agent might choose to make it a matter
 of chance. For example, an agent struggling with the decision be-

 tween fulfilling a moral obligation and doing something immoral that

 he very much wants to do might ultimately decide to let the toss of

 a coin settle the matter for him. But, in normal cases, the way in

 which the agent makes a decision involves no statistical process or

 randomizing event. It appears that the claim that there is no com-

 plete explanation of why the agent who could have performed a
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 better action performed a worse one or of why the agent who could

 have performed a worse action performed a better one rules out

 even the explanation that it was a matter of chance.
 In order to have control over the moral quality of his actions, an

 agent must have certain requisite abilities-in particular, the abili-

 ties necessary to see and understand the reasons and interests he

 ought to see and understand and the abilities necessary to direct his

 actions in accordance with these reasons and interests. And if,

 furthermore, there is nothing that interferes with the agent's use of

 these abilities- that is, no determining cause that prevents him from
 using them and no statistical process that, as it were, takes out of

 his hands the control over whether or not he uses them then it

 seems that these are all the abilities that the agent needs to have.

 But it is compatible with the agent's having these abilities and with

 there being no interferences to their use that it is not determined

 whether the agent will perform a good action or a bad one. The
 responsible agent who performs a bad action fails to exercise these

 abilities sufficiently, though there is no complete explanation of why
 he fails. The responsible agent who performs a good action does

 exercise these abilities-it may or may not be the case that it is

 determined that he exercise them.

 The freedom required for moral responsibility, then, is the freedom

 to be good. Only this kind of freedom will be neither too much nor

 too little. For then the agent is not so free as to be free from moral
 reasons, nor so unfree as to make these reasons ineffective.

 SUSAN WOLF

 Harvard University

 THE PRINCIPLE OF MORAL HARMONY *

 W ITH a few exceptions, moral philosophers seem to be
 agreed that, at the level of the individual, morality
 doesn't necessarily pay. Hardly anyone who thinks

 about it seriously would maintain that doing what he morally ought
 to do invariably benefits the agent more than would some worse
 alternative. However, when we rise from the level of the individual

 * Earlier versions of this paper were read at several places, including SUNY at
 Fredonia, DePauw, Vanderbilt, Ohio, and Northern Illinois Universities. I am
 grateful to many of the participants in the discussions for useful comments. Many
 other friends read and commented on the paper. I am grateful to all of them,
 especially Eva Bodanszky, Earl Conee, and Terry Horgan.

 0022-362X/80/7703/0166$01.30 (C 1980 The Journal of Philosophy, Inc.

This content downloaded from 198.137.18.103 on Thu, 06 Jun 2019 21:55:17 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms


	Contents
	image 1
	image 2
	image 3
	image 4
	image 5
	image 6
	image 7
	image 8
	image 9
	image 10
	image 11
	image 12
	image 13
	image 14
	image 15
	image 16

	Issue Table of Contents
	The Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 77, No. 3, Mar., 1980
	Front Matter
	Moral Dilemmas and Consistency [pp.  121 - 136]
	Understanding Free Will [pp.  136 - 151]
	Asymmetrical Freedom [pp.  151 - 166]
	The Principle of Moral Harmony [pp.  166 - 179]
	Book Review
	untitled [pp.  179 - 181]

	Notes and News [pp.  181 - 184]
	Erratum [p.  184]
	Back Matter



