
Notes 

1. CLARIFICATION OF THE CONTROVERSY 

1. Our analysis of freedom owes much to Mortimer J. Adler, The Idea of Freedom (2 
vols.; Garden City, N.Y. : 1958, 1961), but in many respects we do not follow him. 

2. Karl Popper, "Indeterminism Is Not Enough," Encounter, 40 (April , 1973), pp. 
20-26, discusses a notion of freedom close to this one. 

3. Peter van Inwagen, " A Formal Approach to the Problem of Free Wil l and 
Determinism," Theoria, 40 (1974), pp. 17-20, provides a definition of "free choice" 
which i f specified suitably would be identical with ours. 

4. Richard Taylor, Action and Purpose (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: 1966), pp. 53-55, 
argues that freedom of choice is not mere causal contingency between possible happen­
ings, but conceptually involves reference to a person acting. 

5. C. D. Broad, "Determinism, Indeterminism, and Libertarianism," in Ethics and 
the History of Philosophy {London: 1952),pp. 195-217; Taylor, op. dr., pp. 111-112; 
Roderick Chisholm, "Freedom and Action," in Freedom and Determinism, ed. Keith 
Lehrer (New York: 1966), pp. 17-24; Frederick Ferre, "Self-Determinism," American 
Philosophical Quarterly, 10 (1973), p. 169. 

6. J. L . Austin, "Ifsand Cans," in Philosophical Papers, ed. J. O. Urmsonand G. J. 
Wamock (Oxford: 1961), pp. 205-232, calls attention to the distinction between 
hypothetical and nonhypothetical uses of "can"; Bruce Aune, "Can," Encyclopedia of 
Philosophy, vol. 2, p. 19, gives a clear account of the sense of "can" involved in "free 
choice." 

7. Chisholm, op. cit., pp. 24-25. 
8. Russell's remark is cited by John Hospers, "What Means This Freedom?" in 

Determinism and Freedom in the Age of Modern Science, ed. Sidney Hook (New York: 
1961), p. 140. 

9. Our description of the experience of choice owes much to Yves R. Simon, 
Freedom of Choice, ed. Peter Wolff (New York: 1969), pp. 75-127; Richard Taylor, 
op. cit., pp. 153-257; Paul Ricoeur, Freedom and Nature: The Voluntary and the 
Involuntary, trans. Erazim V. Kohak (Evanston, 111.: 1966). For other recent accounts 
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ofthis experience see Frederick Ferre, op, cit., pp. 169-171;R. C. Skinner, "Freedom 
of Choice," Mind, 72 (1963), pp. 463-480. 

10. J. R. Lucas, The Freedom of the Will (Oxford; 1970), p. 82, discusses a closely 
related point and cites relevant literature. 

11. Cf. ibid., pp. 19-20 and 30-32. In discussing deliberation, we are describing 
phenomena which are admitted even by those who assert that all acts are in principle 
predictable; see, e.g., Alvin 1. Goldman, A Theory of Human Action (Englewood 
Cliffs, N.J.: 1970), pp. 194-196. 

12. We disagree here with the philosophical tradition exemplified by R. L. Franklin, 
Freewill and Determinism: A Study of Rival Conceptions of Man (London, New York; 
1968), pp. 71-79. 

13. Douglas Browning, "The Feeling of Freedom," Review of Metaphysics, 18 
(1964), pp. 123-146, excludes many candidates for the title of "feeling of freedom"; he 
identifies the feeling with the experience of choice itself (pp. 143-146) and correctly 
notes that the act of choice is not experienced as a datum (p. 146). 

14. Robert Young, " A Sound Self-Referential Argument?" Review of Metaphysics, 
27 (1973), p. 113, notes that in our earlier treatment of these matters ("Determinism, 
Freedom, and Self-Referential Arguments," Review of Metaphysics, 26 {1972], pp. 
3-37), we included an "indetemiinistic account of the experience of choice" in our 
definition of determinism. The preceding paragraphs make clear that there is no ground 
for such an objection against the present work. Young perhaps assumed that to describe 
the experience of choice is to beg the question in favor of the reality of free choices. Not 
so. To describe the experience of choice is merely to indicate what the controversy is 
about. 

15. See Carl Ginet, "Can the Will Be Caused?" Philosophical Review, 71 (1962), 
pp. 49-55. 

2. A R G U M E N T S FOR FREE CHOICE 
1. Francisco Suarez, Disputationes metaphysicae, XIX, ii, 8-15. 
2. David Hume, Enquiries concerning the Human Understanding and concerning 

the Principles of Morals, ed. L. A. Selby-Bigge (2nd ed.; Oxford: 1951), p. 94. 
3. The Philosophical Works of Descartes, trans. Elizabeth Haldane and G. R. T. 

Ross (Cambridge: 1967), vol. 1, pp. 174-177, 
4. Ibid., vol. 2, pp. 74-75. 
5. Ibid., vol. 1, pp. 234-235. For a similar argument proposed by a contemporary 

philosopher, see R. C. Skinner, "Freedom of Choice," Mind, 72 (1963), pp. 463-480. 
6. The Chief Works of Benedict de Spinoza, trans. R. H. M. Elwes (New York: 

1951), vol. 2, p . 75. 
7. Joseph Priestley, The Doctrine of Philosophical Necessity Illustrated, The 

Theological and Miscellaneous Works (London: 1818), vol. 3, p. 482. 
8. John Stuart Mill, An Examination of Sir William Hamilton's Philosophy (Boston: 

1865), vol. 2, p. 264. 
9. J. M. E. McTaggart, Some Dogmas of Religion (London: 1906), p. 148. 
10. Moritz Schlick, Problems of Ethics, trans. David Rynin (New York: 1939), pp. 

154-155 (emphasis his). 
11. Keith Lehrer, "Can We Know that We Have Free Will by Introspection?" 

Journal of Philosophy, 57 (1960), pp. 145-146. 
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12. Mortimer J. Adler, The Idea of Freedom (2 vols.; Garden City, N.Y,: 1958, 
1961), vol. 2, pp. 318-319, cites Henry Mansel, F. C. S. Schiller, and Hubert 
Gruender. 

13. Brand Blanshard, "The Case for Determinism," mDeterminism and Freedom in 
the Age of Modern Science, ed. Sidney Hook (New York: 1961), pp. 20-21. 

14. R. D. Bradley, "Free Will: Problem or Pseudo-Problem?" Australasian Journal 
of Philosophy, 36 (1958), pp. 40-41. 

15. Lehrer, op. cit., p. 157. 
16. Nicolai Hartmann, Ethics, trans. Stanton Colt (London, New York: 1932), vol. 

3 , pp. 146-149. 
17. C. A. CamphzW.OnSelfhoodand Godhood (London, New York: 1957), p. 216. 
18. Hans Kelsen, What Is Justice? (Berkeley, Los Angeles: 1957), pp. 335-340. 
19. Benrand Russell, Human Society in Ethics and Politics (New York: 1955), p. 

80. 
20. Ted Honderich, "One Determinism," in Essays on Freedom of Action, ed. Ted 

Honderich (London, Boston: 1973), pp, 205-214, articulates such a frank proposal. 
21. Hume, op. cit., p. 95 (emphasis his). 
22. A.J . Ayer,Philosophical Essays (London,NewYoTk: 1954), pp. 274-277. This 

assumption is false. The position of those arguing for free choice is that the person 
choosing is a cause whose choice forms his own character; see C. A. Campbell, In 
Defence of Free Will (London: 1967), pp. 48-53. See also Philippa Foot, "Free Will as 
Involving Determinism," in Free Will and Determinism, ed. Bernard Berofsky (New 
York, London: 1966), pp. 95-108. We treat this matter at length in chapter three, 
sections D and E. 

23. Ayer, op. cit., p. 282. See also Winston Nesbittand Stewart Candlish, "On Not 
Being Able to Do Otherwise," Mind, 82 (1973), pp. 321-330. 

24. Schlick, op. cit., pp. 146-150, quotation from p. 150 (emphasis his). 
25. See: Nicomachean Ethics iii, 111 Ia22-b9 and I 114a32-b25. 
26. Schlick, op. cit., p. 152. 
27. Russell, op. cit., pp. 79-80; other examples are given by Adler, op. cit., vol. 2, 

pp. 307-309 and 430-437; see also Philippa Foot, loc. cit. Russell is mistaken in 
thinking that motivation is irrational if man is free; most who hold for free choice think it 
limited by many conditions which restrict the live options among which one can choose. 

28. Campbell, In Defence of Free Will, pp. 23-25. 
29. See Honderich, loc. cit. 
30. W. D. Ross, Foundations of Ethics (Oxford: 1939), pp. 250-251. 
31. C D . Broad, "Determinism, Indeterminism, and Libertarianism," xnEthicsand 

the History of Philosophy (London: 1952), pp. 205-206. 
32. William James, Principles of Psychology (New York: 1890), vol. 2, p. 573. 
33. William James, Pragmatism and Four Essays from the Meaning of Truth 

(Cleveland, New York: 1955), pp. 82-85. Pragmatism was originally published in 
1907. 

34. William James, The Will to Believe and Other Essays in Popular Philosophy 
(London, New York, Toronto: 1937), p . 146. "The Dilemma of Determinism" was 
originally an address, and it was first published in 1884. 

35. Ibid., pp. 160-170. 
36. Ibid., p. 171. 
37. William James, Essays in Radical Empiricism (New York; 1912), p. 185. 
38. St. Augustine, De libera arbitrio ii, 20. 
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39. St. Thomas Aquinas, USententiarum, d. 25, a. l;Summa contra gentiles, 11, 47; 

Summa theologiae, I, q. 82, a. 2; 1-2, q. 10, a. 2; De malo, q. 3, a. 3; q. 6; In I 
Perihermenias, 14, nn. 23-24; De veritate, q. 22, a. 6. 

40. Elsewhere (De ma/o, q .6 ) , Aquinas more carefully points out that the will, being 
not only animate but also immaterial, cannot be moved by any material efficient cause. 

41 . An attempt at this type of argument or a favorable discussion of it will be found in 
the following works; Wilbur Marshall Urban, The Foundations of Ethics (New York: 
1930), pp. 418-419; H. W. B. Joseph, Some Problems in Ethics (Oxford: 1931), pp. 
14-15; James McTaggart, Philosophical Studies (Lor\dor\: 1934),p. 193; A. E. Taylor, 
"Freedom and Personality," Philosophy, 14 (1939), pp. 259-280; A. E. Taylor, 
"Freedom and Personality Again," Philosophy, 17 (1942), pp. 26-37; Paul Weiss, 
Nature and Man (Carbondale, 111.: 1947), pp. 23-26; C. S. Lewis, Miracles (New 
York: 1947),pp. 23-31;Paul TMch, Systematic Theology (Chicago: 1951),vol. 1, pp. 
200-201; E. L. Mascall, C/tn'smm Theology and Natural Science (London: 1956), pp. 
212-219; A. C. Maclntyre, "Determinism," Mind, 66 (1957), pp. 28-41; Morris 
Ginsberg, On the Diversity of Morals (London: 1962), p. 82; Lionel Kenner, "Causal­
ity, Determinism and Freedom of the Will ," Philosophy, 39 (1964), pp. 233-248; 
Warner Wick, "Truth's Debt to Freedom," Mind, 73 (1964), pp. 527-537; J. D. 
Mabbott, Introduction to Ethics (London: 1966), pp. 115-116; Sir Malcolm Knox, 
Action (London, New York: 1968), pp. 68-80; Norman Malcolm, "The Conceivability 
of Mechanism," Philosophical Review, 77 (1968), pp. 45-72; James N. Jordan, 
"Determinism's Dilemma," Reviewo/Metaphysics, 23 (1969), pp. 48-66; J. R. Lucas, 
The Freedom of the Will (Oxford: 1970), pp. 114-172; William H. Davis, The Freewill 
Question (The Hague: 1971), pp. 74-79; Noam Chomsky, "The Case against B. F. 
Skinner," New York Review of Books, December 30, 1971, pp. 20-26; A. Aaron 
Snyder, "The Paradox of Determinism," American Philosophical Quarterly, 9(1972), 
pp. 353-356; William Hasker, "The Transcendental Refutation of Determinism," 
Southern Journal of Philosophy, 11 (1973), pp. 175-183. 

42. See John Laird, On Human Freedom (London: 1947), p. 127; G. E. M. 
Anscombe, " A Reply to Mr. C. S. Lewis" Argument that 'Naturalism' is Self-
Refuting," Socratic Digest, 4 (1948), pp. 7-16; Margaret Knight, "Consciousness and 
the Brain," inScience News, vol. 25, ed. A. W. Haslctt (Harmondsworth: 1952), pp. 
98-103; Adolf Griinbaum, "Causality and the Science of Human Behavior," in Read­
ings in the Philosophy of Science, ed. Herbert Feigl and May Brodbeck (New York: 
1953), pp. 775-776; A. J. Ayer, The Concept of a Person (London: 1963), pp. 266-267; 
Antony Flew, " A Rational Animal," in Brain and Mind, cd. J. R. Smythies (London: 
1965), pp. 111-128 and 135; Lucas, op. cit., p . 116; David Wiggins, "Freedom, 
Knowledge, Belief and Causality," in Royal Institute of Philosophy Lectures, vol. 3, 
Knowledge and Necessity (London: 1970), pp. 132-154; Adolf Griinbaum, "Free Will 
and the Laws of Human Behavior," American Philosophical Quarterly, 8 (1971), pp. 
309-310; Ted Honderich and J. A. Faris, " A Conspectus of Determinism," Proceed­
ings of the Aristotelian Society, supp. vol. 44 (1970), pp. 210-214 and 230-234. 

43. Jordan, op. cit., pp. 53-54. 
44. A. E. Taylor, "Freedom and Personality Again," p. 28. 
45. Weiss, op. cit., p. 25. 
46. Kenner, op. cit., p. 247. 
47. Knox, op. cit., p . 73. 
48. Lucas, op. cit., p. 115; it should be noted that Lucas mentions but does not 

himself accept this view. 
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49. Snyder, op. cit., p. 354, 
50. Griinbaum, "Free Will and the Laws of Human Behavior," pp. 309-310 (em­

phasis his); see also Wiggins, op. cit., p. 143. 
51 . Ayer, The Concept of a Person, pp. 266-267; see also Laird, op. cit., p . 127. 

1 52. Jordan, op. cit., pp. 60-61. 
53. Taylor, "Freedom and Personality Again," p. 29. 
54. Ibid., p. 28. 
55. Jordan, op. cit., p. 62; cf. Wick, op. cit., pp. 534 and 537; Kenner, op. cit., pp. 

246-248. 
56. Kenner, op. cit., p. 247. 
57. Lewis, op. cit., pp. 29-30. 
58. Lucas, op. cit., pp. 144 and 166. 
59. Ibid., pp. 165-166. 
60. Ibid., pp. 130-133 and 144-145. 

3. A R G U M E N T S AGAINST FREE CHOICE 
1. JohnStuart Mill, A« Examination of Sir William Hamilton's Philosophy, selection 

reprinted in Free Will, ed. Sidney Morgenbesser and James Walsh (Englewood Cliffs, 
N.J.: 1962), p. 60. 

2. Brand Blanshard, "The Case for Determinism," in Determinism and Freedom in 
the Age of Modern Science, ed. Sidney Hook (New York: 1961), p. 21. 

3. Steven M. Cahn, Fate, Logic, and Time (New Haven, London: 1967), defines 
(pp. 1-14) fatalism; he also provides an introduction to relevant literature. See especially 
Richard Taylor, "Fatal ism," R/t/'/osop/iica/ Review, 71(1962), pp. 56-66; Metaphysics 
(2nd ed.; Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: 1974), pp. 58-71. Our analysis of fatalism owes 
much to Vaughn R. McKim, "Fatalism and the Future: Aristotle's Way Out," Review 
of Metaphysics, 25 (1971), pp. 80-111. 

4. Taylor, Metaphysics, p. 70. It is worth noting that while Taylor here distinguishes 
his position from that which depends upon the modal argument, he states (p. 68) his 
position in terms of the law of excluded middle, and argues in his article, "Fatalism," 
pp. 63-65, that one must give up the law of excluded middle to avoid fatalism. We 
recognize, of course, the distinction between the "can" of ability and other sorts of 
"can ," but Taylor's emphasis on the ability-sense of "can" is not formally relevant to 
the force of the argument, for talk of human ability merely specifies the state of affairs 
(R) in our formulation of the argument. Raziel Abelson, "Taylor 's Fatal Fallacy," 
Philosophical Review, 72 (1963), pp. 93-96, makes this point, but Taylor in his 
response—"A Note on Fatalism," Philosophical Review, 11 (1963), pp. 497-499— 
seems not to see its force. 

5. Cahn, op. cit., pp. 102-117, discusses the point and cites relevant literature; his 
interpretation of Aristotle seems to us poor compared with that proposed by McKim, 
loc. cit. 

6. J. R. Lucas, The Freedom of the Will (Oxford: 1970), pp. 69-70, makes this point 
about two meanings of " t rue"; see also the works he cites. 

7. Piene Laplace, Essaiphilosophiquesurlesprobabilit^s fPans: 1814), p. 2(trans. 
by Bernard Carroll, S.J.). For recent definitions of "determinism" in the relevant sense, 
see Richard Rudncr, Philosophy of Social Science (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: 1966), p. 
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91; Peter van Inwagen, " A Formal Approach to the Problem of Free Will and 
Determinism," Theoria, 40 (1974), p. 11, 

8. Lucas, op. cit., p. 84. 
9. Henry Sidgwick, The Methods of Ethics (7th ed.; New York: 1966), pp. 62-63. 

See also Lucas, op. cit., pp. 84-106, for an exposition and critique of physical 
determinism; Richard Taylor, "Determinism," Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vol. 2, pp. 
363-365, for a brief exposition. Hobbes, On Human Nature, vol. 4, The English Works 
of Thomas Hobbes, ed. Sir William Molesworth (London: 1840), gives a classic 
exposition of this view; see especially chapter 12, pp. 67-70. J. J. C. Smart,Philosophy 
and Scientific Realism {Hevt York, London: 1963), provides a typical, recent example; 
see esp. pp. 8, 15, 47, and 68. 

10. Paul Ree, "Determinism and the Illusion of Moral Responsibility," inA Modern 
Introduction to Philosophy, ed. P. Edwards and A. Pap (3rd ed.; New York: 1973), pp. 
14-15. 

11. Jonathan Glover, Responsibility (New York: 1970), pp. 21-23, defines deter-
tninism as an empirical hypothesis about human behavior. 

12. R. B. Brandt and J. Kim, "Wants as Explanations of Actions," Journal of 
Philosophy, 60 (1963), p. 435. 

13. See Max Black, "Making Something Happen," in Hook, ed., op. cit., pp. 
44-45; " I have been arguing that 'cause' is an essentially schematic word, tied to certain 
more or less stable criteria of application, but permitting wide variation of specific 
determination according to context and the purposes of investigation. Now, if this is so, 
any attempt to state a 'universal law of causation' must prove futile. To anybody who 
insists that 'nothing happens without a sufficient cause' we are entitled to retort with the 
question, 'What do you mean by "cause"? ' It is safe to predict that the only answer 
forthcoming will contain such schematic words as 'event,' ' law,' and 'prediction.' 
These, too, are words capable of indefinite further determination according to circum­
stances—and they are none the worse for that. But universal statements containing 
schematic words have no place in rational argument. The fatal defect of determinism is 
its protean capacity to elude refutation—by the same token, its informative content is 
negligible. Whatever virtues it may have in encouraging scientists to search for com­
prehensive laws and theories, there can be no rational dispute about its truth value. Many 
of the traditional problems of causation disappear when we become .sufficiently clear 
about what we mean by 'cause' and remind ourselves once more of what a peculiar, 
unsystematic, and erratic notion it i s . " 

14. Bernard Berofsky, Determinism (Princeton: 1971), has dealt with many objec­
tions which attempt to show determinism meaningless; see esp. part 3 , pp. 273-324. See 
also Glover, op. cit., pp. 21-28. 

15. See A. C. Maclntyre, "Determinism," Mind, 66 (1957), pp. 39-40: " . . . if 
determinism rests its hopes on this complex pattern of explanation 1 find it difficult to see 
how determinism could ever be verified or falsified. For suppose that the determinist is 
able to supply a complete explanation of my behaviour in causal terms. Suppose also that 
my behaviour is rational, that whatever strong reasons are adduced for acting in a certain 
way 1 act in that way, that 1 am infinitely flexible and resourceful in meeting new 
contingencies. Then no test will be available to decide whether 1 act as 1 do because it is 
the rational way to act or because it is the way in which my deeds are causally 
determined. For on either supposition I will do the same things. To try and include my 
reasonableness in a story about causal factors is to try and produce a story about my 
behaviour sufficiently comprehensive to include everything." 
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16. Glover, op. cit., p. 23. 
17. See, e.g., Arthur Holly Compton, The Freedom of Man (New Haven; 1935), pp. 

38 ft.; Clark Glymour, "Determinism, Ignorance, and Quantum Mechanics,"7ourna/ 
of Philosophy, 68 (1971), pp. 744-751; J. M. Jauch, Are Quanta Real? (Bloomington, 
111.: 1973); Alfred Lande, "The Case for Indeterminism," in Hook, ed., op. cit., pp. 
83-89; Henry Margenau, "The Philosophical Legacy of Contemporary Quantum 
Theory," in Mind and Cosmos, ed. Robert G. Colodny (Pittsburgh: 1966), p. 354. A 
typical example of the opposing view is Dennis W. Sciama, "Determinism and the 
Cosmos," in Hook, ed., op. cit., pp. 90-91. Sciama bases his case against indeter­
minism on the possibility of hidden variables in subatomic physical systems apparently 
indeterministic in nature. But see Jauch. pp. 101 -102, on the thus far negative results of 
scientific efforts to find evidence to support the hidden-variable thesis. To some extent, 
the dispute appears to be wholly philosophical; see, e.g., S. Korner, "On Philosophical 
Arguments in Physics," in Observation and Interpretation, ed. S. Korner (London: 
1957), pp. 97-101; and Philipp Frank, "Einstein, Mach and Logical Positivism," in 

Albert Einstein: Philosopher-Scientist, ed. Paul Arthur Schiipp (Evanston, 111.: 1949), 
pp. 271-286. 

18. Felix Mainx, Foundations of Biology (Chicago: 1955), p. 74. J.J.C. Smart, 
op. cit., p . 123, makes the same point. 

19. See Sir John Eccles, "Science and Freedom," Humanist, 32 (1972), pp. 15-18, 
on the relatively rudimentary state of scientific theory about brain processes. 

20. Karl Popper, Of Clouds and Clocks (St. Louis: 1966), pp. 13-14, advances the 
same objection against Compton's attempt to explain the relationship between quantum 
indeterminacy and human decisions. 

21. Cf. Ernst Cassirer, Determinism and Indeterminism in Modern Physics (New 
Haven, London: 1956), pp. 207-213. 

22. Erwin Schrodinger, Science and Humanism (Cambridge: 1951), pp. 60-61 
(emphasis his). See also F. S. C. Northrup, The Logic of the Sciences and the 
Humanities (New York: 1959), ch. I I , for an analysis of statistical laws in quantum 
mechanics. 

23. Frederick Fcrre, "Self-Determinism," American Philosophical Quarterly, 10 
(1973), p. 165, makes a complementary point. He argues that quantum indeterminacy 
leaves no room for "ambiguities" of outcome at any level. 

24. Carl G. Hempel, "Scientific Explanation," in Philosophy of Science Today, ed. 
Sidney Morgenbesser (New York: 1967), pp. 79-88. We do not endorse the deductive-
nomological model but only point out the role it—and similar philosophical interpreta­
tions of science—can play in making plausible a deterministic worldview. 

25. Jacques Mnnod, Chance and Necessity (New York: 1971), p. 21. Another 
restriction is suggested by Egon Brunswik, The Conceptual Framework of Psychology 
(Chicago: 1952), pp. 10-11. 

26. Werner Heisenberg, The Physicist's Conception of Nature (London: 1958), pp. 
180-181 (emphasis his). 

27. Michael Scriven, "Explanations, Predictions, and Laws," in Readings in the 
Philosophy of Science, ed. Baruch Brody (Englewood Cliffs, N.J.: 1970), p. 100. 

28. See Thomas Hobbes, The Questions concerning Liberty, Necessity, and 
Chance, in Molesworth, ed., op. cit., vol. 5, pp. 105 and 303. 

29. Smart, op. cit., p. 8. 
30. Ibid., p. 68. 
31. Ibid., p. 47 (emphasis his). 
32. Ibid., pp. 120-126. 
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33. We assume that this extrascientific inquiry is philosophy. Philosophy need not be 

regarded as a mixed bag, partly mysticism, partly logic, and partly legitimate inquiry, 
with all the latter part destined to be parceled out in due time to another type of 
inquiry—science. 

34. Sidgwick, op. cit., p. 64. 
35. P. H. Nowell-Smith, "Free Will and Moral Responsibility," Mind, 57 (1948), 

p. 47. 
36. John Hospers, Human Conduct: Problems of Ethics (shorter ed.; New York, 

Chicago, San Francisco, Atlanta: 1972), pp. 397-453; he refers the reader to other 
works of his developing the bearing of psychoanalysis upon responsibility. 

37. Ernest Jones, Essays in Applied Psychoanalysis (New York: 1964), vol. 2, pp. 
184-186. 

38. Sigmund Freud, Psychopathology of Everyday Life, in Basic Writings of Sig-
mund Freud, ed. A. A. Brill (New York: 1938), pp. 161-162. 

39. Sigmund Freud, Introductory Lectures on Psychoanalysis, ed. James Strachey 
and Anna Freud (London: 1963), p. 28. 

40. St. Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, 1-2, q. 13, a. 6, obj. 3. While the 
statement of the objection here is clear, the response mSumma theologiae, 1, q. 82, a. 2, 
ad 1, seems more precise. 

41 . W. D. Ross, Foundations of Ethics (Oxford: 1939), p. 230. 
42. Joseph Priestley, The Doctrine of Philosophical Necessity Illustrated (London: 

1782), pp. 56-57, provides a classic statement of the argument. Rem Blanchard 
Edwards, Freedom, Responsibility and Obligation (The Hague: 1969), provides (p. 2, 
note 2), additional bibliography and criticizes (pp. 2-17) this argument. 

43. George E. Hughes, "Motive and Duty," Mind. 53 (1944), p. 317, makes this 
point clearly. See also Edwards, op. cit., p. 12. Many authors who approach the point 
express their insight in a confusing way, suggesting that the act of choice somehow adds 
to the strength or attractiveness of one purpose. 

44. Morton White, "Positive Freedom, Negative Freedom and Possibility,'VoMrna/ 
of Philosophy, 70 (1973), pp. 315-316. 

45. For discussion and bibliography, see K. W. Rankin, Choice and Chance (Ox­
ford: 1961), pp. 4-12; Mortimer J. Adler, The Idea of Freedom (2 vols.; Garden City, 
N.Y.: 1958, 1961), vol. 2, pp. 294-302 and488-525; J. R. Lucas, op. cit., pp. 55-59; 
Lawrence D. Roberts, "Indeterminism, Chance, and Responsibility," Ratio, 13 
(1971), pp. 195-199; James N. Jordan, "On Comprehending Free Will ," Southern 
Journal of Philosophy, 11 (1973), pp. 193-195. 

46. Philippa Foot, "Free Will as Involving Determinism," in Free Will and 
Determinism, ed. Bernard Berofsky (New York, London: 1966), pp. 95-108. 

47. A. C. Maclntyre, op. cit., p. 30. 
48. A. J. Ayer, The Concept of a Per.wn and Other Essays (London, New York: 

1963), p. 255. 
49. A. J. Ayer, Philosophical Essays (London, New York: 1954), p. 275. 
50. Foot, op. cit., pp. 106-107. 
51. Lucas, op. cit., p . 58 (emphasis his); see also Roberts, loc. cit., who points out 

ambiguities in "chance" and shows their relevance to this argument. 
52. SeeC . A. CampbeW. On Selfhood and Godhood (Lottdon, New York: 1957), p. 

255. 
53. Ibid., p. 176. 
54. J. J. C. Smart, Between Science and Philosophy (New York: 1968), p . 300. 
55. Campbell, op. cit.. pp. 177-178. 
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56. R. E. Hobart, "Free Will as Involving Determinism and Inconceivable without 
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