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Abstract
SELF-DETERMINATION AND MORAL RESPONSIBILITY
by

Ezra Fried

Advisor: Professor Peter Simpson

“Self-Determinism” is the claim that we can originate acts — that gnenean be
the first source of his act. It is often thought that freedom and moral restignsibi
require the ability to originate acts. | argue that this is not so. However jsreespecial
kind of moral responsibility that we can have for an act only if we have originaied i
might have originated another. Someone has this “pure” moral responsibility &t his
just in case he deserves that we take the purely moral attitude toward|thiimgodr
disliking him as a persoim considering the act, as opposed to our also considering and
explaining his performance of it in an objective, scientific way. | arguehbat
origination of an act can be understood in a way that preserves the dominant view of
causation according to which events (including acts) are always caused rgvetfis.
A beginning-less series of originative acts terminates in the finahategl act. This is
an origination because the agent is the subject of every act in the sewdescdte a
moderate, moral self-determinism according to which an agent’s persanatiigts the
range of acts that he can originate, and according to which he originatesrtlyefor the

sake of their rightness.
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Introduction

People often think that we cannot be morally responsible for an act unless we
have originated it or might have originated another. To “originate” an act is tofiostits
source. Someone’s origination of an act is usually understood as his causing it, where
nothing causes him to cause it. This understanding of origination relies upon the notion
that a substance can cause an event: an agent is a kind of substance, and his act is the
event that he causes.

| will argue wecanbe morally responsible for an act that we have not originated,
even if we could not have originated another. However, | will also argue thatslzere
special kind of moral responsibility, which | call “pure” moral responsibilityich we
can have for an act only if we have originated it or might have originated another.
Someone has pure moral responsibility for his act just in case he deservesttiat the
purely moral attitude toward him bking or disliking him as a persan considering the
act, as opposed to our also considering and explaining his performance of it in an
objective, scientific way.

| will propose a model of origination that does not rely upon the notion that a
substance can cause an event. | will propose that origination can be understood in a way
that preserves the presently dominant view of causation according to which events
(including acts) are always caused by other events.

| call the proposal that we can originate acts “self-determinism”. Aoupto an
extremeself-determinism, someone’s personality (his tendency to have certaiesdasi
certain strengths in certain circumstances) cannot restrict theohages that he can

originate. This seems incompatible with the evident rough predictability of bavioe.
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Childhood abuse makes someone more likely to behave violently as an adult. This
strongly suggests that the childhood abuse has given him a tendency to have violent
desires thatloesrestrict his ability to behave nonviolently. | will therefore propose a
moderateself-determinism, according to which someone’s personality redtietange
of acts that he can originate. He can originate acts only within thistedtrange.
Moreover, | will propose a moderateoral self-determinism, according to which
someone can originate acts only for the sake of what he takes to be their great
rightness as compared to the acts that he is inclined to originate.

According to my proposal, we originate an act by originating a desirmibéd
strength to do whatever is right, or by originating the strengthening ofistmg>desire
to do whatever is right. This alters the overall balance of our desires, inclininglos
something that we hadn’t been inclined to do — something that seems to us to be more
right that what we had been inclined to do. Our new inclination then in turn causes the
emergence in us of a corresponding intention, which causes the intended behavior.

According to my “event causation” picture of origination (in which events are
always caused by events, rather than by a substance such as an agenthaedach
(or intention) is the final term of a series of events, each caused by thesoedipg it,
that has no beginning. Suppose someone originates the keeping of a promise. This act is
caused by his intention to keep the promise, which is caused by the strengthersng of hi
desire to do whatever is right, which is caused by his originative act. Thisabingi act
is caused by his intention to perform it, which is caused by a prior originativeract, w
is caused by a prior intention to perform this prior originative act, which isnrcawrsed

by a prior intention, and so on. This beginning-less series of originative acts (and
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intentions) constitutes arigination of the final, promise-keeping act because the agent
is thesubjectof every act in the series. It may seem preposterous that this infinite serie
of events should occur in the very finite periods of time during which we make morally
significant decisions, without our being distinctly aware of each individuah dlce

series. The originative acts all occur simultaneously, however, and diotéhal
originative acts in the series are exactly similar (as areafinesponding intentions) they
merge with one another in our introspective view of them. We feel the whole seaies a
single event of deciding.

| will argue that this proposal’s preservation of what | call “pure” hora
responsibility should satisfy those who insist upon attributing this sort of moral
responsibility to us, despite its great restriction of the range of interatrahacts for
which we can have this pure moral responsibility.

In the first chapter, | sketch a picture of action as behavior caused by intdntion.
propose that someone’s intention to do something is caused by his inclination to do it,
which is a function of the overall balance of his desires, together with his beliefs
regarding how these desires may most effectively be satisfied. Somawprenmclined
to do something that he doesn’t want (have a desire) to do, either as a means to an end
that he does desire, or as a compromise between competing desires. | entipdiasize
desires are events or states of which a person is the subject, rather themiehébiting
or afflicting him. | defend the view that desires (or their onsets) azeftd, tending to
cause acts by generating intentions. | argue for the superiority aitemgion-based
picture of action to two alternate pictures of action. According to one of theseseshdor

by Carl Ginet and Lawrence H. Davis, action is distinguished by the presemce of
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“volition.” According to the other, endorsed by Richard Taylor and Roderick Chisholm,
action is behavior caused by an agent.

In the second chapter, | offer a definition of moral responsibility and expdain i
terms. This definition of moral responsibility depends upon the thought that when we
reasonably attribute certain properties to someone we should like or dislike im
personin considering his act. If he really has these properties, he is magynsible
for his act. | argue that we can act freely without being morally resgerisr our acts.
| argue that originative ability is required neither for freedom nor for hnesponsibility.
| consider and reject non-self-determinist proposals by Harry Fran&ary Watson,
and John Martin Fischer regarding what freedom and moral responsibilityeredui
endorse Susan Wolf's proposal that moral responsibility requires an abilagio f
reasonable beliefs about the rightness and wrongness of possible acts. | @m@pose a
additional requirement that when someone is morally responsible for his acehtgimt
must express his personality. To act freely is to act from a persondlityssing
intention; thus freedom is one of the requirements for moral responsibility but is not
sufficient for it.

In the third chapter, | develop an account of moral goodness and badness. Some
such account is required by the proposed definition of moral responsibility, sinassit re
upon the notion that we should sometimes like or dislike someone as a person in
considering his act. We should like or dislike him as a person only if we reasonably
believe him to be morally good or bad in acting as he does. Additional motivation for
offering an account of moral goodness and badness is provided by the consideration that

it is chiefly because of the importance that many self-determinigg@imoral)credit
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andblamethat they persist in their self-determinism; they think that credit and ldeene
justly given only when the person in question has originated his act or might have
originated another. Someone deserves credit or blame only insofar as he is goochlly

or bad. Loosely following D. H. Prichard and W. D. Ross, | propose that there are three
kinds of moral goodness: conscientiousness, idealism and virtue. Someone is
conscientious in acting for the sake of the act’s rightness, idealistiang &mt the sake

of the act’s superlative goodness, and virtuous in doing for its own sake what is in fact
best. Idealism and virtue require that an act not be performed if it is thought anahg

so involve an overriding conscientiousness.

In the fourth chapter, | present the “event-causal” account of actvatign that |
summarize above, and argue for its superiority to an account picturing an agent as
causing his own act. In the fifth chapter, | distinguish moral from amoral self-
determinism. According to moral self-determinism, we originate actsfontiie sake of
what we take to be their greater rightness, as compared to those we ard tocline
perform. We are therefore unable to originate acts that we don’t regard asghbore r
than those we are inclined to perform. Following C. A. Campbell, | argue for the
superiority of moral self-determinism on introspective grounds. We areguasiifi
believing what we can't help believing. Moral deliberation (over whether lmafol
inclination or do the right thing) requires that we believe that we can originatg the
right thing. So, we are justified in believing that we can originate actsdmatke of
their rightness. However, because of the strangeness of the notion of an veginati
ability we shouldn’t believe that we can originate acts unless we have to liblevéVe

never find it necessary to believe that we can originate acts in circuestather than
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moral deliberation. So, we are not justified in believing that we can origiciatéoa the
sake of anything other than their rightness.

In the sixth chapter, | distinguish “ordinary” moral responsibility from the “pure
moral responsibility that would require an ability to originate acts. lidenand reject
two alternate pictures of the special sort of moral responsibility thatitfieairon of an
act or the ability to originate another would incur: a “deep” as opposed to “shallow”
moral responsibility, and an “eternal” as opposed to “mundane” moral responsibility
consider certain problem cases: for example, how can we jostifliinking of someone
asdeserving blame for refraining from doing something that he unreasonablyiseiy fa
thinks right (the case of Huckleberry Finn), while at the same time thinkiag of
perversely conscientious tyrant as deserving pure blame for origirtaseithat he
unreasonably and false thinks right? | speculatively retrieve the notioteafidé moral
responsibility as available to those who require some way to distinguish hetvoee
and less intense grades of special blameworthiness incurred through thieghgrve
conscientious origination of bad acts.

In the seventh chapter, | distinguish moderate from extreme self-degmmi
both may be either moral or amoral. | explore the notion of willpower, proposing that
willpower be understood as an ability to originate desire. | argue that the rough
predictability of our behavior gives us reason to prefer a moderate selfaghesen to an
extreme one. | argue that moderate moral self-determinism suffyjcreadts the same
psychological needs that may seem to be met only by extreme moraltseffidesm.

We want to feel that we possess and exercise maximal power, and that our normal

punitive and reward-bestowing practices are just. We want to avoid the apparentl
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paralyzing implications of the view that when we engage in everyday ddidrewe

often don't originate our decisions. We want to belief that we are enduring, continuous
selves genuinely involved in the world. We satisfy these desires as moderaitsetior
determinists. Since a moral self-determinism is to be preferred to anl ame@n the
introspective grounds examined in the fifth chapter, a moderate moral setfidéetar

turns out to be preferable overall.

In the eighth chapter, | examine ways in which extreme moral and amoral self
determinists including Randolphe Clarke, Timothy O’Connor, Robert Kane, Laura
Ekstrom, C. A. Campbell, and Thomas Reid have previously addressed the apparent
incompatibility of their position with the predictability of our behavior. | fihdit
approaches to be inadequate. | note a moderate amoral self-deterministlpropos
considered in passing by Timothy O’Connor, and acknowledge C. S. Lewis’s casual
suggestion of what looks like a genuine moderate moral self-determinist proposal.

In the ninth chapter, | offer a formal outline of my proposal, and discuss relevant
issues. These include the problem of how it can allow specific sorts of moral
improvement; how it can deal with cases in which someone seems to force honaeelf
what he thinks less right than what he is inclined to do and cases in which someone
seems to aim at a lesser wrongness rather than at a greater rigitnessere can be
unsuccessful attempts to originate an intention; how it can deal with the probhezalof
will and with moral compromises; how it can deal with cases of natural sasstlwaen
the ability to originate an act for the sake of its rightness would seem to bedpcind

how a way of life might be originated.
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1. Action, Intention, and Desire

If someone is to be morally responsible for what he does, heimistionallydo
what he does. To say that someone intentionally does what he does is to allow that
someone might do something unintentionally, just as rocks, planets, and rain do things
unintentionally — rolling, orbiting, and falling, for example. Of course, when wéhsa
someone does something, or behaves in a certain way — | will use the words “do” and
“behave”, and their various derivatives interchangeable — we usually havedrhat
they do it intentionally. But in saying that someone does something intentionally we
abandon this assumption. It will be helpful, in developing an account of moral
responsibility, to use the words “do” and “behave” in the latter way, isolatingosise
behavior from the intention that renders it intentional, so that we can describe what
someone does without referring to this intention.

But what is it that someone does, which he might or might not do intentionally?
Shall we say that what he does includes the effects of the motions of his body and mind,
along with these motions themselves, when these effects are events of whinbthibes
subject? In this case, to use Donald Davidson’s example, when Hamlet thrustd forwar
his hand, which is closed around the handle of a rapier, with the intention of thereby
bringing about the death of “the man behind the arras”, who turns out to be Polonius, the
killing of Polonius would be something that Hamlet dbe3r, shall we say that what
someone does is limited to motions of his own body and mind? (Thinking, imagining,
feeling, and deciding would be “motions” of someone’s mind.) In this case, Hamlet's
doing would be restricted to the thrusting of his arm forward in a certainidireath

his fingers clenched around the handle of the rapier, together with whatesgrg®g in

! Donald Davidson, “Agency”, iEssays on Actions & Ever(€larendon Press: Oxford, 1980), 43-61, 46.
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his mind at the time. In ordinary conversation it would be very strange to deriggha
killed Polonius” is a correct answer to the question, “What did Hamlet do?” However, i
will again be helpful in developing a clear account of moral responsibility twafoll
Davidson in distinguishing between someone’s “core” doing or behavior (I wilhase t
terms interchangeably), and his “greater” doing or beh&vi®omeone’s core behavior

just consists in the motions of his own body and mind. His greater behavior consists in
the bringing about of further events by this core behavior. (Davidson sees only bodily
events as belonging to the core act; | add mental events because itcseearikdt | can
think about something intentionally, directing my thoughts toward this subject, and that
in this case my thinking is an act.)

When we speak of someone as doing something, or as behaving in a certain way,
we ordinarily have his greater behavior in mind. This more ordinary use of the words
“doing” and “behavior” is also looser, because the effects of someone’s core behavior
ripple outward from it indefinitely. Hamlet’'s core behavior not only causes #th dé
Polonius; it also causes the grieving of Ophelia; Hamlet makes Ophelia. gviéhen |
have someone’s core behavior in mind | will say so; otherwise | will be usingotite w
“behavior” to designate someone’s greater behavior.

| will use the word “act” to indicate someone’s doing something, or behaving in a
certain way, when he does it, or behaves in this way, intentionally. Just as luis$ting
between someone’s “core” behavior and his “greater” behavior, so | will digng
between someone’s core act and his greater act. Someone’s coresacttentional
core behavior. Someone’s greater act is his intentional greater “behaviarletHa

performs the greater act of killing a man behind an arras because he intendg to bri

2 Ibid., 59. Davidson uses the adjective “primitive” hetthan “core”.
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about this man’s death by means of his core act of thrusting his arm in theodicé¢he
arras with his fingers clenched around the knife-handle. He doesn’t perfornt tifie ac
killing Polonius though, unless he knows that the man behind the arras is Polonius. (I
allow that killing Polonius is something that Handeies After all, he kills Polonius.
Killing Polonius just isn’t an act that he performs.)

Ordinary speech permits our using the words “act” and its derivatives without any
reference to intentions, just as it permits our using the words “do” and “behatedrwi
implied reference to intentions. Thus, we might speak of the action of glaciers upon
landscapes, just as we speak of someone’s immoral behavior. However, in ordinary
speech we rarely say that things that are incapable of intending perfornndeta we
say this, we usually do so in an implicitly metaphorical, and often humorous, manner.
This is enough to justify distinguishing between mere doing or behaving, on the one
hand, as not requiring any intention, and acting, on the other hand, as consisting in
intentional doing or behaving.

In using the word “act” to designate someone’s intentional behavior, | use it to
designate hismtendedbehavior. So, for example (taking “act” in its loose, ordinary
sense rather than its “core” sense) since Hamlet intends to bring about thefdkat
man behind the arras with his rapier-thrust, but not the death of Polonius, he performs the
act of killing a man behind an arras but not the act of killing Polonius. Since this Hamlet
example is taken from Donald Davidson, it should be noted that Donaldson does not
agree that someone’s act (in the loose, ordinary sense of “act) consists bely in t

behavior that he intends to perform. He instead proposes that “a man is the agent of an
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act if what he does can be described under an aspect that makes it intehtBimak.
Hamlet's bringing about of Polonius’s death can be described as his killihg ofan
behind the arras, which is something that he does (in the loose, ordinary sense of “do”)
intentionally, his bringing about of Polonius’s death is an act. As soon as we allow that
Hamlet’s bringing about of Polonius’s death is Hamlet's act, we might ihsl@geribe
this act as his killing of Polonius. So, Hamlet performs the act of killing Polonius.

Here, Davidson only reports our ordinary way of using the word “act”. It would
certainly be extraordinary to claim that Handeesn'tperform the act of killing
Polonius. After all, if Claudius (ignorant of what had transpired) were to ask awvebse
how Hamlet had “acted” that day, the observer would likely say that Hanaléille
Polonius. Still, my restriction of the word “action” to designate only what taetag
intends to do is justified by its usefulness. It enables me to develop a cmattaaf
moral responsibility in terms of favorable or unfavorable attitudes that showdédoe t
toward people in response to their acts. It seems to me that when we should respond to
people’s acts by assuming favorable or unfavorable attitudes toward them, these
responses should be to acts described only in terms of what their agents intended to do.
Note that | don’'divergefrom ordinary usage in defining action as | do; rather, | am
taking a part of ordinary usage and treating it as the whole. My stipulatiomthet is
intentional, meaninghtended behavior states what an acfrism the point of view of the
agent,beforehe performs it

A core act has nearer and further consequences. Someone’s greateisact is
intended bringing about of one or more of these consequences through the performance

of his core behavior (which is also his core act, since he intends it). We can say that

3 Ibid. 46.
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someone’s “ultimate goal” in performing his core act is the event or eiettise

performs his core act in order to bring about. Or, we can say that this is what he
ultimately intends to accomplish by his core act. Suppose that Hamlet in fact ¥radw

the man behind the arras is Polonius. In this case, perhaps Polonius’s death i's Hamlet
ultimate goal in rapidly extending his arm, etc. Alternately, Hamletmatg goal might

be the collapse of Polonius’s business. (Hamlet is a rival entrepreneur.)taetn’t
particularly care whether or not Polonius dies; what interests him is taps®ibf

Polonius’s business. Or, Hamlet might have simultaneous ultimate goals imegfor

his core act, one being Polonius’s death and another being the collapse of Polonius’s
business.

What happens when someone acts intentionally? He has an intention, and he does
something, but what is the connection between his intending and his doing, such that his
doing is an intentional doing, an act? The prevailing view among theorists ofantenti
that it is a state, not a continuing event. If we accept this view, and also &ecept t
principle that events, not states, cause things to happen, then we might hold that the onset
of an intention to do something at the present time causes someone to begin doing it, and
that he must then continue to do it as long as his intention persists. He “must” continue
to do it as long as his intention persists for the same reason that water mustdral as
it is in the state of being very hot — a law of nature is in effect. Simultangeasons
might then arise to restrict the manner in which someone does what he intends to do;
otherwise, he will simply do it as efficiently as possible. For example, som#enes
to go somewhere now, and the onset of this intention causes him to begin going there, but

on his way there, when shoving aside someone who is in his path would get him there
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most efficiently, the onset of a simultaneous intention to walk around the person causes
him to do so.

Obviously, during most of our activity we are not intending anything, even though
this activity is intentional. We are on “autopilot.” But this activity is salised by the
onset of an intention that was present when it began. Or, if an act is linked togdther wit
several other acts in a habitually performed sequence, the whole sequenceddygaus
the onset of an intention that ceases to be felt, and therefore (I would assume&jceas
exist once the activity is underway. The intention revives only when some obstacle
arises, as when someone gets in one’s way when one is hurrying somewhere.

Although I defer to the prevailing view that tbesef rather than the
continuationpf a pro-attitude would have to be what causes behavior, | can’t help
thinking, though, that someone’s intention to do something now really does continuously
cause his doing of it. Since | accept the principle that events, not states,veaisgetbis
leads me to think that intentions are continuing events. This way of thinking is supported
by our ability to say that someomgendsto do something. Similarly, what might be
called the “on”-state of a car’s engine is really just a mattdreoéhgine’sunning— a
continuing event that causes the car to move. Of course, the running of an engine
consists in thousands of successive explosions, each one an event in its own right. But
something analogous might be happening where persistent intentions are concerned.
Even if this isn’t so, it can be said that someone’s intention to do something now causes
his doing of it, rather than that the onset of the intention causes the doing. The shorter

formula can be regarded as a convenient abbreviation whenever it appears. The reader
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who is more comfortable than | am with this picture can just translate therdbameala
into the longer one.

| will ignore intentions to do things in the future, so as not to have to deal with the
guestion of how these are causally related to the doing of those things. In speaking of
intentions, | will be referring to intentions to do things now — “present intentiohs.” |
seems to me that intentions with respect to future doings — “future intentions” & mwoul
any case have to undergo some sort of transformation in order to become present
intentions, when the intended time of doing arrives, if they are to play a role in the
causing of behaving. This transformation would be the onset of a present intention.

It might be urged that we only intendtty to do things. But it seems to me that
to intend to try to do A is really only to intend to daAdto intend to do B as a means to
doing A. One’s intention to do B is then one’s intention to try to do A. There are
hierarchies of intentions, ordered in accordance with the means-to-ends oodi¢hieg
intended deeds. If what someone intends to do is his ultimate end, then he wants to do
what he intends to do. Someone can also have what he intends to do as an ultimate end,
thus wanting it, while at the same time intending to do it as a means to something else
that he also wants.

Shall we call someone’s act the combination of his intention to behave in a certain
way and the behavior that his intention to behave in this way causes, or apply the word
“act” to the behavior alone, given that it is caused by his intention to behave \wattat
This is not a substantive issue; we only need a verbal stipulation. It is more coht@nie
call the behavior itself an “act”. Moreover, this seems to be the way thathmardy

speak. When we ask how so-and-so acted, we expect to be provided with a description of
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his behavior alone. We assume that he intended this behavior, but we aren’t looking for a
description of his intention. (On the other hand, when we say that someone acted in a
morally good or bad manner wie havemind some description of his intention. 1 will
address this point in the second chapter.) When | speak of an act, then, | will mean
someone’s behavior that has been caused by his present intention to behave in that way.
In abbreviated form, the stipulation is tlaat act is intention-caused behavior

What is it, then, for someone to intend to behave in a certain way? In what does
an intention consist? If an intention is a state, we can say that someone’s intending
behave in a certain way consists in his having a “pro-attitude” toward his bghavivat
way that involves his being disposed to behave in that way. Perhaps we can call this a
“dispositional pro-attitude”. If intention is a continuing event, we can say thaiose'se
intending to behave in a certain way consists in his having a “motivating pioakatt
toward his behaving in that way. Since | am already saying that interaims; than
the onset of intentions, cause behavior, while inviting the reader to regard this as nothing
more than a convenient abbreviation, | might as well call intentions “motivaing pr
attitudes”, while inviting the reader to similarly substitute “dispos#i” for
“motivating” if he is so inclined.

It seems that intentions aren’t the only sort of motivating pro-attitude. There is
also the pro-attitude that we ordinarily call “desire”. | am about to proposettha
desires only indirectly motivate us, however; they do so by causing us to have certain
intentions. That there is a difference between intention and desire is shown by our
complaints that we don’t have any desire to do what we intend to do. A clue to what this

difference might consist in is that when we say that we desire somethingniwénat
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our having it would be pleasant for us, but this is not necessarily so with regard to our
doing what we say we intend to do. A desire for something seems to be a motivating pro-
attitude toward it, where it is the ultimate object of this pro-attitude. d€beed thing
might be as modest as one’s sitting comfortably at home or as grandiosesas one’
domination of the world.) This is perhaps why we think that our having what we want
would be pleasant — pleasure seems to be linked to, if it is not identical with, thg feelin
that one has what one wants to have for its own sake. (I will use “wanting” and “desiring
interchangeably.)

Someone might urge that someone’s having an intention to do something is only
his having a prevailing desire to get something in a certain way, togéathex belief
that he can get it in that way. | reject this proposal because it seems traat b@th
intend to do something that we don’t want to do, and have an overwhelmingly strong
desire to do something that we don’t, and exeamt, intend to do. Someone who urges
that intending is only a prevalent wanting might assert that when we sayetivaend to
do what we don’t want to do we are only distinguishing between desires for pleasant
things and desires for things which can be had only at the cost of unpleasantness, and
reserving the words “want” or “desire” for the former sort of desire. Howewuer
apparent ability to want to do what we can’t intend to do supports a literal readigy of t
ordinary usage according to which what isn’t desired can be intended. A prisoner can
have an especially strong desire to leave his prison, but he can’t intend to do so unless he
believes that he can pick the locks or tunnel through the walls. So, his especiafly stron
desire to leave his prison can't in itself constitute an intention to do so. Someone who

urges that intending is only a prevalent wanting might now assert that in suchlzecase t
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prisoner is only wishing, which is something different from desiring. Howevenw
imagine myself in the prisoner’s position it seems to me that this “wish” woultebe
same mental state, undeniably one of desire, that later causes him to intend thde
prison when he is informed that all of the locks have been unlocked and that all of the
wardens are on strike.

| propose the following crude, but | hope useful, model of the relationship
between intention and desir@ur desires motivate us by together causing in us the onset
of an intention to do what we think will bring about the satisfaction of one or more of
them to a certain extent, during a certain time-period. We can have several desires
simultaneously.What sort of intention our desires will initiate in us depends upon factors
including the comparative strengths of these desires, and our beliefsmgdaoai
quickly and completely they can be satisfied in various ways (maybe one caisheds
now, while another can only be partly satisfied in the distant future), and the degre
which a desire’s satisfaction requires foregoing the satisfaction ofae¢kees. The
formula predicting what intention will be produced by certain combinations atdesi
given such beliefs, must be very complex, and since it would in case vary from person to
person (some people being better able to “defer gratification” than othersafopley it
would be pointless for me to attempt to articulate it here.

We can imagine someone’s various desires as vectors of force pointing in various
directions. The sum of all of these vectors of force, as they are added to andeibtrac
from one another, can be called his “inclination.” Relying upon this notion of
“inclination” as a sort of averaging-out of desire, | will refer to the glemprocess by

which someone’s wanting various things causes him to intend to behave in a certain way
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(given his beliefs about how he can get what he wants), by saying that someone’s
inclination causes him to intend to do what he is inclined to do.

Here it should be noted that someone may not want to do what he is inclined to
do. He may be inclined to do something that he wawit® do, because he thinks that
doing it will help him to get something that he wants, or that it will help him to partia
satisfy more than one of his desires. | acknowledge that in ordinary speeckenveseft
“‘inclination” to suggest an obvious desire for something; however, | think that in
ordinary speech we may also use the word in the way that | use it. Thus, someone might
say that he is inclined to tell the truth, and face the consequences, even though he doesn’t
want to, or that he is inclined to climb a steep hill in order to get to the party on top, even
though he doesn’t want to climb the hill.

It will be crucial to the coming discussion of the origination of intentions and acts
that if all other relevant factors are fixed, then the stronger someones fiesi
something becomes in comparison to his other present desires, the more the inténtion tha
his desires together initiate will be focused upon the satisfaction of that aesipposed
to the others. | will propose that someone can make himself intend to do what he thinks
right, when he doesn’t want to do it, by strengthening his desire to do whategét.is ri

We can distinguish between more and less basic desires without abandoning the
key point that the object of a desire, no matter how non-basic the desire mastilie, is
theultimateobject of the motivating pro-attitude. Thus, | may have basic desires for
health and pleasure (I doubt that this is so, but let us suppose that it is.) Here | wil
assume that none of my other basic desires play any role in the production of my

intention. So, if | only had my basic desire for health, and didn’t have my basicfdesire
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pleasure, my desire for health would cause me to intend to eat something venylgalth
unpleasant. If | only had my basic desire for pleasure, but didn’t have my bsisicfde

health, my desire for pleasure would cause me to intend to eat something vagtpleas

but unhealthy. These two desires somehow combine to produce in me a less basic desire
to eat something that is both somewhat healthy and somewhat pleasant, which in tur
causes me to intend to find, purchase, and consume such a thing.

Someone’s ultimate goal, in doing what he is inclined to do, might be something
that isn’t exactly any of the things that he wants. It might be somethingrilygbartly
satisfies two or more of his stronger desires, by somewhat resembdiray tnore of the
things that he wants. His having this as his ultimate goal would be a compromise
solution, given his various conflicting desires. Higlinationis then to do what he
thinks will bring him to his ultimate goal. So, in the above example, someone’s
inclination is to buy some food that is somewhat healthy and pleasant, becauseghe ea
of such food is his ultimate goal. He doesn’t want such food, though; he only wants
healthy food, on the one hand, and pleasant food, on the other. Or, someone’s ultimate
goal might be something that he wants less intensely than he wants other tidagse be
his stronger desires so directly conflict with one another that they asadebther out.

In cases where someone’s desire for X is so prevalent, albeit not altogether
unopposed, that he is caused to do somettioggto whatever he thinks will get him X
most efficiently, we would normally just say that someone’s prevalent desXedauses
him to do the thing, Y, that comes close to being what he thinks will get him X most
efficiently while also reflecting the slight influence of the opposingrdssiWe would

normally omit any reference to an intervening intention to do Y. Still, though, assong
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the slight opposition of other desires causes the slightest deviation from the path tha

would get him X most efficiently, it seems necessary to distinguish intentiondesire,

at least as a sort of averaging of the various vectors of opposing desirgentibn is

nothing more than an averaging-out of desires, then in cases where someone’srdesire f

X is altogether unopposed this desire would simply constitute the intention to do Y,

which is exactly what he thinks will get him X most efficiently. Itragg¢o me, though,

that even in such a case someone’s intention to do Y must still be distinguished from the

prevalence of his desire for X. If so, then intention is not simply an averaging-out of

desires. However, here | rely on introspection alone, and admit uncertaintyevea

more uncertain with regard to cases in which someone’s unopposed desire is simply to

perform some core behavior, such as jumping or shouting, so that he would get what he

wants by doing it. Here we don’t even have a distinction between means and ends that

would justify our distinguishing a means-oriented intention from an end-oriented desire
Someone’s ultimate goal in dancing, or in taking a walk, might simply be to dance

or take a walk. He is therefore said to dance or take a wake “for its own sake.” A

murderer probably doesn’t kill someone just for the sake of killing someone, though; at a

minimum, he kills for the sake of (in order to bring about) his victim’'s death. The

victim’s death is his ultimate goal. Reverting, for the moment, to the notion of&l’“c

act as consisting solely in mental and bodily events, we can say, for exantglee tha

murderer’s overwhelmingly prevalent desire for someone else’s death baudes

intend to extend his arm in a certain direction, etc., with the likely consequenttaéghat

person will die; the death of this person is then his ultimate goal in acting as heTdees

dancer or walker’s ultimate goal in performing his core act might beidedas the
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having of certain experiences — of rhythmic motion, in the case of the dancer, and of the
traversing of a landscape as a result of muscular effort (the corendhg case of the
walker.

Someone’s desires, like the intentions that they initiate in him, would be
consciously “felt” by him. They would have to be, if they are pro-attitudes. Weakan t
account of what people seem to refer to when they speak of enduring, long-tenes*desi
that persist even when the person that has them is thinking about things other than their
objects by understanding these supposed desires as propensities to begin desiring the
things in question. Napoleon doesn’t desire mastery of Europe while he is fliting w
Josephine, but he has a continuing propensity to frequently desire mastery of Europe. We
can call the system of someone’s propensities to begin desiring cemas his
“personality”. (If desires are states rather than continuing events, thearéer involve
propensities to have certain intentions, while if intentions are likewise skety would
in turn be or involve propensities to behave in certain ways. If we then introduce the
proposed notion of personality, as seems necessary, we find ourselves speaking of
propensities toward propensities toward propensities to behave in a certainliwiy!
consideration supports the view that desires and intentions are continuing events rathe
than states.)

We intend to do something either “for its own sake,” in which case we also want
to do it, or we intend to do it for the sake of something else that we want. But what is to
do A “for the sake of” B (where A and B may or may not be identical)? When someone
does A for the sake of B his desire for B causes him to intend to A, but this is not an

answer to the question. Perhaps the answer is that to do A for the sake of B is to intend to
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try to get B to by doing A. “Getting B by doing A” is then the object of the ident
more fully stated. That this is so is suggested by the apparent interchétygefabi
“doing A for the sake of B” and “doing & order toget B.” If someone asks me why |
intend to do something that | don’t want to do, | might explain that | intend to do it in
order to get something that | do want. This is pretty clearly the statéma¢hintend to
strive for the thing that | want by doing the thing that | don’t want to do. (lHerght
be objected that | would speak redundantly in saying that | intend to do A in order to get
B, or for the sake of getting B, since in saying that | preseliotly in order to get B | am
already saying that my intention, in doing A, is to try to get B by doing A.ldBigluage
is messy. | might also tell someone on Thursday that | intend to clean my apartme
tonight in order to have a more enjoyable weekend.) If states of intending to do
something (or continuing of events of intending, if that is what they are) can be picked
out, so that the content of what is intended can be described — and this seems to be so,
since we ask each other about our intentions, and offer answers to these questions — then
it is surely the case that among these intentions are many whose objectslanegiud
A in order to get B, or for the sake of getting B. We have in mind the image of somehow
aimingour doing of A at the getting of B.

| take it that we never, or at rate almost never, perform a “core” ait$ fmwn
sake. Even when | merely flex my muscles, | am doing so for the sake obti@ens
for the sake of feeling that | have a good muscle tone, for example. Or, when |
intentionally think about something, | do so not simply in order to think about the subject,

but in order to gain some insight into it.
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The claim that we can intend to do something in order to do, or for the sake of
doing, whatever is right will be crucial to my account of what | will call “purnsral
responsibility. Among the things that we can want is our doing of whatever isamght
although we may not want to do something that we think it is right that we do, we may
still intend to do it in order to do whatever is right. Our wanting to do whatever is right
might cause us to intend this, if this desire of ours to do whatever is right is strong
enough.

Note that talk of somethinglsavinga desire or intention that it behave in a
certain way can only be sensibly understood as a slightly abbreviated way of
communicating the thought thadésiresor intends that it behave in that way. For, after
all, it isn’t as though “desires” and “intentions” are entities in their owrt,rtgat inhabit
the people who “have” them. We are especially apt to begin thinking that in desiring
things wehavedesires that inhabit us like parasites or, alternately, dwell outside of us,
rubbing and jostling against us. These pictures lead people who speak of “desires” as
causing behavior to suppose that people cdnroedby their desires to behave as they
do, as though these desires had seized control of their minds from within or were pushing
them around like winds or large, unruly dogs. Perhaps the reason that we are not likely to
think in this way of our intentions is that our intending to do something entails our
thinking thatweintend to do it, while in our desiring we may focus on the desired thing
to such an extent that we forget about ourselves. In addition, we cannot have opposing
intentions at one and the same time — although we can certainly have multiple intentions
Since the intentions that we have at any one time are mutually compatblkeasier for

us to feel “one” with all of them.
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The proposal that our sympathetic, creative desires are internal to us, asfstates
our own being, while our selfish, destructive ones are distinct from us, merely imgpabit
or surrounding us, is somewhat attractive. However, the proposalltb&bur desires
are like this is unacceptable. When we love someone, in directing our attention toward
those of his specific affections and interests that seem good to us — that is, teward hi
apparently good specific desires (for example, my son’s desiresédotiaffate rough-
housing and the weaving of fantasies involving talking machines) — we arthatiwe
are directing our attention towahdm. We would reject any suggestion that we are only
noticing alien entities, no matter how pretty these might be. We want to thinkehat t
specific desires toward which we direct our attention in loving him (and whichkevéda
be the ultimate object of our attention) belong to the real inner core of his beingif Eve
these desires are expressions of a “deeper”, more general dessie (@ardaing) for the
Good itself, and it is this desire that truly constitutes a person, they aréhedss
continuous with this basic desire for the Good that they express, and are therefoe int
to the person.

It is harder to imagine desires in general as external invading or obtrudingsent
when, rather than saying that someomEsirescause him to behave in a certain way, we
say that higlesiringthat he behave in a certain way causes him to behave in that way.
Still, talk of someone’s desiring something suggests talk of his having a fbesirelt is
safer to speak of someone’s “wanting” to behave in a certain way rather than of his
desiring to behave in that way, since talk of someone’s “having wants” is not

interchangeable with talk of his wanting things, as talk of his having desires i
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interchangeable with talk of his desiring things; talk of “wants” suggeststion and
need, rather than supreme desire.

Theorists who hold that the “self” is wholly constituted by a body’'s menta&isstat
and dispositions toward being in certain mental states, and/or by mental events and
objects (“ideas”), may prefer to speak of “desires” and “intentions” ratiaer of
someone’s wanting and intending things, so as to eliminate the referenténty that
would be distinguishable from its intending in the same way that a body is
distinguishable from its falling or spinning. However, since my purpose is to sketch out a
plausible picture of someone’s making himself intend something | am comroittieel t
view that persons are subjects, not systems, of desires, intentions and beliefsevr his
is most clearly communicated by speaking in the ordinary wagrmkeone’svanting
something or intending to behave in a certain way, and of his wanting something causing
his intending to behave in a certain way, and of his behaving in that way therefgyre bein
his acting in that way. Nevertheless, it will often be convenient to formubigtent
abbreviated form by saying simply that acting is behaving caused by imgendito drop
this way of talking altogether and to say instead that desires cause intentiaisin
turn cause behavior.

Carl Ginet attacks the notion that “motives” are force-endowed states whose
relative strengths determine behavior, with the strongest motive prevailtages of
simple opposition. What he refers to as “motives” seem to be exactly vetet ta,
more colloquially, as “desires”. Ginet deploys Thomas Reid’s argument ithativ
some “test” of a “motive’s” degree of forcefulness beyond the degree th wipievails,

talk of the motive’s degree of forcefulness either refers only to the motiegiee of
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prevalence or else assumes what is in question — that a motive is endowed with some
power whose quantity causes it to prevail to that degree. Presumably, the tiglst” w
consist in checking some introspectively evident indicator of a motive’s intersiany
case, the forcefulness of a motive would have to manifest itself in some veayhath
through the occurrence of behavior that satisfies the desire. Ginet reji¥sts M
suggestion that “the degree of pain and pleasure anticipated” is the requéstie cr
pointing out that we occasionally select an action anticipated as less ptbasahie
alternatives’

Ginet follows Mill in taking Reid’s discussion of “motives” to be a discussion of
“desires”> Indeed Reid’s “motivestio seem to be desires, except that they include both
the sorts of desires that we share with chimpanzees and uniquely human desires to do
what “...is our duty, or conducive to our real good®. Reid calls the former desires
“animal motives”, and the latter “rational motives'n fact, Reiddoesthink that both
sorts of motives have quantifiable strengths, and that is precisely why i$ sekee for
him to call them “motives”; only, he doesn’t think that the strengths of animaédese
commensurate with the strengths of rational desires, or vice-versa. Raih&l desires
are only commensurate in strength with one another, and the same is true of rational
desires. In “brute animals”, the strongest animal desire indeed “ajvayails”, and
thereis a test of an animal desire’s degree of strength whemitrianimal desire, from

which it can be inferred that it is meaningful to speak as well of varyinglgfidranimal

% SeeOn Action131-136, referring to Thomas Refssays on the Active Powers of the Human Mind
(Cambridge: M.1.T. Press, 1969), 288-289, and J8tuart Mill, On the Logic of the Moral Sciences: A
System of Logic, Book \@d. Henry M. Magid (Indianapolis: The Bobbs-Mgi@ompany, Inc.,
1965),160-16I.

® See Mill, 158-159.

® Reid, 290.

" Reid, 289.
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desires in “brute animals”. The test of an animal desire’s degree rgtstia us is the
degree of effort required for our resistance fo the test of a rational desire’s strength

in comparison to that of other rational desires, however, is only this, that “the strongest
in the eye of reason, is that which it is most our duty and our real happiness to follow.”
Since the strengths of our animal and rational desires are incommensur i, Fa]
motive which is the strongest, according to the animal test, may be, and varig ofte
weakest according to the ration&?,bur acts cannot be determined by a simple playing-
out of competing forces.

Reid does not deny that desires are forceful; rather, he only denies that the
forcefulness of animal desires is commensurable with the forcefulnes®opélaesires.
Ginet, however, denies that desires have any sort of behavior-causing faeemstto
me, though, that if we deny that desires are forceful then we have to deny thaéthey a
anything at all, beyond collections of mental images, fragmentary merivége, and
real and imagined physical sensations and twinges. If this is all they aréhelyecan
play no role in the explanation of our behavior. But they evidelatplay a role in the
explanation of our behavior, and the role they play is that of a disposition, like the role of
the weight of a body in the explanation of the body’s descent, or even, if they are
continuing events, that of efficient cause. Moreover, we quite frequently sayetlnednt
something more now, or less, than we did yesterday, or that we want this nmotteatha
When we sincerely assert that we want to do something more now than we didaygste
we are more likely to do it today that we were yesterday. When we sinasselst that

we want this more than we want that, it is likely that we will do the thing thaaywers

8 Ibid., 289.
% Ibid., 290.
0 pid., 291.
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want more. A reasonable explanation of this is that in asserting that we ¢r@atea
guantity of desire we are asserting that our desire is more forcefuheffudre, the fact
that we try to excuse ourselves from moral responsibility by imaginingvihate driven
into some bad behavior by desires sitting within us like parasites or cauyialong like
wild horses or shoving us around like unruly dogs is itself evidence for the forcefulnes
of our desiring, even though this image is a wish-fulfilling misrepresentation. We
wouldn’t be able to deceive ourselves in this way about desires if their reffufoess
didn’t make this possible.

Alfred Mele argues on conceptual rather than experiential grounds for the
meaningfulness of regarding desires as forceful, or as having “motivaticaradtbtt. He
argues that the characterization of behavior as intentional presumes that therb&eha
the object of a motivating “want or desire”, and that “once we grant motivation or
wanting a genuine place in our conceptual scheme, motivastyeagthgains a foothold
as well.** Mele’s argument depends upon the identification of desire with motivation —
by which he seems to mean something like “behavior-causing power” — andrédeig
thought to beg the question, assuming from the outset the conclusion that desire is
something that should be understood as a force. This assumption is only justified if it
fairly represents our experience.

| don’t regard the forcefulness of desires as immediately directeddaie
causing of the desired behavior, though. Rather, | regard it as immediatetgdlire
toward the causing of intentions to behave in the desired way. If someone Wgre rea

“overwhelmed by passion”, seeing red and striking out in a frenzy, or “succurmbing t

" The Springs of Action: Understanding IntentionahBeior (Oxford University Press: New York 1992),
82-83).
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lust”, without having an intention to strike or embrace, he would be mentally impaired

a suitable target for medical intervention. It should also be remembereddbatd

desires as necessarily “conscious” — that is, that | regard des&riagtate of
consciousness. What we might otherwise think of long-term, standing desires that
repeatedly rise into and then subside out of consciousness, so that sometimes we think
about the thing that we desire and sometimes don’t, would instead be propensities to
desire certain things with certain degrees of forcefulness in certainmsigiaThe overall
system of such dispositions would be what we call someone’s “personality.

Given my stipulated use of “action” to designate behavior that is caused by
intending, | have to say that intendinggaict in a certain way entails but is not limited to
intending to behave in a certain way. Someone’s intending to act in a certaivouldy
be his intending to behave in a certain way that he thinks of as being caused by his
intending of it. It seems, then, that we rarely, if ever, intend to act. Buteaantto
act in a certain way, given that this would mean our wanting to intend to behave in that
way?? Given my account of desires m®tivatingpro-attitudes, we could want to intend
to behave in a certain way only if this wanting could cause us to intend to do something
in order to bring about our intention to behave in that way, or at least in order to make it
more likely that we will have this intention. This seems possible. | mighttaamiend,
tomorrow morning, to study. This desire might cause me to intend to clean off my desk

tonight, so that | will have this intention tomorrow when | see it. Or, suppose thaj a dru

2 Our wanting to intend to behave in a certain waygests Harry Frankfurt’s picture of the “freelying”
person as wanting the desire that causes his leh#ig “will”) to cause his behavior. (See “Freead of
the Will and the Concept of a Person” [1971] in taaWwaddell Ekstrom, edAgency and Responsibility:
Essays on the Metaphysics of FreedBawulder: Westview Press, 2001], 77-91.) Howeteiintend to do
something cannot simply be to have what Frankfaits @an “effective” desire to do it — a desire thatises
us to do it if nothing stops us from doing it (8@.prisoner might have an unsatisfiable effectiesire to
leave his cell — effective because it would causetb leave his cell if its door weren't locked atlwannot
intend to do so, give his knowledge that the dedocked.
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addict wants to stop intending to drug himself. It wouldn’t be enough, given that desire
motivates, to say that the addict’s thought of his recurrent intention to drugtisnsel
painful to him. His desire not to have this intention would have to be capable of making
himself intend to do something to bring about his no longer so intending. Well, perhaps
he thinks that if he were to get regular exercise he would no longer intend to drug
himself. So, his desire not to intend to drug himself causes him to intend to get regular
exercise in order to remove the intention to drug himself.

If desire and intention are what | say they are, then what is it for someone to
choose and decide? This is what | propdSemeone’s “choosing” to do something is
his beginning to intend to do it when he recognizes that he might do other things instead.
His “deciding” to do something is his choosing to do it after deliberating over these
various possibilities.

The account of intentional behavior that | advocate is more complex than one
according to which someone’s doing something intentionally would simply be a nfatter o
his having a dominant desire to do it, and believing he can'dd told that his desires
causehim to intend to do something, so that his intending is distinct from his desiring. |
hold this because our ordinary inclination to describe someone as intending to do
something that he doesn’t want to do seems to reflect our experience of different pr
attitudes which we call by these different names, “intention” and “wantth@ut since |
still see someone’s intentions as normally determined by the makeup of his,de®ire

as causing his behavior in their stead, | am closer to this approach than torateattee

13 perhaps Frankfurt would explain intentional bebain this way.

4 See Lawrence H. DaviSheory of Actior(Prentice-Hall: Englewood Cliffs, 1978), 7. Dafésmulates
the proposal that he is targeting as one accotdimghich “an action is a doing in which a doingateld
event occurs because the agent wants it to, thethane” (5).
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according to which what distinguishes what we would ordinarily call “irdeat?
behavior from “unintentional” behavior is causation by a special sort of mentd| ave
“volition.” Advocates of a volition-based approach typically call volitions “astgheir
own right® Presumably, though, they don’t mean to claim that these would be instances
of intentional behavior — as though someone must intend to have a volition if he is to
have it. Rather, these are instances of mental behavior that is distinguishethieom
mental behavior that isn’t action (such as daydreaming or having a panic-bitadkat
Carl Ginet calls its “actish phenomenal quality”. It would be most evident to us that
mental events with this quality are acts in their own right when they failsedhe
“willed” behavior; otherwise, our experience of them would tend to be absorbed into our
experience of the willed behavior. However, they would be acts in their own right
whether or not they cause the willed behavior. Given that there is a sort of evemtal
distinguished by this actish phenomenal quality, the objection that the volition-based
approach relies upon purely hypothetical, never-experienced events§ feitsvever, it
seems to me that if volitions are indeed experienced in this way, then a volitioplhg si
the onset of an intention; to have a volition is to begin to intend.

Defenders of a volition-based model of action might be motivated to distinguish

their volitions from the beginnings of intentions by the observation that there amasvar

15 Carl Ginet proposes that what makes behavior tis #igat it is either a “volition” or consists the
combination of a volition with behavior caused higstvolition (On Action[Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press 1990], 15). Ginet thus picturedlitions” as actions in their own right that anternal to
complex actions combining volitions with the belmathat they cause. While this proposal is further-
elaborated in the following pages, it remains thee®f his account. A similar position is endorbgd
Lawrence H. DavisTheory of Action15-26). In the 18century, Thomas Reid made “determinations of
the will” requirements for “voluntary” action, proping that “[IJn every voluntary action the detenation
of the will is the first part of the action...E€says on the Active Powers of the Human M26d). Here
“voluntary” seems redundant. The question of wlethke call “volitions” acts in their own right, or
components internal to minimal acts that are cargzkdf as complex events, or as events that aaetst
but that in causing behavior qualify that beha@smaction seems purely verbal.

1% Richard Taylor so objects, #ction and PurposéEnglewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, Inc. 1966), 66:69
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kinds of cases of ostensibly intentional behavior in which there is no corresponding
“intention” — no relevant pro-attitude — seems to be operating. Thus, Lawreneid. D
offers as examples a driver “stepping on the brakes” to avoid colliding withoseme
someone doing something “absent-mindedly”, and someone impulsively expressing
strong feelings! Davis’s denial that there is a relevant intention in the first and last
cases depends upon the premise that an intention to behave in a certain way mlyst entire
precede the behavior, however, so that “[i]f Sam intends to do an A, he has not yet done
it.”*® This seems to me to contradict our ordinary experience and way of talking about
intentions. | ask someone who is annoying me, “Areigtandingto annoy me?” My
intention to go to Manhattan continues throughout my ride on the R train, which
constitutes my going to Manhattan, the intended event. As for the case of someone doing
something absent-mindedly when he intends to do something else, it seems to me that his
intentional act would consist in the portion of what he is actually doing that he intends to
do. If, intending to comb his hair with a comb, he absent-mindedly combs his hair with a
fork, his intentional behavior consists in running a hard, pronged object through his hair.
If no intention at all is (or was) present, then he doesn’t engage in any intentional
behavior at all — he doesn't act.

Richard Taylor offers a third sort of account of what distinguishes the intentional
behavior that | call “action” from behavior that | would call “mere” behavioccakding

to Taylor, someone’s action is behavior (his own, of course) that is caubed, bgither

Y Theory of Action7. Davis here formulates the proposal that harigeting as one according to which
“an action is a doing in which a doing-related evarcurs because the agent wants it to, then amd'th
(5), but then he later revisits these examplefitovghat not all intentional action involves areintion to
behave in the way in question (59-60).

*® Ibid., 59.
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than by hisvanting or intending it, or by his volitioH. Taylor holds that someone might
either be the first cause of his behavior, or he might be caused, by something ather tha
himself, to cause his behavior. | don’t see, though, how someone could be caused by
something other than himself to cause his behavior except by being caused to iatend thi
behavior. But in this case, what would make his behavior action would be that it is
caused by his intending it. This is the proposal that | endorse. Taylor’s prdposal t
becomes the proposal that behavior is action just in case (a) it is caused by thegbehavi
thing’s intending it (the proposal that | endorse), or (b) the behaving thirsgfiisit

cause. But the causing of behavior by the behaving thing’s intending it seems too
different from the “first-causing” of behavior by the behaving thing to avdrthe

application of the same name, “action”, to the behavior in both instances. This is one
reason to reject Taylor’s proposal.

Even if Taylor thinks that someone can be caused to cause his behavior in some
other way than by being caused to intend this behavior, surely Taylor would have to
allow that someone can be caused to cause his behavior only by being made to have some
sort of strong propensity to cause it. But then why can’t we say that inaninmgte ¢chn
be made to caugbeir behavior by being made to have some sort of strong propensity to
cause it? For example, take Taylor's own comparison of the starting a ficrdst &
match to the starting of a forest fire by a riarhe ignition of the match might be
understood as the striking-event’'s making the match cause its (behavior of)g&tehi

just as it might be thought that someone’s having been fired, or left by his spauses

19 SeeAction and Purposel11-112 (“Agents as Causes”). Taylor regardditiens” as unnecessary
hypothetical entities (66-69), and doubts that aey® desire to behave in a certain way (his “wayitio
behave in that way) can cause him to behave inthgt

20 SeeAction and Purposel20-122.
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him to cause his subsequent drinking binge. True, this analysis of a match’s ignition i
not the usual analysis in terms of a causally linked series of events, in whitdnsabs
play a role only as locations for these events, that is championed by Taylelf himsre
the behavior of things like matches rather than men is conc&rretias, however,
received some recent supp@rtlf we accept this sort of picture of causation involving
inanimate things, then we cannot simply distinguish acts from events thatsatsron
the basis of the causation of the former by substances, as opposed to the causation of the
latter by other events. It turns out thditcausation is by substances. It mushbea
substance causes its behavior that makes the difference, then. The most plausible
proposal regarding the difference between how substances cause the evems#iat
acts and how they cause the events that we don’t call acts seems to me to bg that the
cause the events that we call acts by intending to behave in those ways, drelthat t
cause the events that we don't call acts in some other way. But this istthe firs
formulation of what action is — the formulation that | endorse.

Roderick Chisholm agrees with Taylor in holding that an act is caused by the
behaving thing, without any intermediation of mental events or states such iassolit
and desires (or intentions) as proximate causes. However, he escapesyibe obllais
formulation into the one that | endorse, according to which an act is behavior caused by
an agent’s intending it, because he doesn’t entertain any notion of an ageny’s bei

caused to cause his behavidrHowever, Chisholm thereby makes it impossible for us to

ZL«IThe match] only, unlike the man, underwent ara®, induced by something other than itself, which

was causally significant in that series of chargéminating in the forest fire” (1big 122).

22 5ee Timothy O’ConnoPersons and Causes: The Metaphysics of Free(Wév York: Oxford
University Press, 2000), 68-71.

% See “Human Freedom and the Self” [1964], in Ekst&D01, 126-137. (Themre intermediate physical
events or states, though, according to Chisholiesat where physical behavior is concerned; someon
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distinguish between cases in which people are morally responsible forciiseand cases
in which they aren’t. The significance of this objection to Chisholm’s proposal can onl
emerge later in this discussion, when we consider what moral responsipdityl ig/hat

it requires.

If we wish to preserve the thought that something can be a first causeatibits a
we can do so without requiring that the name “action” be applied only to behavior that
the behaving thing causes. Following my stipulation that the name “action” bedapplie
behavior caused by the behaving thing’s intending to behave in that way, we can hold
that something can be a first cause of its intending to behave in a certain waye can
apply the name “action” to the combination of something’s intending to behave in a
certain way with its behaving in that way, when its intending to behave in that way
causes its behaving in that way, and hold, again, that something can be a firsf dause
intending to behave in a certain way.

The idea that people, substances, can be causes is offered as an analysis of the
image that we sometimes have of ourselves as being the sources, or originargreduc
the “originators” — of our acts. | will propose an “event causation” analyse dfame

image that | think does just as much justice to it.

causes the motion of his arm by causing an evenisibrain.) But unlike Taylor, Chisholm doesn’t
entertain the notion that an agent might act uhfrdxy being caused to cause his behavior.
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2. Freedom and moral responsibility

The following definition of moral responsibility seems both to fit our intuitive
sense of what moral responsibility is and to account for our attribution of moral
responsibility to some kinds of things and not to oth@erson P is morally responsible
for X just in case everything is true of P that must be reasonably believed about P both by
anyone who in consideringsfiould like P as a person and by anyone who in considering
Xshould dislike P as a persoiNote that it is far from sufficient simply to say that
someone is morally responsible for his intention just in case anyone should likiker dis
him as a person while considering it. Anyone should like or dislike him as a person in
considering his intention while reasonably believing certain things about himevdow
these beliefs, though reasonable, might be false. If they are false,ttterghlone
should dislike or dislike him as a person while considering his intention, he is not morally
responsible for it.

This definition of moral responsibility depends upon the possibility that one
person should like someone as a person (with respect to his personhood) in considering
his act, while another person should at the same time dislike him as a person in
considering his act, because they have differing, although reasonable, dimbietfim
over and above the reasonable beliefs that they share about him.

In saying that someone “reasonably” believes something, | rely upon our ordinary
use of this word, and upon the ordinary judgment that it expresses. | won't venture to
define “reasonableness”. Someone’s ability to give reasons for histheliédfave some
persuasive force even for impartial people, and his believing what he belieaes®def

the same experiences and inferences that he alludes to in giving thess,rsasdy play
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a large role in making him reasonable. We ordinarily distinguish reasdreligés from
unreasonable ones without having any precise formulation of what reasonaldeness i
ready to present upon demand.

By “in considering X”, | mean “while and as a result of considering X.”

In saying that someorsthouldlike or dislike another, | mean that this is the right
attitude (although not necessary the best one with respect to its overall,noatjesats
upon the world) for him to take toward the other. | don't take a position on what
rightness and goodness are, and on how they are related. | rely upon what | take to be t
reader’s intuitive recognition of the rightness and goodness of things. In grdszaye,
several alternatives can be right without any béegight one, and anything that isn’t
right is to a greater or lesser extent wrong. | will stretch ordinageuby calling things
more or lessight, insofar as they are less wrong. A partial fulfilment of a promise, for
example, is less wrong, and thus more right, than complete non-fulfillment of it.

A “person” is at the very least a self-conscious, desire-endowed, ratgamdl aA
rational agent is one able to conceive of a wide range of possible acts, andulatiorm
complex strategies for attaining ultimate ends. Since animals and vaitychridren are
not rational agents, they are ruled out from the start as candidates for moral
responsibility. No one should like or dislike them as persons, since persons must be
rational agents, and not being rational agents they are not persons. This ig entirel
compatible with its being right that one sometimes like or even dislike them in
considering their acts. It just isn’'t ever the case that one should like or thdikas
persons in considering their acts. In using the expression “as a persani hotenly

to distinguish liking or disliking someone as a person from liking or disliking him as, say
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an athlete or pianist, but also to convey that liking or disliking him does not extend

beyond his bare personhood to, say, his being one’s friend or teacher. In liking one’s
friend as one’s friend, one certainly likes him asgliesonwho is one’s friend. Perhaps,
though, one should like one’s friend not merely as a person, but also as the person who is
onefriend, in considering his act. Perhaps, then, one should like him to a greater extent

in considering his act than one otherwise would. | want to convey that the liking relevant
to moral responsibility is impartial. It is the liking that remains whenhtbaght of

someone’s special role as one’s friend (or whatever) is removed.

Small children presumably acquire more and more moral responsibility for more
and more of their acts as they develop into persons. Similarly, psychotics osrihid
regain moral responsibility by degrees as they descend into and emerge from the
psychosis. Personhood is not all-or-nothing. For this reason, “allowances” ae mad
even for the wrong acts of sane adults, when they act in conditions of stresssethab
reduce the degree to which they can act as persons.

| speak of liking and disliking rather than of “pro” and “con” or “positive” and
“negative” attitudes toward someone because liking and disliking have the same
generality while retaining the emotional resonance of ordinary speekimg bir
disliking someone as a person when it is possible to become or remain personally and/or
communally involved with him seems to entail a positive or negative attitude toward such

involvement with hinf* A positive or negative attitude toward communal involvement

% Here | have in mind Peter Strawson’s conclusieggrding the link between attributing moral
responsibility for his acts to someone and assurfpagicipant reactive attitudes” toward him — aities
that we take with someone with whom participate or are ready to participate, in an “interpersonal
relationship” (“Freedom and Resentment” [1962]Ekstrom 2001, 183-204; 190,192). However,
Strawson sees what he calls a “negative” parti¢ipsactive attitude toward another as entailing an
acceptance of full involvement with him rather agpudiation of involvement with him or a readinéss
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with someone would consist in a readiness or reluctance to have someone as a member of
one’s real or imagined community, and to act toward and together with him agtgrdin

This would entail a readiness to have him fully participate in whatever esigite

central to the idea that one entertains of one’s community — from productive work to
ritualized worship and celebration, in which the “we” that works, worships and delebra

is felt to include him as a full-fledged participant. Perhaps a readinessnionunal

involvement with someone is a precondition for a readiness to become personally

involved with him as well, whether in a closely collaborative relationship or in a

friendship, or in both.

Liking someone as a person when one is not presently involved with him seems to
entail a readiness to become involved with him; disliking someone as a person, when one
is not presently involved with him, seems to entail a rejection of the possibistychfan
involvement. Liking someone as a person wheni®peesently involved with him
seems to entail a readiness to sustain and perhaps deepen the involvement; disliking
someone as a person when one is presently involved with him seems to entail a readiness
to withdraw. Liking or disliking someone as a person when he is dead or too distant for
there to be any likelihood of involvement with him might entail a sort of imaginary
readiness or reluctance to enter into or sustain an involvement with him. Howengr, li
and disliking someone as a person may entail more than these positive or negative
attitudes toward a possible or imagined involvement with him. Because more than this
may be entailed, | confine myself to speaking generally of liking dikithg someone as

a person rather than more specifically of having a positive or negative attivakel t

withdraw from such an involvement. Further, Stramdoesn’t say that we evemnouldparticipate in an
interpersonal relation with someone. Finally, &gan focuses exclusively upon one-on-one, or
“interpersonal,” as opposed to communal, involvetsevith people.
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involvement with him.

It seems that people should like or dislike someone as a person in considering X
only if they reasonably believe X is his intention or act, or some consequence of his act
or an event that would not have occurred had he acted differently. So, someone can be
morally responsible only for his intention or act, or some consequence of his act, or an
event that would not have occurred had he acted differently. It may be objected that w
ordinarily say that someone is morally responsible fofaiisre to do or to intend to do
something that he might have done or intended to do, or for a consequence of his
inaction. Thus, we might explain the notion that a parent is morally responsible for the
wellbeing of his children by saying if his children come to harm as a conseqoiehnis
inaction, he will be morally responsible for this consequence. However, itptesito
think of a failure to do or to intend to do A as an intention to do B, when A might have
been done or intended. We can also avoid speaking of someone as being morally
responsible for a consequence of his inaction by saying that he is morally relpforsi
an event that would not have occurred had he acted differently.

It seems clear that whenever people should like or dislike someone as a person in
considering his act or some consequence of it, they must consider his act or its
consequence as the consequence of his intention, and so would be considering his
intention. Whenever they should like or dislike someone as a person in considering an
event that would not have occurred had he acted differently, they must consider the act
that hedid perform as the consequence of his intention, and so, again, would be
considering his intention. Their reasonable belief regarding the chrasébis intention

is always what makes it right that they like or dislike him as a person. So, wheneve
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people should like or dislike someone in considering his intention, act, or an event that
would not have occurred had he acted differently, they should like or dislike him in
considering his intention alone.

A person “credits” someone for his intention (or “gives him credit” for it) in
liking him as person while and as a result of considering his intention. A person
“blames” someone for his intention in disliking him as a person while and asteofesul
considering his intention. The things that the people who should blame someone for his
intentionandthe people who should credit him for it must reasonably believe about him
are the “requirements for moral responsibility.” If these things areofrban, he “meets
the requirements for moral responsibility.” If all of the things that anyaunst
reasonably believe about someone whenever he should give him credit for hienntenti
are true, then the person who should be given adederveshis credit. If all of the
things that anyone must believe about someone whenever he should blame him for his
attention are true, then the person who should be bldesstveshis blame.

Note that, given the definition of moral responsibility offered at the beginning of
this chapter, someone can be morally responsible for an intention for which he sleserve
neither credit nor blame. As long as everything is true of him that must loaaeas
believed about him both by anyone who should give him credit for his intention and by
anyone who should blame him for it, he is morally responsible for it. It might be right fo
someone to give him credit or blame for his intention even though he doesn’t deserve this
credit or blame, since the reasonable beliefs that make this right mightebe fals

Accounts of what moral responsibility requires are sometimes offerextaisras

of what acting freely requires, or assume that the requirements formperd an act are
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also the requirements for being morally responsible for it. Such accounts propose
requirements for what they call “acting freely” that indeed réfMdtat we often have in

mind when we say that someone has acted freely or unfreely. It seems to meyhoweve
that we often say this only because we mistakenly imagine him as disddomah his

desires, or from those that are bad, or irrational, or unwanted, and so forth. When we
think such desires play a predominant role in producing his intention, we think of them as
forcing him to have this intention. We then think of him as acting unfreely. When we
think that his intention has not resulted from their influence, or has resulted from the
predominant influence of desires that we do not imaginatively dissociate from @&im, w
think of him as having acted freely.

When we say that someone “acted freely,” we ordinarily mean that he acted
without being forced to act as he did. If acting is behaving caused by intending, then
someone would be forced to act as he does by being forced to intend to behave in a
certain way. Something is forced to behave in a certain way only if it iscceubehave
in a manner other than that in which it tends on its own to behave. It is forced to assume
a certain state only if is caused to assume a state that is incompatibleevatate that its
own internal propensities would cause it to assume, given its circumstances. So,
something’s own propensities cannot force it to behave in a certain way, or teassum
certain state. Thus, a rock’s own weight (a gravitational propensity) canmeitftoc
roll downhill. Similarly, someone’s own personality (a system of propensitiesi@de
certain things with certain degrees of intensity under certain conditioms)tcrce him

to intend to behave in a certain way. Nor, really, can someone’s desiring son@tteng
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him to strive for it, no matter how intensely he may desire it, although we nagynen
that he is forced because we dissociate his desires from him.

Sisyphus can force his rock to roll uphill. Similarly, a future neurologigihim
force someone to intend to behave in a certain way, and therefore to act in that way, by
electrically stimulating his brain in a way that causes him to have désatdse has no
propensity to have — desires that are contrary to his personality. Since theeseates
contrary to his personality, the resulting intention and act are also cowtitasy
personality, and so he acts unfreely. The assumption here is that the patient has not
chosen to have his brain stimulated. If the patient had chosen to have his brain
stimulated, perhaps because he wanted to see what it would be like to have thgse stran
desires, then the resulting act would express his personality in a round-aboutdv&y, an
would be free. Even if the patiembuld have chosen to have his brain stimulated, but
hasn’t so chosen, his act is forced. It is contrary to his personality. Maybe his
personality does include an odd propensity to want external things (such as
neurosurgeons) to make him have desires that he wouldn’t otherwise have. However,
unless his desire for this manipulation itself plays a large role in cpaiisihe desires
resulting from the manipulation don’t express his personality.

A neurologist who only electrically stimulated someone’s brain in a way tha
directly causes him to have certain thoughts and to move his body in certain ways would
not be forcing him tactin that way, for he would not be forcing himitdendto behave
in that way; he would only be forcing him to behave in that way.

Although we would say that Sisyphus forces his rock uphill, we would not say

that in doing so he forces it to ralbwnhill. The reason that we would not say this is that
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once the rock is on the hillside, and nothing prevents it from descending, its own weight
causes its descent. Why, then, are we inclined to say that torture for¢estagpa
surrender information damaging to his country? Here, the torture puts into effect hi
propensity to desire something with a certain degree of intensity (théiaesdgain) in
certain general circumstances (extreme pain), and this causes bmm totentions that

fit his new configuration of desires. Doesn’t the rock’s relocation up the hillside
similarly put into its effect its propensity to move downward whenever possivie®do
notsay that the moving of the rock up the hillside forces it to roll downward, so why do
we say that torture forces someone to act as he does?

Torture forces a patriot to talk only if talking is contrary to his personality.
Personality is a system of propensities to have certain desires, and so iswaidpe
rock’s gravitational propensity. To solve this problem, then, we need to see how the
patriot’s divulgence of information is contrary to his personality. We can saipk,
that a patriot is forced to divulge information under torture — that the divulgence is
unfree — if (a) because of his circumstances (being tortured), no otherrastEessible
to him, (b) he would choose not to be in these circumstances if possible, and (c) if he
weren't in circumstances making no other act seem possible to him he would not divulge
the information. Someone who leaps out of the window of a burning building in order to
escape the flames is similarly forced to so, because he meets theosditierss. No
other act is thinkable, he wouldn’t be in the burning building if he could help it, and if he
weren't in circumstances that make doing anything other than leaping out a window

unthinkable he wouldn’t leap out of the window. His act is contrary to his personality.
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This way of understanding the tortured patriot’s unfreedom, or that of the man in
the burning building, requires that we see a drug addict as acting frealyhehakes his
drug in order to alleviate his withdrawal symptoms or to satisfy a cravihehaishes
he didn’'t have. Similarly, it requires that we see someone as acting fieatyhe stays
home so as not to get rained on. It must spessibleto the drug addict (unless his
withdrawal symptoms are truly torturous) to not take the drug, or to the person who stays
home to go ahead with his plans despite the rain. We do ordinarily regard the drug addict
as taking his drug freely, and the person who stays home when it rains as doiegyso fre
This is not to say that we don't also think of the drug addict as a “slave” to his addiction,
and of someone as being forced by the rain to stay home. Of course we do. But strict
consistency with our ordinary judgments regarding the freedom and forcing ofaghysic
motion (as in the case of the rock) requires that we prefer the ordinary asdessine
matter according to which the addict and the rain-averse person act freely.

It might at first appear that my justification for regarding the todynariot as
being forced to talk also justifies the conclusion that a man who assaults someahe in a f
of rage does so freely. The enraged man sees no other act as possible, would not have
chosen to be in the situation that he is in, and would not assault anyone if he weren't in
such a situation. However, the tortured patriot and the enraged man are distinguished by
the different reasons for their inability to see any other act as possildeorfired
man’scircumstancescircumstances that he would not have chosen, prevent any other act
from seeming possible to him. The enraged man’smevsonalityprevents any other
act from seeming possible to him. So, his act very much expresses his personadisy, and

such is free.
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Perhaps someone might want to say that crimes of passiootdree acts.

However, if they are not, then the passionate criminal doesn’'t deserve blame fonéis c
any more than someone would deserve blame for being shoved into someone else by a
third party. If the passionate criminal is blameless, then he should not be punished.
Instead, he should be treated in the way that psychotics are treated when they beha
destructively. This would require such sweeping changes in our penal systéme tha
burden of proof is surely on those who would assert that such crimes are not freely
committed.

Alternately, someone might want to say that while the tortured patriot freely
divulges his country’s secrets, he isn’t morally responsible for doing so. Perhaps those
who make this claim would explain his lack of moral responsibility for what he goes b
saying that if his desire not to be in pain is so overwhelming that he reallyttoak'of
do anything other than what would enable him to satisfy it, then in betraying hisycountr
he isn't acting as person He isn’t acting as a person, because a person is a rational
agent, and a rational agent is one able to conceive of a wide range of possible agts, and t
formulate complex strategies for attaining ultimate ends. The urgéigy desire to
escape pain prevents him from conceiving of any acts beyond the one that willrbring
end to his agony. So, no one with an adequate view of his situation should like or dislike
him as gersonin considering his act. It seems to follow, then, that he is not morally
responsible for it.

However, the same consideration would then have to excuse someone who kills in
a fit of rage from moral responsibility for his act. Such a person often can’t think of

doing anything other than assaulting the object of his anger, just as the tortud patri
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can't think of doing anything other than what would bring an end to his agony. But if our
present penal practices are right, then the passionate criminal must dg rspainsible

for his act. So, someone’s loss of ability to conceive of alternate actsrak@thim

lose his moral responsibility. Surely, the tortured pris@rét morally responsible for

his divulgence of information. Since his lack of moral responsibility can’'t be due to his
inability to conceive of alternate acts, it must due to his lack of freedom. Heaa umf

that his inability to conceive of other acts is forced upon him. He isn’t morally
responsible for his act because he acts unfreely.

How, then, can we respond to the argument that since someone who acts under
the influence of a desire so urgent that he cannot think of anything other thanrgatisfyi
does not act as a person, the enraged man cannot be morally responsible for His lassault
would admit that the enraged man does not act as a person. The extreme urgency of his
desire to do harm to the other man breaks down his personhood. However, part of what
leads us to like or dislike someone as a person is our sense of how resistant he is to
stresses that will result in the breakdown of his personhood, and also our sense of the
ways in which his personhood might break down: is he prone to fits of rage, panic, lust,
or despair? We should dislike the violent man as a pansmnsidering his act because
we already know that he is a person; now we kaswvell that his personhood tends to
break down in fits of rage when he is opposed. (Note that what someone does when his
persomoodbreaks down might still express his peiady.)

To say that someone is morally responsible for doing what he does when his
personhood breaks down is not to say that he necessarily deserves blame for this act.

One should not necessarily dislike him as a person in considering what he does when his
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personhood breaks down. Whether or not one should dislike him depends upon what is
normal (in the sense of meeting an ideal standard) where personal fogitmteerned.
One should dislike someone whaisnormallyprone to breakdowns of personhood that
lead him to perform a wrong act. Here the assumption is that the act is wrong.'sAn act
rightness or wrongness is independent of the integrity or collapse of the agent’s
personhood. Let us suppose, for example, that assaulting someone except in cases of
necessary self-defense is wrong. If a normal person would not have assanthed @
a fit of rage under a given set of circumstances, someone who does deserves blame

Nothing forces a leopard to go hunting or prowling for a mate. Its desires for
food and sex, which cause its behavior (perhaps via an intermediary intention, although
this is doubtful), cannot force it to do so, because they are its own states (or ongoing
events of which it is the subject). Similarly the powerful short-term debia¢sause
children to rapidly form and abandon intentions to do what they most want to do are these
children’s own states, and so cannot force them to do what they do. And the same is true
of the man who guns down the businessmen whom he believes to be alien invaders.
Here, perhaps, it is his wildly false beliefs, not the strengths of his desies, which
make him crazy. Still, since he is the subject of these beliefs, they canndtifortmedo
what he does. But animals, small children, and psychotics cannot be morally responsibl
for their acts, because they don’t act as rational agents, and therefore dapersoas.
So, freedom isn’t sufficient for moral responsibility.

Many people say that someone must be abbei¢gmnate his acts if he is to act
freely. Free action need no¢originated action, according to this view. Its freedom

only requires originativeower, sincean action caused by unoriginated desires would
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still be free as long as the agent was able to originate another desird, ihataafrained
from doing so. In originating an act, an agent would be its source; the causakgeque
leading to the action would begin in or with him.

Two sorts of arguments might be offered in support of the claim that someone
must be able to originate his acts if he is to act freely. According tashedit of
argument, if someone cannot originate his acts, then he must intend to do what suits his
unoriginated desires. But someone’s unoriginated desires are eithet @istities in
their own right or belong to a distinct “appetitive soul.” So, either his distinctedesir
force him to intend to do what suits them, or the distinct appetitive soul to which they
belong forces him to do so. Thus, he is forced to act as he does. Ultimately, though, the
hereditary and environmental factors which produce the distinct desires or thgvappe
soul to which they belong force him to behave as he does. Thus, he doesn’t act freely,
and so he doesn’t meet the requirements for moral responsibility.

The notion that our desires are entities in their own right is obviously false.
Desires cannot be conceived of except as something’s states or psychic beRasgior
sort of argument can only be sustained on the assumption that our unoriginated desires
are the states or behavior of a distinct appetitive soul. However, the claiouthat
unoriginated desires belong to a distinct appetitive soul is contradicted bypauileexe
of being the subjects of our desires in the same sense in which we are the stibjacts
thoughts. Moreover, it seems to me that it is precisely someone’s tendendydo des
certain things with a certain intensity that makes him unique and interestingy Weéhe
think about someone, we think about his tendency to desire these things. We do not think

that in directing our attention toward his desires we avert our attention fromviiiren
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we love someone, lovingm, we direct our attention toward what we take to be his good
desires, and when we dislike someone we direct our attention toward what we take to be
his bad desires. It is tempting to think that someone’s good desires are tawnhis
states or behavior, while his bad desires aren’t. However, to think this would be to
obliterate the distinction between moral badness and psychological disorder, and would
require us to conclude that guilt-feelings and repentance are manifestétitmhgsion. |
conclude, then, that someone’s bad desires are just as truly his own states or behavior as
his good desires are.

Since someone’s unoriginated desires are neither distinct entitiesriovimei
right nor belong to a distinct appetitive soul, the first sort of argument suppdming t
claim that someone must be able to originate his acts if he is to act freelgenust
rejected.

According to the second sort of argument that may be offered in support of this
claim, while someone’s desires are indeed his own, he is forced by his hemedity a
environment to have them. The hereditary and environmental factors that cause him to
be such that he tends to desire certain things to a certain extent in cectamstances
thereby force him to desire these things to that extent in those circumstélecess
thereby forced to have the inclinations that he has, and to intend to satisfy these
inclinations, and to act upon this intent if possible, unless he can originate analternat
act. Now, we can say that in tending to desire certain things with certaintieteisi
certain circumstances, someone is a cegartof person. The question, then, is whether
the things that make someone the sort of person he is thereby force him tbeadbas.

It seems to me that this cannot be so. If the things that make him the sort of person he is
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thereby force him to act in the way in which he must act because he is that sasbof per

he must already be a person capable of acting othelp@feeche is made into that sort

of person. How, though, can he be capable of acting otherwise before hsastary

person at all? Even supposing there can be a person that is not a certain sort of person, a
person that is not a certain sort of person would not have any preferences that could
motivate him (or give him a reason) to act in one way rather than another, or, indeed, to
act at all rather than to remain inactive. Such a person would be incapablaegf 8ctt

a person incapable of acting cannot be forced to act. It follows that whateverait i

makes a person the sort of person he is cannot be understood as forcing him to act as he
does. But whatever it is that makes a person the sort of person he is would thereby be a
prior cause of his act — a cause prior to any act or event of which he is the, sulijec

his causing of anything. Someone’s acting freely therefore does not reguaeryg the
originator of his act, or his being able to originate another.

Note that this argument does not depend upon the thesis that someone’s heredity
and experiences produban, as the person he is. Perhaps God makes unformed persons
and casts them down into the mold of heredity and experiences. If heredity and
experiences do produce persons, as the sorts of persons they are, then sincecthere is
person prior to this production they surely don’t force a person into a given form. The
things that produce a persasthis sort of person don't thereby force him to be this sort
of person. But even if persons precede their formation by their heredity andceagpsyi
they can’t be forced by their heredity and experiences to act as they do pfer thefy

are thus formed they are incapable of acting.
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Those who propose the origination of acts as a requirement for free action cannot
coherently draw upon the ordinary notion of free action as unforced action. They must
deny that someone acts freely when his act expresses any propensitiesamsate
antecedents all precede his own existence. Whether or not someone’s persahality i
product of his heredity and experiences is irrelevant to the question of whether or not he
is forced to do what he does. So, perhaps those who propose that free action requires
originative ability draw upon another ordinary notion of freedom as disentanglement. A
free act would be one that is not tangled up in the causal web of nature and histasy, just
we might say that a butterfly released from a net has been set feeemi$ appropriate
to call this sort of freedom “libertarian freedom”, so as to invoke the thought of
butterflies and former prisoners “at liberty.” (Note that it isabe and not its agent, that
is compared to the butterfly and former prisoner. The “causal web of nature ang’ histor
from which the act is detached, is compared to the butterfly net and jail from Wwaich t
butterfly and prisoner are released.)

Insofar as our personalities are products of heredity and experiertze vo¢ act
in libertarian freedom. Our libertarian freedom need not be complete, since our
personalities might be partly, but not entirely, products of heredity and experienc
Conveniently, those who urge that we have libertarian freedom as a result of having the
ability to originate our acts are commonly known as “Libertarians”.

It should be noted, however, that while libertarian freedom, as | have defined it,
seems to be compatible with a purely random formation of intentions, the origination of
acts is not compatible with such randomness. Origination entails libertaedornebut

there can be libertarian freedom without origination. What seems to mattertteanos
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called Libertarians, though, is not libertarian freedom itself, but rathexil®y to
originate acts. They care about libertarian freedom only in so farsahé result of an
ability to originate acts. They often show that originative ability is ity really care
about by insisting thahoral responsibilityequires what they call freedom. Only
libertarian freedom resulting from an ability to originate acts could fipusiake a
difference where moral responsibility is concerned. Random action (behawsedday
randomly arising intentions) is action for which the agmmnotbe morally responsible.
If we think that someone’s intention has arisen randomly, we cannot regard it as
expressing his personality, and so shouldn’t like or dislike him as a person in cogsideri
it.

Here | have in mind an intention that arises randomly even with respect to its
general character as, say, violent or helpful. Someone would certainly daselver
blame for intentions which in their main contours express his personality but whose
details are random (for example, the intention to punch someone in the jaw, as opposed to
punching him in the nose). Furthermore, to say that we should not like or dislike
someone as a person in considering what we believe to be his randomly arisingnintenti
IS not to say that we should not protect ourselves against people whose randomisctivity
frequently dangerous, or cannot reliably be expected not to be dangerous.

The claim might be made that while the origination of acts is not required for
freedom, it is still required for moral responsibility, since if someone doesgihate his
acts it isn’'t reallyhewho acts. This claim might be based upon the notion that not only
someone’s unoriginated desires, but even the intentions caused by these desire&) belong

an appetitive soul distinct from him. It isn’t he who intends, then, but rather the
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appetitive soul which intends within him, driving him along — or worse, an appetitive soul
within which the true, inner person is encased, carrying him along. So, any liking or
disliking of someone as a person in considering acts which are really hisiapsetil’s

acts would be misdirected. It could never be right for one to like or dishkes a

person in considering these acts, and so he couldn’t be morally responsible for them.
What | have just said in opposition to the notion that an appetitive soul distinct from us is
the real subject of our unoriginated desires applies here as well.

If moral responsibility for an act requires its origination or the abiitgriginate
another, then our punitive practices should be completely transformed. We apenfar fr
sure that someone is in any given case the originator of his act. The continuation of
present punitive practices therefore involves great moral risk. For, it seamsless
we have a special guardian-relationship to someone that makes it our duty tout@ndri
the shaping of his behavioral dispositions, such as that of a parent to a child, it is wrong
that we punish him for an act when we have serious doubts regarding his moral
responsibility for it. This is not to say that it is wrong for us to defend oursejeassa
him or to attempt to deter him from repeating his harmful acts by punishing him.
However, our present punitive acts go far beyond these limited measuressuivie aat
present, that someone should be punished for a past harmful act even when he is unlikely
to repeat it. No doubt, this punishment has some deterrent effecotiy@opeople who
would otherwise be likely to act in that way in the future. However, it seems to me — and
although this is only a “intuition” it is one that | am sure | share with many ptugle —
that it would be wrong to punish such a person only for the sake of this deterrent effect

upon other people, if it is very doubtful that he is morally responsible for the act in
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guestion. If people must originate their acts or be able to originatea#dtexcts if they
are to be morally responsible for them, then since we can’t know whether or not they
indeed originate their acts we never have the right to punish anyone.

Surely, this places a heavy burden of proof upon those who hold that someone is
morally responsible for an act that he doesn't originate only when he can @igmat
alternate act. The more difficult a social and psychological transfamabuld be, the
higher the standard that must be met for the justification of this transformadiur
acceptance of the proposal in question would require either the severe restriction of our
punitive practices or the abandonment of a liberal political system anglasement by
one in which government has the role of parental guardian. If restriction is chosen,
punishment would be administered only in order to deter the malefactor himself from the
likely repetition of his misdeed, or in order to prevent him from committing one in the
first place, when he is evidently intending to do so. Only the parent-child model of
government’s relationship to a conglomerate population would justify the punishment of
one person in order to deter another, when the first person is very likely not morally
responsible for what he has done. Either approach (the sharp restriction of our penal
practices or the transformation of our political model) would be extremeigudiff It
seems, then, that the standard of justification that the proponents of the proposal in
guestion must meet is unreachably high.

| will now review four accounts of what free action and/or moral respongibilit
requires that do not include among these requirements an ability to originatélaets

of these accounts are offered as accounts of free action, or of free action and moral
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responsibility simultaneously. | will assess these first as accoufreeadction, and then
as accounts of moral responsibility.

Harry Frankfurt proposes that someone “acts of his own free will” when his desire
to behave in a certain way causes him to behave in thismeétye wants this desire to
cause him to behave in that way8omeone’s “will”, according to Frankfurt, is a desire
of his “that moves (or will or would move) a person all the way to actdihe
qualification “or will or would move” suggests that someone’s will, when he knows that
it is impossible for him to escape from his cell, might still be that he Iéaveell. Thus
Frankfurt's “will” cannot be synonymous with “intention”, even if intentions are
reducible to certain interrelations of desire and belief, as Frankfurt nagght Bomeone
cannot intend to do what he does not think that he can do. Frankfurt seems to use “act”
to mean what | would call “mere behavior.”

| offer my stipulated distinction between the uses of “action” and “(mere)
behavior” as a convenient way of indicating whether or not behavior is intenoohal
intentional behavior is to be called “action”. Even if Frankfurt is right in holdiag t
desires cause behavior directly, rather than by causing intentions which iausen ¢
behavior, as | hold to be the case, he might still distinguish between intentional and
unintentional behavior by calling only the former “action”, as | do. It seikaly,then,
that he would call someone’s behavior “intentional” only if it is caused by the pgrson’
desire to behave in that way. So, Frankfurt might agree to call someone’s bahavior
“act” only when it is caused by his desire to behave in that way. (Such a desidetheoul

person’s will.) Frankfurt might then say that someonefaettywhen and only when

% “Freedom of the Will and the Concept of a Pers@¥,
%% |bid., 80.
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his behavior is caused by his desire to behave in this way and he wants this desire to
cause him to behave in the desired way.

Suppose, then, that Frankfurt is right in holding that desires cause behavior
directly, rather than doing so by producing the distinct motivating pro-attitadeé call
“intention”, which in turn causes behavior. It seems to me that even if he is right about
this, still, whether or not someone wants his desire to behave in a certain wayeto caus
him to behave in this way has no relevance to the question of whether or not he is forced
to act — that is, intentionally behave — as he does. It would have no relevance to this
guestion because someone can fail to want his desire to behave in a certain wsg to ca
him to behave in this way without being forced to want to behave in this way. He can
even want his desire to behave in a certain waypteause him to behave in this way
without being forced to want to behave in this way. He is forced to behave as he does
only if his behavior is contrary to his personality, which is his system of projesrtsit
want certain things under certain circumstances. His propensity to wans Misca a
feature of his personality as is his propensity to want his desire for A not ttebievet
A supporter of Frankfurt's proposal might suggest that someone’s propensity thisvant
desire for A not to be effective is somehow “deeper” than his propensity toAwant
However, | don’t see what this additional depth could consist in, other than the fact that
the desire that the desire for A not to be effective refers to a desga (ibecond-order”
desire). | don’t see how this “second-order” status of the desire that thesfde#irnot
be effective can suffice to make the striving for A contrary to a persomadith
contains a propensity to want A along with a propensity to want the wanting of A to be

ineffective. Nothing changes if the second-order desire is simply & shesito want A
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at all. 1 don’t see why the propensity to have this desire should be privileged in the
characterization of the personality over the propensity to want A. Both dares
equally characteristic of this personality. So, even if | were to accapkfiart’'s
assumption that desires cause behavior directly, | would reject Fraskdocbunt (in its
adapted formulation) as an account of what someone’s acting freely requires.

We can adapt Frankfurt’'s account of free action so that it fits my assumbipit
desires cause behavior only by causing intentions that in turn cause behaviem. It th
becomes the proposal that someone acts freely when and only when his behavior is
caused by amtentionthat he wants to have. (It couldn’t become the proposal that
someone acts freely when and only when his behavior is caused by an intention that he
intendsto maintain in himself in some way, since such an intent is so rare that if this were
what free action required we would rarely, if ever, act freely.) Again, thouglipaad
similar reason, it seems that someone’s behavior can be caused by an intention that he
doesn’t want to have, or wants not to have, without his being forced to behave in this
way. His desire not to have the intention that he has would only be one desire in the mix
of desires that together produce his intention. This desire seems no more (and no less)
expressive of his personality than his other desires are, including theateddsres that
he intends to satisfy. Since his intention expresses his personality, he =tk toact
as he does. So, his not wanting to have, or wanting not to have, the intention doesn’t
make his act unfree.

It is true that the behavior that we call “compulsive” is behavior caused by an
intention of a recurring type that the compulsive person probably doesn’t waneto ha

and “compulsive” is synonymous with “forced”. However, our calling this behavior



Fried: Self-Determination and Moral Responsibility 59

“compulsive” simply reflects our imaginative license: we imagine theopé& sntention

(or the configuration of desires that causes this intention) as somethim¢patien,

because we think that this is how it must seem to him, given his desire not to have
intentions of this type. A misleading picture of unwanted intentions as aliee®igads

us to call his behavior compulsive, and so the fact that we call it this shouldn’t lead us t
think that his behavior is unfree. To say that his behavior is free, though, is not to say
that he is morally responsible for it. He probably isn't.

Perhaps, though, Frankfurt's account, adapted to fit my intention-based scheme,
works as an account of moral responsibility. Perhaps someone’s being morally
responsible for his behavior requires his wanting to intend to behave in that way. This
proposal initially seems plausible, because someone might attempt to excssk hi
from reproach or punishment by claiming that he hadn’t wanted to behave in the way in
guestion. I reject it, though, because it is incompatible with the assumptiogsitieat
our actual punitive practices. We seem to assume that unless we have a special
relationship to someone, such as that of a parent to a child, that makes it our duty to
positively contribute to the shaping of his behavioral dispositions, it is bad that veé puni
him when he is not morally responsible for his bad behavior. The rules governing the
deliberations of juries regarding someone’s liability for punishment presurcadbify
our ordinary thinking about what makes it okay (not bad) that someone be punished, and
our ordinary thinking about this should guide our inquiry. If juries don’t worry about
whether or not someone wanted to intend to harm a person then, we should presume that
his wanting to intend to harm the person isn’t a requirement for his being morally

responsible for harming that person. And, in fact, jut@st ordinarily worry about
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whether or not someone wanted to intend to harm someone else when they deliberate
over whether or not to punish him. They worry about whether he intended the harm, but
not about whether he wanted to intend the harm. So, someone’s wanting to intend to do
something wouldn’t be a requirement for his being morally responsible for doing it.

Juries may indeed be inclined to punish people less severely when they think that
these people don’t want to intend to do the bad things that they intend to do. However,
this inclination does not show that we don’t regard such people as morally responsible for
their acts. It only shows that we regard them as having antessemoral responsibility
for their acts. That is, we think that they deserve less blame — that we shoulddss/e a |
unfavorable attitude toward them. Presumably, the extent of the severity withitnbkic
okay, or even right, that we punish people for their acts is somehow proportional to the
intensity with which we should dislike them as persons in considering these acts.

Gary Watson offers another proposal about free action that can be reframed as a
proposal about moral responsibility. Watson proposes that one acts freely when “what
one most values [is] what one is finally moved to ¢f&t.t is his “valuing” of a thing
that moves him to get it by means of his act, if he acts freely: someoneeabtsihen
and only “his actions flow from his evaluational systéf Watson’s “valuing” might be
interpreted as a special sort of “pro”-attitude toward the thing that is vaaibdr than
the belief that the thing has any real goodness or rightness. However, in invoking Pla
as the inspiration for his proposal Watson speaks explicitly of “the good,” and of
“judging good,” and in so doing seems to endorse a conception of goodness as a property

that resides in things independently of anyone’s attitude toward these thimgap$iee

27 See “Free Agency” [1975], in Ekstrom 2001, 92-195;
%8 |bid., 101.
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wishes to leave open the question of whether evaluative utterances are topbetetters
claims or as expressions of attitudes. | am interested in the proposal tkahsamts
freely only insofar as he is motivated by his desire for whatever is bestvqiié then
do what he thinks best, for the sake of its being best.) For present purposes, | will
attribute this proposal to Watson.

Does Watson have in mind that someone who acts freely must be motivated by a
desire for what it is bestverall, or by a desire for what is best fum? The first
interpretation doesn’t necessarily require that a free agent be astattince he might
stupidly misperceive private goods as universal ones. The second inteypretesn’t
necessarily require that a free agent be selfish, either, sincepfigl laet may be what is
best forhim.*® | will leave this question open.

It should be noted that Watson’s proposal loses whatever plausibility it has as
soon as it is adapted so as to reflect the language of “right” and “wrong”, as dppose
“good” and “bad”. It then becomes the proposal that someone acts freely only assofar
he is motivated by his desire to do whatever is right, under the direction of his judgment
that a certain act would be right. This would be far too restrictive. Most of tbg icas
which we think that someone deserves blame for acting as he did (cases in which we
therefore assume that he acted freely) are not cases in which we think #ta¢d as he
did in order to do whatever is right. There is some plausibility to the claim thaepeopl
always do what they do for the sake of the goodness of the act or of its anticipated

consequence. (For example, they think that the pleasure it brings them is something

% plato himself has Diotima winning Socrates’ asserthe proposal that people “want the good to be
theirsforever.” Symposiumtrans. A. Nehamas and P. WoodruffPilato: Complete Worksd. John M.
Cooper (Hackett Publishing Company: IndianopolishBedge 1997), 206a. Emphasis added.
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good.) There is no plausibility to the claim that people always do whatever thety do f
the sake of the rightness that they attribute to doing it.

We can align Watson'’s proposal more closely with my own picture of motivation
if we say that someone’s predominant desire to do whatever is best causebéimavie
as he thinks best by causing himrtendto behave in that way. Someone acts freely
only insofar as the intention that causes his behavior is caused by his judgmens that it
best to behave in that way, together with his predominant desire to do whatever is best
This doesn’t entail that an agent would regard his unfree act as bad. He might not be
thinking about its value at all.

Watson sees behavior that isn’t caused by a desire for whatever is lmastes ¢
by a passion or urge. He sees someone whose passion or urge causes his behavior as
forced by the passion or urge to behave in that way. Apparently, then Watson sees
someone’s passion or urge as an alien entity inhabiting or impinging upon him. Or else,
he sees someone’s impassioned or urge-driven alter-ego as pulling and pushing him
along. |therefore reject Watson’s proposal as an account of free action’t $ee that
someone whose intention isn’t caused by such a judgment, but is instead caused by his
passions or urges, would therefore be forced to have the intention that he has. | don’t see
this, because | don’t see someone’s passions and urges as entities alien to him, or as
properties of an entity alien to him. | see them rather as attitudes or eviewiognt
events of which he is the subject.

How does Watson’s account of what makes an act free do as a proposal regarding
moral responsibility? This would be the proposal that someone is morally respémsible

his act only when he is motivated by his desire to do what is best. Again, such an
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account is incompatible with the assumptions that guide our ordinary punitive @actice
For one thing, it entails that we would think it wrong to punish anyone for his criminal
behavior whenever he behaved in that way just because he was so inclined rather than
because he thought it best that he behave in that way. Anyone whose bad behavior isn’t
motivated by the mistaken opinion that this behavior is good would be excused from
moral responsibility for it, and moral responsibility is an apparent preregjtosit

liability for punishment. But even with regard to those people who intend to behave in a
way that turns out to be bad when this intention is caused by a motivating judgment that
this behavior is good, this account of moral responsibility fails. Juries don't think that

is the causing of someone’s criminal behavior by his judgment that this belsayomd

that makes him morally responsible for this behavior, and therefore liable for puntshme
They don’t even think that this contributes to his moral responsibility. They don’tenquir
about it.

John Martin Fischer proposes that someone is morally responsible for his act
when there is some possible state of affairs in which the psychic “mechanism” tha
actually causes his behavior might function in a way that involves his “recogrofi a
“sufficient reason to do otherwise” and might as a result cause him to do cg&rwi
But the psychic mechanism that operates in the case of acts motivated by whghive m
call “uncontrollable passion” is simply the causing of action by such uncontrollable
passion, and therefooan’t function in a way that involves his recognition of a sufficient
reason to do otherwise. Someone driven by his sudden rage to commit a violent crime
therefore couldn’t, according to Fischer’s account, be morally responsiltfeefbadness

of his violence. Yet a very large percentage of our punitive responses aredb act

% The Metaphysics of Free Will: An Essay on Conidhckwell Publishers: Cambridge 1994), 164-168.
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violence caused by sudden rages, just as a very large percentage of our homongonfe
responses are to acts of heroism and generosity caused by sudden bursistaf altr
feeling. These are behavior-causing psychic mechanisms that simplfuoation in a

way involving the recognition of a sufficient reason to do otherwise, where this
recognition would cause the person to do otherwise. Fischer’s account therefaesrequi
too major a transformation in our rewarding and punitive practices to be acceptable

Susan Wolf's account of the personal requirements for moral responsibility is
more satisfactory, and | will adopt something lik& itWolf speaks only of
“responsibility”, but clearly has in mind what | have been calling “morgdaesibility.”

She seems to regard someone’s acting freely and his being morally resgpfordiis act

as entailing one another, and so presents her account as an account of what is required fo
bothfree action and moral responsibility. | don’t think that action must meet her

proposed requirements to be free (unforced), but I do think that it must meet remqigrem

like these if the agent is to be morally responsibility for it.

Wolf proposes that “what responsibility really requires is the ability tinac
accordance with and on the basis of the True and the Gbddete Wolf speaks of
goodness rather than of rightness. However, since she also says that itthevalaite
concerned with might be described as the ability to do the right thing for Lte rig
reasons,” it seems permissible to interpret her as holding that someonehmeetsonal
requirements for moral responsibility just in case he is able to form rddsdrsdiefs
regarding what it would be right that he do, and to act accordingly. In actingliaxcgtyr

he would presumably be motivated primarily by a desire to do whatever is right, under

31 Freedom Within Reasdi®xford University: New York 1990), 68-73.
32 H
Ibid., 71.
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the guidance of his reasonable belief regarding what it would be right that he do.
Someone’s moral responsibility for an act would then require that he can be naotivate
primarily by a desire to do whatever is right, and that he can form reastetibfe

about the rightness and wrongness of his possible acts.

Even if we interpret Wolf's account as focusing upon someone’s ability to
recognize the comparative goodness or badness (rather than rightness or sgjarfgne
the acts that he can perform, this account is superior to Watson'’s, which also focuses
upon beliefs regarding what is good or bad. Watson holds that someone’s moral
responsibility for his act requires that his desire for whatever is best gzl him to
perform it. Wolf holds that someone need onlyabketo do something for the sake of
its being best, and able to see what is best. Wolf's account thus enables us to regard
people who are driven to commit violent crimes by sudden rages as deservindanlame
their bad acts, while Watson’s doesn’t. Her account passes the test of coitypaithil
our punitive practices. It seems that all beings which we think it okay faroomts to
punish are able to recognize the real value of their possible acts and kle doeda
what is in fact best for the sake of its being best. However, none of the beingswghic
think it wrong for our courts to punish, such as animals, small children, and psychotics,
are able to do this. It seems to me, though, that someone’s ability to recbgnize t
comparativeightness or wrongness his possible acts, rather than their comparative
goodness or badness, is what directly matters here. His ability to measdnegs and
badness would matter only insofar as the rightness or wrongness of an act depends upon

its comparative degree of intrinsic and/or instrumental goodness or badness.
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People can be morally responsible for their acts to a greater or lesser. degre
example, we ordinarily think that great stress reduces a sane adult'sespaisibility
for an act. Wolf's proposal suggests that it might do this by reducing his adility
recognize the real comparative rightness and wrongness of his various belugtiore.

He would then be less able to behave in the way that is in fact right, even when kis desir
to do whatever is right predominates.

Someone’s being morally responsible for his act doesn’t seem to require that he
have been aware of other possibilities when his intention began. However, it seems to
require his awareness of other possibilities while his intention endures. Erenaas
of alternate possibilities is entailed by the requirements for moral rebpionghat Wolf
proposes — that someone is morally responsible for his act when and only when é&e is abl
to see what he should do and able to do it for the sake of its rightness. He can see what
he should do only if he can see that it is more right than anything else that he can do.

It is unclear what aability to be motivated primarily by a desire to do whatever
is right would involve. It seems that if anyone’s desire to do whatever is rigitt is
weak to motivate him, then for all practical purposes he is utale motivated by this
desire. In this case, though, whenever someone isn’t primarily motivated bgait’he
be primarily motivated by it. So, perhaps Wolf simply means to require that someone
have some desire to do whatever is right. Perhaps this is indeed a requirementlfor mora
responsibility. However, | am inclined to regard it as a requirement fsompleood. |
have proposed that someone is morally responsible for X just in case everythin@fs true
him that must reasonably be believed about him both by anyone who in considering X

should like him as a person and by anyone who in considering X should dislike him as a
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person. If having a desire to do whatever is right is a requirement for personhood, then it
would be redundant to list it as a requirement for moral responsibility. But Viédies
proposed requirement, that someone be able to form reasonable beliefs about the
rightness and wrongness of his proposed acts, is insufficient. Such a person w@ght ha
intentions, or even intention-causing desires, induced in him through hypnosis and the
like. I would suggest instead, as an additional requirement, that the intention for whic

he is morally responsible express his personality — his system of prosetustiaeve

certain desires, of certain strengths, under certain circumstancesorteowte acts

upon an intention that expresses his personality would be acting freely. So, someone’s

moral responsibility for his act requires that he act freely.
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3. Moral goodness and badness

These, then, are the requirements for moral responsibility that | propose — the
things that both the people who should blame someone for his intantidéhe people
who should give him credit for it must alike reasonably believe about him: (1) his
intention must express his personality, and (2) he must be able to have reasoredble beli
about the degree of his intended agghtness or wrongnesas compared to that of
other possible acts. | have been urging that free action is action exprhssaggmt’'s
personality. If this is correct, then the first requirement for moral regpltydor acts is
just the requirement that the agent have acted freely. His ability todas@nable
beliefs about the degree of his act’s rightness or wrongness would entail grt@bili
have reasonable beliefs about the degree of its intrinsic and/or instrumental gawdnes
badness, sinceneof the things that can make an act right or wrong is that it produces
more good or bad than the alternatives do.

| formulate the first requirement as the expressigoeo$onalityby intention,
rather than the expression of desires (in their overall configuration) loyiontebecause
| am queasy about speaking of someone as unconsciously desiring something. Rather
than thinking of someone as having enduring desires that pop into consciousness from
time to time, | would rather say that he has enduring propensities to have tiese de
under certain general conditions. | have argued that the prisoner who talksoutuder t
and the person who leaps from the window of a burning building, do so unfreely because
these acts don’t express their personalities. So, they certainly acealtymesponsible
for these acts. It took some examining to see why these acts don’t express thei

personalities, since their personalities do, after all, include propensitiamt to escape
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from extreme stress in any way possible. It is much more obvious that if somem@ne w
directly caused (by a neurosurgeon or hypnotist, for example) to desire thahps thas

no propensity to desire, without having chosen this temporary induction of desires, he
would not be morally responsible for intentions dependent upon these desires. It sounds
odd to say that he would not have “intended” freely, but he would clearly have been
forced to intend as he does, in the same way that Sisyphus forces his rock uphil. In a
case, if he were to carry out his intention, he would be acting unfreely. Only when
someone’s intention expresses his personality does he act freely.

As for what rightness and wrongness are, | will leave this an open question. |
assume only that rightness and wrongness are real properties (as opposed to “X is
right/wrong” type-utterances being expressions of positive or negatiwelajt for |
assume that people can really be morally responsible for things. If riglatmess
wrongness aren't real, then my definition of moral responsibility, relggig does upon
a statement about what “should” be the case, makes no sense.

“Right” can’t simplymean“productive of at least as much good as any other
option,” as opposed to being a distinct property that an act vasue ofits
productiveness of at least as much good as any alternate act would prodsieasytto
think of cases in which the act that at lesestmgo produces the most good isn’t right.
Fantastic thought-experiments make this obvious: for example, Dostoevskg'sica
which the torture of a child would bring about utopia, or the case in which the extraction

of an innocent man’s vital organs might save the lives of several p&opleeal-world

% philipa Foot, “Killing and Letting Die,” irfContemporary Moral Problem§" ed., ed. James E. White
(Thompson Wadsworth 2009) 166-171, 166, reprintechfJoy L. Garfield and Patricia Hennessey,
Abrtion: Moral and Legal Perspectivé8mherst: The University of Massachusetts Pres84),9.77-185;
also Louis P. Pojman, “Strengths and WeaknessHBsildarianism”, in Exploring Ethics ed. Steven M.
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example would be that of Gauguin, who can present the world with the fruits of his
artistic talent and inspiration only by abandoning his family. More prosgisalneone
may think that it would be best, although wrong, for her to lie on her resume -- best
because best for her and her family while not harming her prospective emgtoye
doesn’t matter that it may also suit her desires to lie on her resume; thes pbattshe
thinks it best, although wrong. Such cases also make it doubtful, although not
impossible, that an act’s productiveness of at least as much good as arayiater
necessarily makes it rigfit.

Even if all right acts produce at least as much good as any alternativdl,aotd a
producing at least as much good as any alternative are right, it is sallomovenient to
speak in terms of rightness and wrongness than in terms of productiveness of goodness
and badness. Furthermore, when we try to determine our duty, or deliberate over whether
to do it, we use the words “right” and “wrong” in our thinking, rather than expressions
explicitly indicating an act’s greater or lesser degree of goodness-prardutti such
cases, our thought that one of the possible acts would produce the most good may be
what makes us think that it is right. However, we ultimately focus on higegs.

This is not to deny that we may think about what it would best to do, without
considering the question of what it would be right to do. If a sense of obligation does not
infuse our musings, we are probably not considering the question of what it is right to do.
In the next chapter, | will argue that when we deliberate over whether twr dot

something other than what we are inclined to do we necessarily deliberateheteemw

Cahn (OUP 2009), 104-111, 109, reprinted from Pajm@w Should We Live? An Introduction to Ethics
(Wadsworth 2005).

% pojman formulates “act utilitarianism” as the diet that “An act is right if and only if it resslin as
much good as any available alternative.” 1pid4.
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or not to do what we think would be more right than what we are inclined to do. We
would consider the intrinsic or instrumental goodness of the act in question only insofar
as we think that the act’s intrinsic or instrumental goodness is what maikgs. it r
Someone whose intention expresses his personality and who can have reasonable

beliefs about his act’s comparative rightness or wrongness is mosglynsble for his
intention. If he is an evidently sane and intellectually competent human aeutayw
assume that he meets these requirements. Some further reasonable belrefralmist
then make it right that we like or dislike him as a person in considering his amtenti

There seem to be three kinds of cases in which someone who meets the
requirements for personal responsibility would deserve credit for his intentiease Bre
the three ways in which someone wouldarally goodin having the intention that he
has. Each way of being morally good can be given its own name, in very rough
conformity to ordinary usag®.

First, someone would deserve credit for his intention if he intends to perform an
act that he reasonably believes to be right, and intends to perform it at |dgsbpéne

sake of its rightness. We can call this sort of moral goodness “conscientiGusness

% The following classification of types of moral gbwss is similar to what Utilitarians and Deontdsts
alike have proposed. On the Utilitarian side, GMBore’s two types of intrinsically good “virtue”
correspond to what | call conscientiousness anctiped virtue Principia Ethica[Buffalo: Prometheus
Books, 1988], 177-180). Mill must have at least tlonscientious sort of moral goodness in mind wieen
remarks that “...the motive has nothing to do with thorality of the action, though much with the vkort
of the agent” tilitarianism, On Liberty, Considerations on Repeatative Governmergd. Geraint
Williams [London: J.M. Dent 1993], 19). On the Dewlogical side, D. H. Prichard applies the names
“virtue” and “moral goodness” to Moore’s two typekintrinsically good virtue (“Does Moral Philosoph
Rest on a Mistake?”, fromind, XXI (1912), 487-499, in Joseph Margolis, edantemporary Ethical
Theory: A Book of Readin@ew York: Random House, 1966), 47-66, 58, 59-60). In proposing three
species of “morally good” action, of which actiomtivated by the desire to do whatever is rightris,o
W.D. Ross divides the other sort of moral goodmetsstwo separate categoriekhg Right and the Good
ed. Philip Stratton-Lake [Oxford: Clarendon Pre88@, 2002], 160). Kant only recognizes the
conscientious sort of moral goodness. His “godd sithat of the morally good agent intending alys

to conform his activity to the moral law. Acts thght to conform tdhe moral law would ordinarily be
called “right” solely in virtue of this conformity.



Fried: Self-Determination and Moral Responsibility 72

Strictly speaking, though, if we take ordinary usage as our guide, conscirasus
doesn’t require that someone’s beliefs about what is right and wrong be reasibnable;
requires only that someone do what he thinks is right for the sake of this supposed
rightness. So, moréladnessantake the form of conscientiousness as well — the bad
conscientiousness of someone who intends to perform an act thaiglasonably
believes to be right for the sake of this supposed rightness, when the act \wnaadjy
There is a good conscientiousness and a bad conscientiousness. By “conscientibusness”
will mean good conscientiousness, however, unless the context indicates oth&ivese
conscientious person’s desire to do whatever is right would play a prominent role in the
production of his intentions — and this is true of bad as well as good conscientiousness.
Second, someone would deserve credit for his intention to perform an act which
he reasonably believes to be right, and which he would not intend to perform if he
believed it to be wrong, when he intends to perform it at least partly for the salee of t
goodnesshat he reasonably attributes to it. This goodness might be either intrinsic or
instrumentaf® | can't think of a better name for this sort of moral goodness than
“idealism.” However, just as in the case of conscientiousness there cande a ba
conscientiousness, so here as well there can be a bad idealism — the idealisnoré some
whose beliefs about what is good and bad are unreasonable and false. Such an idealism
would be a form of moral badness. But again, when in speaking of idealism | do not
clearly indicate that | have bad idealism in mind | will be referringatod idealism. The

idealistic person’s desire to do whatevebestwould play a prominent role in the

% |f someone intentionally brings about some stét&ffairs by means of a core act, then the bringing
about of this state of affairs by means of the @mtds his “greater” act. If he reasonably bedethis
resulting state of affair's goodness to outweigh¢bre act’'s badness (if any), then he reasonaigves
the greater act to be good. It seems to me teagrater act’'s goodness would be intrinsic, wihigecore
act’s goodness would be instrumental.
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production of his intentions, whether his idealism is bad or good.

Third, someone would deserve credit for his intention to perform an act which he
reasonably believes to be right, and which he would not intend to perform if he believed
it to be wrong, when he performs it (a) for its own sake, when acts of this kind tend to be
right or very good, or (b) for the sake of something that is very good (although rtoe for t
sake of this goodness). It seems appropriate to call this kind of moral goodness. virt
Rather than having goodness itself as its goal it aims at very good aettaof kinds,
such as the helping of others, or at bringing about certain kinds of very good states or
situations, such as scientific understanding, or the enjoyment of beautifys.thi

Someone might object to my distinction between “idealism” and “virtue” that
whenevemwe do what we are inclined to do we do so for the sake of the goodness of what
we are doing, even if we don’t have the word “good” in mind. This claim that wgslwa
act for the sake of goodness might be motivated by the thought that the goodness of an
act or of anything that we might hope to bring about through the act consists in its
fulfillment of some necessary desire of ours, so thaapiparentgoodness of it would
consist in its seeming to offer us what has ordinarily been described aflfdétient.”

That is, all that is required for something to seem good for us is that it gdelfillt or
complete, us. According to this position, to think to ourselves that it would be “good” to
do something is only to explicitly state what we already feel when we yneagit to do

it. I regard this position as quite plausible. If | were to accept it, | wouldtbave

abandon the distinction between virtue and idealism. There would only be two kinds of
moral goodness: conscientiousness and virtue. “ldealists” would just be virtuous people

who explicitly formulate the abstract idea of goodness (as, say, condwssvengersonal
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fulfillment). Or rather, virtuous people would be thinking “idealistically” whegyt
explicitly formulate for themselves what it is about an act that inclhress to perform it.
Usually, virtuous people wouldn’t have any such formulation explicitly in mind.
Nevertheless, its content would have to be implicitly present to them; they wouldhave t
somehow “feel” (or vaguely imagine) that the act in question promisesriighll, or
whatever it is that goodness really consists in.

Having noted the possibility of adjusting my proposal regarding the forms of
moral goodness in this way, | will return to distinguishing between the idealism of
someone who does what he does for the sake of its goodness and the virtue of someone
who only does what is in fact best for its own sake. This distinction seems tb oefle
ordinary thinking about kinds of motivation — that we osynetimeslo things for the
sake of their goodness, and at other times pay no attention to the value of what we are
inclined to do.

Idealism and virtue entail an overriding conscientiousness in cases wheiis what
reasonably believed to be the right thing to do cannot be done with a typically iclealist
or virtuous intention — cannot be done either for the sake of goodness (the idealistic
intention) or for the sake of something good (the virtuous intention). Someone’sndealis
in having the intention that he has would entail that he is generally conscientibus wit
respect to any possible act that seems to him tbdryeght thing to do, but which does
not seem to him to be best. Similarly, someone’s virtue in having the intention that he
has would entail that he is generally conscientious with respect to any possthk a
seems to him to be thight thing to do, and which he wouldn’t perform for its own sake

or for the sake of anything that might be brought about through its performance. So, for
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example, when the idealistic person thinks that it wouldditer, overall, when the
goodness of the consequences are considered, to spend his time helping Mike than to
keep his promise to Tom, but he thinks that his keeping his promise to Tom is
nevertheless theght thing to do, he will keep his promise to Tom for the sake of the
rightness of doing so. Similarly, if we replace the idealistic person in th&isn with a
virtuous person whose specific virtue is that he loves helping people, so that he would
otherwise intend to help Mike (which, let us assume, would be a very good thing for him
to do), still, when he thinks that his keeping his promise to Tom is the right thing to do,
he will keep his promise to Tom for the sake of the rightness of doing so.

Virtue is a more restricted sort of moral goodness than idealism, becausamseome
can be virtuously inclined to perform a certain kind of good act for its own sakeuwlit
being similarly inclined to perform other kinds of good acts for their own sakes.ngelpi
others and thinking about the meaning of life are both good, but someone who is inclined
to be helpful for its own sake need not be reflective. There are different kindsuef vir
each kind being distinguished by the kind of good thing that it aims at. There is only one
kind of idealism. Idealism always aims at goodness itself, and goodnessasithe
everywhere. Someomeighthave all of the different kinds of virtue, but this is unlikely.

We can reasonably conclude that someone is conscientious when we see that his
act is the sort of act that people usually perform only for the sake of itsegghtas
would be the case with acts of uncomfortable promise-keeping and truth-tellirg). W
may then conclude that he has a fairly strong desire to do whatever is right,tahstha
desire will reappear to motivate him in the future with unusual frequency, unynfig

prominently in the configurations of desire that generate his intentions. Ourakkeson
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conclusion that he has a propensity to intend to do whatever he believes to be right, and
that his beliefs regarding what is right are reasonable, makes our liking hipeason
the right attitude for us to have toward him. We should give him credit for his intention.

We can reasonably conclude that someone is idealistic when it is evident that he
consistently does things that are not only right, but also very good, and very good in a
variety of ways. This is especially true when there are other, less good but more
immediately or intensely pleasant things that it would have been no less might WWe
should then like him as a person in considering any intention of his that seems to fit into
this general pattern of activity. At the same time, we would be considbearggnheral
pattern of activity into which this intention seems to us to fit. So, we should give him
credit both for the individual intention and for his general pattern of activity. tNate
there is no inconsistency here with my position that whenever we deliberate otleerwhe
or not to do something we aren’t inclined to do, it would always be for the sake of its
rightnessthat we would decide to do it. If someone intends to do only what he takes to
be the best of the things that he thinks rightthe sake of their goodneghis would be
because he has a predominant desire to do whatever is best, given that it isatgloseB
of this desire’s comparatively great strength, he is inclined to do whasewvet only
right, but best, and as a result intends to do so.

It seems, though, that our consideration of a single act would never permit us to
reasonably conclude that the agent is idealistic, since this act would only bedwoé ki
good act, or would only be the bringing about of one kind of good thing. Our
consideration of a single right act that is better, although less immgdaietensely

pleasant, than other possible right acts would only allow us to reasonably conclude that
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the ageneitherhas the corresponding kind of virtue or is idealistic, and thatdizably
only has the corresponding kind of virtue, since this is a much more common occurrence.

Moreover, we would be able to reasonably conclude that he is virtuous or
(creditably) idealistic only if we reasonably concluded treateasonably believes the act
right, andthat he would not have performed it had he believed it wrong. His belief in the
act’s rightness would usually be implicit. He would declare it right if heaeked for
his opinion, and would able to defend this opinion if challenged to do so.

In the absence of evidence to the contrary, it is reasonable to assume tigat a sa
adult’s beliefs about what is right and wrong are reasonable. So, if weassermeone’s
act is right (that is, not less right than any alternative), we can rédg@saume that he
reasonably believes the act right. Evidence that this is not so might include his
performance of an act that seems wrong, when past observation and/or trustworthy
testimony suggest that he is conscientious. In this case, we would have to cbesider t
possibility that he unreasonably believes the act to be right.

Reliable evidence regarding someone’s past behavior is also required & tee ar
reasonably conclude that someone would not have performed an act had he believed it
wrong. Suppose someone gives a beggar money that he has promised to return to a
lender by a certain hour. Giving money to beggars is in general good, but the rigltness
this particular charitable act is doubtful, given the donor’s promise to retumaihey.

We should conclude that he would not have performed the act if he thought it wrong only
if we have seen him keeping past promises when it was difficult for him to do so, or have
heard trustworthy reports that he has done so. We cannot reasonably conclude, on the

basis of our observation of a single act that the agent would not have performed it if he
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had thought it more right that he do something else.

It is reasonable to assume, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, that
someone has a normal degree of concern with doing only what is right — that he would at
least avoid whatever he believes toveeywrong. And, as | have already noted, we can
reasonably assume, in the absence of evidence to the contrary, that his beliefghabout
is right and wrong are reasonable. So, we can reasonably conclude that someone whose
act is not only right but better than another equally right and more easilympedarct is
to some extentirtuous, and perhaps idealistic.

Someone is morally good in intending to do something when he is conscientious
or idealistic or virtuous in so intending. Someone who meets the requirements for moral
responsibility is morallypadin intending to do something whenever he intends to do
something which can only reasonably be believed to be wrong. He is morally bad in
intending to do something even whenumeeasonalyl believes that what he intends to do
is right, and when he intends to do it for Hakeof this rightness that he unreasonably
ascribes to it. He may therefore be conscientious (in intending to do somettimgy for
sake of its supposed rightness) as well as morally bad. This is the bad consciesgtiousne
that | mentioned above. He may also be idealistic in a bad way, as | have noteg — doi
what is wrong for the sake of the goodness that he unreasonably and falslegsdedt.

If he does what is wrong for the sake of the goodness thhabkenablyascribes to the
act, then he is idealistic while morally bad, but his idealism itself would notdelba
seems to me that if he does what is wrong for the sake of goodness that henabigas
but correctly ascribes to the act, this would be a bad idealism, since his@saipt

goodness to the act is only accidentally correct. A morally bad person sodyedahe
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opposite of the virtuous person — he may be vicious, performing acts for their own sake
or for the sake of what he thinks he will thereby bring about, when these acts or
consequences are intrinsically bad as well as wrong. However, it doesnthsg¢em
someone can be “wickedly” idealistic, having badness as his goal in thevegniieat

the idealistic person (whether his idealism is good or bad) can have goodneggoas his
Nor does it seem that someone can be wickedly conscientious, having as his goal
wrongness itself, or the doing of whatever is wrong.

Someone who performs an act only for the sake of what he correctly but
unreasonablybelieves to be its rightness does so with a morally indifferent intention, it
seems to me. For example, someone may rescue a drowning girl only becasi$efishe
handed, and he believes that someone’s left-handedness is all that makes rascuing hi
right. It doesn’t seem that anyone should like him as a person in considering.thts a
may also seem that when someone performs an act only for the sake of what g correc
but unreasonably believes to be its rightness, his intention may be nbachiigther than
merely morally indifferent. This may seem to be so when he believes thanakes
the act right is that it is likely to have some consequence that he unreasonabigsbeli
would be very good, when in fact all that can reasonably be believed about this
consequence is that it would be very bad, and/or that any act performed primahby for
sake of this consequences would be wrong. There is an ambiguity here, though. His
morally bad intention is an intention to do something more extensive than the act that is
right. Act A (say, the rescue of a drowning girl) is right, but he intendsrig Bbout
consequence C (say, the annihilation of all redheads) by means of A. The bringihg-a

of consequence C by means of A is a greater act, B. He doesn’t intend to peftorm A
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the sake of its rightness. Rather, he intends to perform B for the sake of what he
incorrectly as well as unreasonably believes t8'beightness, when it cannot
reasonably be denied that B is wrong.

Someone who meets the requirements for moral responsibility, and who would
not intend to perform an act that he believes taedsgwrong, would be neither morally
good nor morally bad, but merely morally decent, in intending to perform a rigiatract
its own sake, when the act is neither good nor bad, or in intending to perform it for the
sake of something good that he expects to bring about through it. We may assume, in the
absence of evidence to the contrary, that someone would not intend to perform an act tha
he believes to be very wrong. The case of Huckleberry Finn, who helps Jim to escape
from slavery while believing this is very wrong, also suggests that somdunkeleves
an act to be very wrong when in fact it can only reasonably be believed to b@aight
that his belief that it is wrong must be unreasonable), and who intends to perform it for its
own sake when it is good, or for the sake of some expected good consequence, is at least
morally decent, if not morally good, in so intending. (Here, again, someone who intends
to perform A for the sake of consequence C may also be understood as intending to
perform B, the bringing about of C by means of A.)

Someone’s moral decency in intending something still entails his moral
responsibility for this intention, since the moral decency of his intention reghaeit
express his personality and that he be able to form reasonable beliefs abgitiessi
and wrongness of possible acts. Our ordinary assumption is that someone may be
morally responsible for his intention or act even when he deserves no credit or blame for

it. This assumption is shown by the fact that even when we aren’t suttgewhe
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someone’s decision is morally good, morally bad, or merely morally decesgyibat
he will be morally responsible at least for the intended consequences of thisrdec

| have been speaking in an odd way in saying that someone is morally good, bad,
or decentn intending to do something. | have been speaking in this way in order to
emphasize that someone’s intention is not an entity distinct from him. Someone’s
intention is his intenidg, a state of his own being, or perhaps an event of which he is the
subject. His having an intention is his being in the state of intending, or his being the
subject of this event of intending to do something. So, the moral goodness or badness of
someone’s intention is onhis moral goodness or badness in so intending. The moral
goodness or badness of someone’s act is only his moral goodness or badness in intending
it.

To say that someone is morally good, bad, or decent in himself, apart from his
intending anything in particular, is to say that he tends to have the kinds of inten&bns t
| have been discussing. We cannot see someone as idealistically intemaatgisg
without also seeing him deverridingly” conscientious in himself. We see him as
tending to intend to do what he reasonably thinks best, for the sake of this superlative
goodnessexceptwhen he reasonably believes something else to be the right thing to do,
in which case he will do the latter for the sake of its rightness. Simiaelgannot see
someone as virtuously intending something without seeing him as overridingly
conscientious in himself. We see him as tending to intend to do good things for their own
sake except when he reasonably believes it would be more right to do something else.

What we must reasonably believe about someone, then, if we should like him as a

person in considering his intention, is that he is morally good in intending to do what he
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intends to do, whether he conscientiously, or idealistically, or virtuously intends it Wha
we must reasonably believe about someone if we should dislike him as a person in
considering his intention is that he is morally bad. Our belief that he is mgoait/or

morally bad encompasses and extends beyond the beliefs that we should reasonably have
about him if we attribute moral responsibility for his intention to him — thankesiion
expresses his personality and that he is able to have reasonable beliefseabghtrtess

or wrongness of possible acts. His moral goodness in so intending entails thatshe mee

the requirements for moral responsibility, but is not entailed by his having reet the
requirements.

Someone deserves credit for his morally good intention or act, and blame for his
morally bad intention or act. However, things seem to be a bit more complicated wher
the crediting or blaming of someone for tensequenced his act is concerned. Here,
the usefulness of the distinction between core and greater act that | propthsetirst
chapter becomes apparent. It seems that someone deserves credidoséogeiences of
his core act only if they belong to his morally good greater act — only if hededeo
bring them about by means of his core act. So, someone can deserve credit only for his
intention or (greater) act. He can’t deserve credit for any of the carsszgpIof his
greater act. This may sound odd, but only because an unduly restrictive notion of
someone’s (greater) act is entertained. Suppose that a well-educated pousngy w
motivated by a reasonable sense of duty, intends to improve the prospects of the-working
class, neglected children next door by tutoring them and taking them on outings to
museums and concerts, and that as a result of her intention they end up getting

professional jobs. We can understand their successes as belonging to heacf;estedr
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see her as deserving credit for them, since these successes angassedmwithin the
general idea of the improved prospects that she intended to bring about.

On the other hand, someone whose act is morally bad may deserve blame for
consequences of his core act that do not belong to his greater act, but only if he could not
reasonably have been unaware that his core act would very likely result in titeihe
could not reasonably have regarded the intentional bringing-about of these consequences
by means of his core act as anything other than wrong. So, if our young woman
unreasonably disregarded the probability that her meddling would result in theésfathe
becoming romantically interested in her and in the mother’s becoming thereforg doubl
resentful of her, resulting in angry relations between the parents as wetksaliatory
mistreatment of the children by the mother, then she would be to blame for, say, the
resulting separation of the parents and the increased delinquency of the children.
Consequences for which someone should be blamed would include things which, strictly
speaking, are not caused by his act but which would not have occurred had he done
something else. Thus, “sins of omission” are accounted for.

The credit or blame that someone deserves for the good or bad consequences of
his intentions is identical with the credit or blame that he deserves forittesgons
themselves. (Where he deserves credit for these consequences, they voogldadeis
greater act, but where he deserves blame for them they would not negéstanit) to
it.) However, someone might still deserve rewards and punishments of a magnitude
proportional to the overall goodness of the consequences of his morally good intentions
and the overall badness of the consequences of his morally bad intentions; he should

perhaps not be rewarded or punished at all for mere intentions (however morally good or
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bad) that have no respective good and bad consequences. The economy of reward and
punishment is distinct from, although related to, the economy of credit and blame, and
belongs to the sphere of legal, as opposed to moral, responsibility.

When people correctly and reasonably believe that someone’s act is morally good
or bad, and like or dislike him as a person in considering his act, we can conveniently
represent this by saying that th@gpondo his act by liking or disliking him as a person.
Strictly speaking, they would be responding todhbg while focusing their attention
upon his goodness or badness in intending it. However, we often speak of a response to
someone’s act, when we focus our attention upon him, as its agent, as though itis a
response thim. This may be why we cdllim “responsible” for his act when we think
that our response to the act should consist in our liking or disliking him as a person.

It seems that the credit or blame that we should give someone for his good or bad
intention is proportional to the moral goodness or badness that we attribute to him. The
greater the sacrifice of non-moral inclination entailed by someoonascentious or
idealistic intention to do what he reasonably believes to be right for the sake of its
rightness or goodness, the more morally good he is. The better the thing someone
virtuously intends to do or bring about for its own sake, when he reasonably believes the
act in question to be right, the more morally good he is. (I assume that his intention
expresses his personality, rather than being induced in him by hypnotic surggestiso
forth.) The more wrong someone’s act, when he meets the requirements for moral
responsibility, the greater his moral badness.

Crediting or blaming someone for his act consists in liking or disliking him as a

person while (and as a result of) considering it. | have suggested that thetiking
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disliking of someone as a person might involve a readiness or reluctance to become
personally and/or communally involved with him. So, the more moral goodness or
badness we reasonably attribute to someone, the more ready or reluctant we stwould be
become involved with him. That this is so is supported by the consideration that when
we believe that someone has acted upon an intention that is very morally wromg (tha
has performed a very wrong morally wrong act), we are inclined to sever oomuah
ties with him altogether, by imprisoning or even executing him. A reason for our
disinclination to do so when he has merely had a morally wrong intention, but hasn’t
acted upon his intention must be found. | doubt that our disinclination to punish someone
for the mere intention that we attribute to him arises only from our uncertaitay as
whether he has indeed so intended.

We may dislike or dislike someone as a person in different ways in considering
his act. These differences seem to be functions of the different kinds of modlpg
bad intention that we attribute to him. | have distinguished three basic kinds of morally
good intention — that of the conscientious person, who intends to do things for the sake of
their rightness, that of the idealistic person, who intends to do or bring about things for
the sake of their goodness, and that of the virtuous person, who intends to do or bring
about things that are in fact good. Our liking of the conscientious person takes the form
of a special sort of respect. Our liking of the idealistic person takes the farspetial
sort of admiration. Our liking of the virtuous person takes various forms, depending
upon the character of the good that is his ultimate goal. We feel gratefulecipie
of an exceptionally generous person, for example. As for the ways in which we may

dislike someone as a person in considering his intention when we believe it to be morally
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bad, these seem to correspond to the kinds of wrongness that we attribute to his acts. So,
we feel contemptuous of someone whom we take to have acted dishonestly, when we
think that he meets the requirements for moral responsibility. We feel rds#ntf

someone whom we take to have acted harmfully, when we think that he meets these
requirements.

Our being morally responsibility for intending to do something does not require
that we originate this intention, or that we be able to originate an alterrextéant
However, introspection suggests that we would have some special sort of moral
responsibility for an intention that we originate, or for one that we have, but do not
originate, when we can originate another one. | will address this question iarciapt
The proposals that | offer there will depend upon the specific account of the origination

of intentions that | develop in chapters four and five.
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4. An event-causal account of origination

The idea of someone’s “origination” of an act is really just the image ottlasa
coming out of him, of him as its source, its starting point. One proposal regarding the
reality that this image might represent is that someone who originatest lssthe first
cause of the act. This is the “substance causation” model of act-originationarfsebst
causation is the causing of events by substances. An agent is a substance caigl his a
an event, so his causing of his act is substance causation.

Substance causation contrasts with the causing of events by other events, or
“event causation”. According to the dominant event causation model of how acts occur,
the onset of a desire or belief, or some other psychic event, causes an a@ndtatiyg
thought that someone’s origination of an act cannot occur through an event-causal
process. The following argument leads to this conclusion. A psychic event that causes
an act must either be caused or occur randomly. If it occurs randomly then it cannot
constitute an agent’s origination of anything. A subatomic particle would atajoigti
be said to originate its “quantum leap.” If it is caused by some prior eventhia prior
event in turn by some prior event, then eventually this causal series must egiher be
with some random event of which the agent is the subject, or proceed from events of
which the agent is not the subject. Either way, the agent cannot be imagined as
originating his act. It seems to follow that an agent’s origination of his astt lve an
instance of substance causation.

Someone who holds that substances can cause events might hold that substance

causation can be either originative and non-originafiveither way, a substance would

3" This is Richard Taylor’s view, although he speakree” acts rather than of originated onésion
and Purposgl27-128).
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cause an event. If the substance is an agent, and the event is the agent’s act, the agent
would cause his act. In cases of non-originative substance causation, the substance
would be caused by something else — probably by another substance — to cause the event.
In cases of originative substance causation, nothing else would cause thecsuosta

cause the event.

The uneconomical character of a theory of causation according to which there is
both event causation and substance causation is a reason to reject the proposal that there
is substance causation. So, if someone’s origination of an act must be substance
causation, and non-originative causation must be event causation, this would be a reason
to reject the proposal that people can originate acts. But if there can beginatioe
substance causation, then perhaps all causation can be understand as substanoe causati
Instead of thinking that the impact of a hammer upon a nail causes the descentibf the na
into wood, we can think that the hammer causes the nail’'s dé8céis, then the
proposal that people can originate acts would not be objectionable because uneconomical

It seems to me, though, that what seems to be non-originative substance causation
IS just event causation presented in a way that characterizes the caustragdtie
alteration of a substance. Either an event causes a substance to causeautha a
substance causes another substance to cause an event. If event A causes atsubstance

cause event B, event A must alter the substance in such a way that the subssance m

3 According to Taylor, one feature of “metaphysispéculations involving cause developed prior to the
rise of experimental science is that “an efficiemtise was almost thought of as an object or sutestan
rather than as an event, process, or state”.(Ibld. Yet Taylor ends up holding that the only sabse
causation is an agent’s causing of his act; akotiausation is event causation. Timothy O’Connor,
however, seems to endorse a universal substansataupicture, although he still calls non-origina
causation “event causation”: “It is because ofititensic properties of objects that a given patae has a
given type of causal power.... Where the form of &gand event-causal capacities differ is in their
exercise The exercise of event-causal capacities conféontsndencies of some measure (the limiting
case being deterministic). In the agent-causa tas is not necessarily so, as a conceptual ratte
(Persons and Causgg3).
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cause event B. But then the alteration of the substance causes event B,eatldssinc
alteration is itself an event, we have event causation. If substance A sabsesice B

to cause an event, then again substance A must alter substance B in such a way that
substance B must cause the event, and then, again, since this alteration is, ameevent
have event causation.

Perhaps we need not conclude that non-originative causation is “really” event
causation which is presentad thought were substance causation. Rather, we might
hold there is a causation that may be described either as substance causagesrdr as
causation. However, the same argument that leads to the conclusion that someone’s
origination of an act cannot occur through an event-causal process also lgsads t
conclusion that someone’s origination of an act cannot occur through a causal process
that may be described as event causation, even if it may also be describetbassubs
causation. And, the difference between a causal process that can be desbhebed eit
substance causation or as event causation and one that can only be described as substance
causation seems sufficient to reintroduce a distasteful lack of economy irteding of
causation. So, if we hold that the origination of acts cannot be described as an event-
causal process, we have a reason to reject the proposal that agents cae adtgna

We might as well call causation that can be described either as eventaraosati
as substance causation “event causation”, and causation that can only be described as
substance causation “substance causation”. So, if we hold that the origination of acts
cannot be described as an event-causal process, but also hold that acts mayabedorigi
we must hold that an agent’s origination of an act is the only substance caulsatas.t

So, in saying that someone causes his act, we don’t need to add that he isn’'t caused to
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cause it. It may be assumed that he is its first cause. Ordinary speaafycdoesn’t
require that we indicate whether or not someone is caused to cause his act, when he
causes it. In ordinary speech we never say that someone causes his act. Weywould sa
then, there are two ways in which events may be caused: they may be caused by other
events, or they may be caused by agents.

Even if this uneconomical rupturing of causation into two domains, causation by
events and causation by agents, were acceptable, the assertion that somesriescaus
act without being caused to cause it is obscure. When it is said that no prior event, such
as the onset of a desire or of a belief regarding how a desire might hedatmsfises
someone’s act, but thaecauses it, the confident emphasis on “he” may lead us to
assume that there must fmmesignificant content here. But what can this content be?

| don’t see what the statement that someone causes his act can mean other than
that, given his powers and given that external circumstances permit theitiact he
must act in this way — that he can’t exist in these circumstances with thesgbatehe
has without acting in that way. The necessity that is invoked by saying thatubg &ot
in this way is not a logical necessity — not the necessity of an event whese non
occurrence is unthinkable. It must be a causal necessity, then. (When we speak of an
event’'s “causal” necessity, do we mean anything more than that theityeisasst
logical, that the event’'s non-occurrence is unthinkable? Non-logical, or causssie
seems unanalyzable, something primitively recognized.) So, his existesmaething
endowed with certain powers causes his act.

But he is his act’éirst cause only if nothing other than him causes his existence.

To be his act’s first cause, then, his existence must either be necessarysedndut
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if his existence is uncaused, then unless it is beginningless he must have randomly
popped up out of nothingness. In this case, the image of him as hisragtiator

would be lost, for his act would ultimately have popp&tth him out of nothingness.
Nothingness, rather than the agent, seems to be the act’'s source. So, if we take thi
approach to understanding someone’s origination of an act, we end up requiring that he
be a necessary being, something thastexist as the sort of thing it is. But this won’t

do, since we want to think ourselvesas able to originate our acts, and we are evidently
not necessary beings.

We do not ordinarily say that someone causes his act. However, we do ordinarily
say that someone causes an event. For example, we might say that someame made
laugh. Since someone’s own act is an event, it might be thought that our ordinary talk of
the causing of events by persons gives us license to conclude that someoneechis caus
own act. However, our ordinary talk of someone’s causing of an event seems only to be
another way of saying that a prior event of which he is the subject causesanties
made us laugh.

The foregoing considerations need not lead us to reject the proposal that we can
originate our acts, though. We would only have to reject this proposal if it wertntu
the origination of act cannot be an event-causal process. But | think that thatmngin
of an acttanbe an event-causal process. That is, | think that the image of origination, of
someone as the source of his act, can be explicated in event-causal termsn Béis ca
done if we understand the origination of act A as a beginningless chain ofycéinkad

originative acts that terminates in A, with the originating agent as the sabgach one
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of the infinite number of originative acts in the series. No other substance wobkl be t
subject of an event prior to his participation in this causal series.

We should not accept infinite regressions unless we have to. Here, the need to
accept an infinite regression arises only from a prior commitment to the idegethan
originate acts. This commitment does not require that we accept the infyrgesien
that would be entailed if we were to think of the causing of one event by anothergas bein
itself an event that the first event causes. We can think of the causing of oneyevent b
another as a relation between the two events that is no more an event in its ovisamight t
are the relations of “above” and “after” that can also hold between events. &¥ret ©
be theoccurrenceof the causal relation is only the occurrence of the caused event. The
verbal form of the word “cause” doesn’t compel us to regard causation as an exent, si
there are other relations that aren’t events which are also indicatedhthineugse of
verbs — for example, “includes” and “precedes”.

If someone’s ability to originate an act is morally significant, then hggnation
of an act must itself be an act. The moral significance of this ability deegeserate
our interest in it. So, | conceive of someone’s origination of an act as being ansct in i
own right — what might be called an originative act. Someone’s originativaases the
originated act to occur. It does so by causing the onset of an intention that in tes) caus
the originated act to occuSomeone’s originative act is his act of forming an intention
where (as we will see) this act is caused by his intention to form an intemitbthis
intention to form an intention is caused by his prior act of forming this intention to form

an intention, and so on backwards in an infinite regression of intention-forming acts.
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| have proposed a crude model of the relationships between the motivating pro-
attitudes that | call “desires” and “intentions”, following what | takkdé¢ an ordinary use
of these terms. A desire for something is a motivating pro-attitude towatakeite \the
desired thing is theltimateobject of this pro-attitude. Someone’s various desires
together cause him to intend to do what he thinks will contribute to the satisfaction of his
various desires to an extent roughly corresponding to their various strengthd.it | f
convenient to express this thought by saying that the configuration of his dedire=s
him to do something. His inclination causes him to intend to do what he is inclined to do.
He doesn’t necessarily have aigsireto do what he is inclined to do, and what he
therefore intends to do. If he did have such a desire, he would intend to do it “for its own
sake,” as well as for the sake of attaining other things that he wants.

If intentions must be caused by desires, then someone’s origination of an intention
would require his origination of a desire, or his origination of the strengthening of a
desire. Someone might originate an intention to do something by originating the onset of
a desire strong enough to alter the balance of his desires, so that the eoatybonof
his desires causes him to intend to do what he believes will satisfy that destertain
extent. Or, he might originate his intention by originating the strengthenangy of
existing desire to the point where the same effect is produced. If he bdhat/tset
desire can be satisfied to a greater or lesser extent in various ways, img tmmtend
to satisfy it in this rather than that way would depend on the strengths of his othes,des
compared to the strength of the desire that he originates, or whose strengthening he

originates. The stronger the originated desire, or the more it has begthetinex by his



Fried: Self-Determination and Moral Responsibility 94

originative act, the more he will intend to satisfy it by doing what he thinksatisfy it
to this greater extent.

My proposal, then, is that someone’s originative act causes the onset or
strengthening of a desire, and that this shifts the overall balance of hesdmsthat
together these desires cause him to intend to do what he otherwise wouldn’t have
intended. If his originative act causes the onset of a new desire for X, thabataeced
array of his desires causes him to intend to strive for X with a vigor roughlyrporad
to the strength of this new desire, as compared to that of his competing dediiss. If
originative act causes the strengthening of an extant desire for Y, thebahenced
array of his desires causes him to intend to strive more vigorously for Y.

It may be objected that we don’t deliberate over whether or not to want to do
something; rather we deliberate over whether or not to do it. But, the objectiort goes, i
when we deliberate over whether or not to do something that we are most inclined to
think that if we decide to do it we will have originated this decision. So, it isn’tiplaus
that we would originate an act by originating a desire, or a desire’stbieanyy. My
response is that it is only in oomoral deliberations over whether or not to do tiggt
thing that we really feel that we will have to originate the decision to do @ dne to do
it. (I will be defending this proposal later.) Putin more ordinary terms, it istioaity
that we feel that we will have taakeourselves decide to do something, if we are to do
it. We focus, then, on the possildlecisionto act, rather than on the possible act. But we
feel that we will make ourselves decide to perform théwaotaking ourselves want, or
want more intensely, one special thing that we think we can get only by performing th

act — namely, that we do whatever is right. It seems to me that when doing wisateve
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right is singled out as the only thing that we ever make ourselves desir&keor ma
ourselves desire more intensely, in making ourselves decide to do something, it is no
longer especially implausible that we would originate a decision by dtilggna desire
or its strengthening. Any remaining implausibility is only the basic imgdditgiof
anyone’s originating an act.

| am proposing that someone’s origination of his intention to behave in a certain
way is itself an act -- something that he does intentionally. | mustahetsdld that this
originative act is caused by his intention to perform it (here | am thinkingeoftion as
a continuing event that itself causes the intended behavior). His origination of his
intention to behave in a certain way is caused by his intention to originate higimtent
behave in this way. Since his origination of his intention to behave in a certain way is a
originativeact, his intention to originate his intention to behave in this way would itself
have to be caused by his origination of this intention to originate an intention to behave in
this way, and so on in an infinite causal sequence of events, each event havingethe sam
person as its subject.

But if someone’s final intention (to move his limbs or direct his thoughts) is
caused by the configuration of his desires, then it seems that for consistakeyls
ought to hold that someone’s intention to originate an intention would also be caused by
the configuration of his desires. This configuration of desires would have to feature a
prevalent desire to originate this intention to originate an intention. Ifd tednold this,
| would have to hold that this prevalent desire to originate the intention to origimate
intention, or its strengthening to the point of prevalendésedf originated. Otherwise,

the final intention couldn’t be originated. So, we have to insert desires into the infinite
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string of originative events: there is an origination of a desire to orggaraintention to
originate the final behavior, and this desire, in its prevalence, causesréspoading
intention. Beyond the consideration of consistency, we have this reason to introduce
desires into the infinite originative sequence: someone’s prevalent, natural, non-
originated desires would exert a fogposedo his origination of a new configuration
of desires in which these once-prevalent desires would no longer be prevalent. Suppose,
for simplicity’s sake, that someone’s only natural desire is for pleasuthisicase, it
seems that his desire for pleasure would oppose his origination of a strongeld#sire t
whatever is right. So, in order to originate this stronger desire to do whatagét iser
would have to originate a prior desire to originate it, a prior desire that is etribvag his
desire for pleasure. But then his desire for pleasure would also oppose his origination of
this prior desire. Now a strong desire to origirthtedesire is needed! So, we must
accept an infinite regress of desires to originate desires to ... originat&@aioin to
perform the final act. This infinite regress causes the simultaneousamégress of
intentions to originate intentions to... perform the final act.

These infinite regressions of desire and intention may be regarded by opponents
of the claim that we can originate our acts as a demonstration of its absuatitynot
quite ready to take the invulnerable, because conversation-ending, position ohgelievi
in the origination of actsdecauset is absurd.” (Perhaps it is only silly, given the
infinite regressions that it seems to entail, rather than logically abddawever, these
infinite regressions are not quite so unacceptable as they might atdirste®e. First,
since | do not hold that someone is the first cause of what he originates, as thecsubsta

causation model of act-origination would have it, | do not face the problem of how to
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place him at the beginning of an endless chain of causings of causings of his b&havior
behavioral desire or intention. He is the subject of every event in an infinite chain of
events causing events, including the final origination of the behavior or behalaena
or intention in question. Second, we need not worry that we would have to be aware of
every desire and intention that we have, yet are never aware of this infirtite ceubf
desires and intentions to originate intentions. All of these desires and intentioidsbs
simultaneous, and a desire or intention to originate a desire or intention to orginate
desire or intention would look pretty similar to a desire or intention to originat&ire de
or intention. | imagine the regression as being like a collapsible teleswnpeeof
transparent (and colored, or at least light-reflecting, and therefore Yyisib&s: when the
sections have been collapsed into each other and are viewed from the side, theg all ble
into each other. (The final desire or intention corresponds to the outermost section of the
collapsed telescope.)

Nevertheless, we still face the difficulty of explaining why the whole it&ini
series should occur in the first place — a difficulty that we do not face wheneongia
series of events that does not include any personal originations of arttihg.
occurrence of any series of events, no matter how long, that does not include personal
originations of events can be explained by invoking the notion of natural law. Natural
law cannot be invoked to explain someone’s origination of an intention. It might be
proposed that the notion plirposecan help us to achieve the understanding that we

seek. The explanation of someone’s origination of an intention is simply that he does it

39 See Peter Van Inwagen, “Free Will Remains a Mystém James E. Tomberlin, ehilosophical
Perspectives, 14, Action and Freedom, 2(0Dgford: Blackwell Publishers Inc., 2000), 1-19,16t17.
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in orderto achieve such-and-such: for example, in order to do whatever i§%ight.
However, this proposal is unsatisfactory, since we want to know why someonetesgina
his intention in order to reach this goal, rather than beginning or continuing to intend to
do what he is inclined to do. Only with his origination of the intention does this goal
becomehis goal. Hemakest his goal, taking on a purpose that he didn’'t have before.

Why he does he do so? Here all | can only urge that a superhuman mind — the divine
mind — might understand this occurrence, and so it need not be seen as being in principle
random (that is, incomprehensible). This assumes that the notion of origination that |
have developed is coherent. It seems to me to be coherent, although obscure. We can’t
see what it is that God would think, see, or grasp in understanding origination; if we can
say this, we would already understand it ourselves.

It might be objected that even if God can understand why a person originates an
intention, it cannot be understood by anyone why the origination should occur now rather
than earlier or latel Here a plausible line of response would be that once the general
features of the effect (someone’s intention to do something) are suffi@epthined,
the inexplicability of the more particular features of the act, includingnitraent at
which it occurs, would not limit the agent’s originative ability in any veryetgble
way. Given that someone’s origination of an intention is in principle understandable (by
someong and given that there is a certain time-range within which his intention to do

something wouldhaveto begin, its beginning at one precise time rather than at another

“ORichard Taylor proposes that the origination ofahis explained by the agent’s “purpose” in
performing it: he causes this act rather than adtihoccur because this act suits his purpose.hiBe
chapter “Explanation and Purpose” Antion and Purpose203-223.

*L Carl Ginet's objection to the substance-causatiodel applies just as well to my own event-causatio
model: “A merely enduring thing as cause lacksféiaures needed to make it capable of explainiag th
particulars of the [behavior-causing] mental ocence. It cannot, for example, explain its timig@h
Action 13).
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might as well be random. (We aren’t surprised to find ourselves originatimgeation
at one moment rather that another because we weren’'t expecting to originate iAat
expected intention can’t be originated.)

If causation is an event, and all events are caused, then someone who advocates
substance-causal origination must somehow escape the paradox of placing anthgent a
beginning of beginningless series of causings of causings. It doesn’'t hejpthatshe
agent causes the whole infinite series at once, since he must then causenigeotaysi
and so forth, so that a new infinite regress begins, perpendicular to the firgqually
paradoxical to assert that someone’s causing of an act itself caus@sittyeaf
causings of causings that divide him from the*act.

In order to avoid these paradoxes, someone who advocates substance-causal
origination might then either hold that causings are uncaused events, or rejetidhe
that causation is an evefit.The position that causings are uncaused events is
unsatisfactory because it seems that if causal events are to be exeomptbedving to be
caused when all other sorts of events have to be caused, they must have some intrinsic
feature that would grant them this exemption. No such special feature is evident

A picture of substance causal origination featuring causatiomstiiban event is
equally unsatisfactory. Here the originating agent doesreinything in causing his

intention or act. He is inert. His “causal relation” to his intention is likera gtewing

2 Roderick Chisholm embraces the notion of an itdinégression of causings of causings of an aenby
agent inPerson and Object: A Metaphysical Sttig Salle: Open Court Publishing Company, 1976), 71
According to Timothy O’Connor, Chisholm later preyeal that “A cause&’s causing Band all the other
events in the nested sequebhyeausing B.” Persons and Causgs8, referring to Chisholm’s “Objects
and Persons: Revisions and Replies”, in Ernst SmkdaEssays on the Philosophy of Roderick Chisholm
[Amsterdam: Rodopi, 1979], 371-372.)

“3 According to O’Connor, Thomas Reid (advocatingssabce-causal origination) denies that causes are
events. O’Connor holds that while someone’s caubimself to intend to do something is an evengnésy
of this type aren’t caused. Ibjdl9; 61.
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out of him while he sleeps, pushing up the blossom of an intention. This unintended
outgrowth of intention shouldn’t give him any more moral responsibility for the iotenti
than he would have for it if it arose randomly. In fact, this sort of originationsseebe
nothing more than a random occurrence.

It might seem that in proposing that someone originates an intention to originate
an intention to originate ... an (ultimate) intention, | am only taking the paradoxic
proposal that an agent causes his causing of his causing of ... an intention (where the unit
“of his causing” occurs an infinite number of times) and removing the agent fsom hi
initial, anchoring position. But if the agent is removed from this anchoring position, we
have the fragment, “... causes his causing of his causing of ... an intention.” This
fragment cannot stand alone. It requires the snipped-off subject. My formulation of
what goes on when someone originates an intention stands alone, however, and so it
cannot be equivalent to that fragment.

If this formulation is elaborated with the causal relation inserted in the right
places, it is the proposal that someone’s making himself intend to make himself.inte
to do something causes him to intend to make himself intend ... to do something, which
causes him to make himself intend ... to do something, which causes him to intend ... to
do something. Here, “making himself intend” is to be understand as an intention-forming
act which, as an act, is intended. With its infinite regress of intentions,veltlicth are
oriented toward the ultimate act, my proposal enables us to see the originatingsage
morally responsible for his ultimate intention to perform this act. The propegadn

agent causes his causing of his causing of his causing... of an act does not permit us t
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see the agent’s first causing of his series of causings as an act, and so donablaais
to seem as morally responsible for his ultimate intention.

We could avoid an infinite regression if we held that while someone’s origination
of an intention to behave in a certain way is indeed something that he does, it is not
something that he does intentionally. However, it seems to me that while @lr initi
belief that we can originate our intentions necessarily arises in us whame weolved
in a certain sort of deliberation over what to do (moral deliberation), our only enduring
reason to retain this belief when we are not involved in this sort of deliberation isthat w
think that we must originate an act if we are to be purely moral resporwiliieand we
want to be purely morally responsible for our acts. But now it seems to me that if
someone’s origination of an act is to purify his moral responsibility for it, then this
origination would have to be something that he does intentionally. Otherwise, it would
have no more moral significance than a hiccup or tremor has.

An objection that applies to any model of act-origination is that someone’s
origination of an intention would require that he be implausibly divided from his own
mind** This objection relies upon the premise that something cannot act upon itself.
Someone would then have to be distinct from the subject of “his” intention if his
originative act (or he himself, according to the substance-causation nsietause this
subject to acquire this intention. This premise that something cannot act updmagself

some intuitive appeal. To the extent that it is appealing, the objection tlest faois it

*4 Robert Kane’s objection to the distinction betwaetKantian noumenal self’ and a “phenomenal (or
empirical) self that is the subject of behaviorsiag “desires, beliefs, or other psychologicalestats that
this distinction multiplies entities (s8ée Significance of Free W[IDxford University Press: New York

1998], 115-117). My objection to the distinctiarather than it is contradicted by introspectibam the

one who wants to be moved by certain desires ratlagr others, or by my evaluations rather than gy m
passions and urges, and so forth.
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is forbidding. | cannot accept the picture of someone as distinct even from the subject of
his sudden passions and urges; it is all more the difficult for me, then, to accept the
picture of him as distinct from the subject of his intentions. However, the prdratse t
something cannot act upon itself, while appealing, lacks the compelling forcg,dhesa
premise that something cannot have contrary properties at the same time. e€herobj

that arises from it is not fatal, then. The claim that we can originate t3ubgc

originating intentions to behave in certain ways, remains doubtful, but its intuitivalappe
justifies our trying to see how this origination might work.

Someone would originate an intention by originating a reconfiguration of his
desires. If the extent to which someone can originate a reconfiguration ofires des
limited, then it would be more accurate to say that his originativeoattibutesto the
causing of his intention, as opposed to saying that he originates his intentioharguel
that someone’s originative power is indeed limited. Nevertheless, it will berdenvéo
continue saying simply that someone originates his intention.

The simplest model of act-origination is proposed by Richard Taylor, who holds
that the origination of an act simply consists in someone’s being the first abhis
behavior. In causing his behavior (whether or not he is its first cause), someone
necessarily behaves (that is, does what he does) purposefully, and this purposs explai
his causing of it. To say that someone intends to do what he does would just be to say
that he causes his doing of what he does. So, the origination of an act occurs m a sing|

step. A second step is added by someone who, like Thomas Reid or Timothy O’Connor,
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holds that in originating an act someone is the first cause of his intending to do
something, which in turn causes his doing &F it.

C.A. Campbell seems to envision a multi-step process of “absolute self-
origination” that is very similar to the originative process that | proposepéxhat his
begins with an agent as first cause, while mine begins with an infinite skries
originative act$® According to Campbell, “...in situations of moral temptation, ...it
rests with our self absolutely to decide whether we exert the effortlof/rdh will
enable us to rise to duty, or whether we shall allow our desiring nature to take its
course.*” In “rising to duty” (doing the right thing) we would be engaging in “purely
selforiginated activity.*® An “effort of will,” | take it, is the effort puinto willing
something; it isn’t itself the willing of something. Campbell’s refeemnto “effortful
willing” and “effortful volitions” support this readin@. Campbell’s will seems to be the
same as my “intention”.

Campbell refers to the agent’s “determining” of an “act of decisibrrhis, then,
is the first step. The place of this act of decision in Campbell's schemepamsso
the place of the infinite series of originate acts in my own. Now, “we asecant the
effort as issuing from owronscious decision to exert’ft* This sounds like the causing

of the effort by the act of decision, a second step.

% According to Reid, “If the person was the causfthe] determination of his own will, he was freethat
action” (Essays on the Active Powers of the Human M26&.) O’Connor endorses Reid’s approach,
identifying Reid’s “determination of the will” witthe beginning of an intentioérsons and Causes: The
Metaphysics of Free Wijli4, 60-61).

“%In Defence of Free Will With Other PhilosophicabBgs(London: George Allen & Unwin ltd., 1967),
41.

" bid., 42.

*® Ibid., 41.

*9 bid., 49, 60.

bid., 44.

*bid., 71.
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The “enabling” of a “rise to duty” by the effort doesn’t entail that the etfauses
the rise to duty (the doing of what is right). However, when Campbell’s proposai that
making this effort we “introduce a new energy ... whereby we are abl¢ torcary to
the felt balance of mere desire” is combined with his later proposal that hhitoeig
introduction of this new energy “the energy of the weaker desire is ...‘reinfdreed,’
get the picture of the introduction of the new psychic energy as causing theeoeeod
a new psychic economy, the third step.

| would call this new psychic economy a new “configuration” of desires.
Campbell’s reference to acting “contrary to the felt balance of desiggests that he
ought to call it a new balance of desire. Campbell’'s “new energy” looks very kech |
desire to do whatever is right. However, Campbell won't call it a desire, deeitau
seems to him to be “different in kind from that energy of the desires which is thmityn
of at least most of our choice¥.”

The new energy’s “difference in kind” seems to consist in the combination of its
unique orientation toward rightness (its tendency to cause the doing of whataytet) is
and its unnatural origination in the “act of decision.” Those “higher” natural déisaes
may already incline us toward the right act are at best “selfdegar.. emanating from
self-respect, pride, and the like;” they don’t include a desire to do whahidaighe
sakeof its rightness? It is as though, arising from the world, they still point toward the
world, while the new energy, brought down from heaven, points heavenward. If there
were a natural desire to do whatever is right, then the new energy would only be a

artificial duplicate of this natural desire, and would have to be called “de$d’it

%2 bid., 57.
3 bid., 60-61.
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seems that in Campbell’s view there is no such natural desire, so the newreresl gyt
be called “desire”.

Since the new energy is goal-oriented, and since its forcefulness isecsomaite
with that of our opposing, nonmoral desires, it is misleading, in my opinion, not to call it
“desire”. Its difference from the other desires is sufficiently noted lbingat “moral”
and adding that it is of supernatural origin.

In any case, Campbell’'s remarks suggest that the new psychic econontyl(whic
would call a new configuration of desires) resulting from the introduction of the new
desire-like “energy” would cause an inclination to do the right thing, in contréste
course towards which ... our desiring nature most strongly incline¥ u@ampbell
doesn’t mention this originated inclination, but his picture of origination seems to
demand it. Here we have a fourth step.

Is this new inclination itself the “will” to which Campbell refers (which keao
be what | call “intention”), or does the new inclination cause this will? The same
consideration that leads me to distinguish between inclination and intention should lead
Campbell to distinguish between someone’s originated inclination to do the right thing
and his intention to do it: someone’s ability to engage in moral deliberation entaas that
least in this one case he need not intend to follow his inclination. So, the fifth step would
be the causing of an intention to do the right thing by this originated inclination, and

doing the right thing would be the sixth step.

*bid., 57.
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5. Moral self-determinism

| will follow Galen Strawson in calling the claim that we can originate ots, a
and therefore the intentions from which these acts flow, “self-detemtinfs | prefer
this label to “libertarianism”, despite the past association of the lattetive doctrine
that we can originate our acts, because “liberty” is apparently synonymitbus
“freedom”, and | repudiate the claim that we must originate our acts if we aoc¢
freely. “Originationism”, the most accurate label, is just too eccetatemploy.
Nevertheless, | will continue to speak of someone’s “origination” of hisabgmrthan of
his “self-determination” of it, because “origination” is at least ailianverb, if not a
very frequently used one. | endorse what I will call “moral” self-detgem: the claim
that we can originate an intention do something only for the sake of what we take to be
the greater rightness of this behavior, as compared to what we are inclined to do. For
simplicity’s sake, | will often say only that we originate, or can origirateintention “to
do the right thing,” or that we deliberate over whether or not to do the right thingy It m
be assumed that when | say “the right thing”, | mean whaaketo be the right thing.
It may also be assumed that the alternative to doing the right thing is doing/evhes
inclined to do. It should be borne in mind that what we originate an intention to do, or
deliberate over, may not, strictly speakingtteright thing, or even right; it may be one
of the right things that can be done, or may be more right that what we are inclined to do
but less right that something else that we can do. It should also be assumed that when |
speak of “doing the right thing” | mean doing something forstieeof its (supposed)

rightness; this, | take it, is what the phrase ordinarily connotes.

% See Galen StrawsoRreedom and BeligiClarendon Press: Oxford 1986), 26-27.
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In defending moral self-determinism, | follow what | take to be C. A. Cxaltip
implicit argument for it. “There seems to me to be one, and only one, function of the self
with respect to which the agent can even pretend to have an assurance of that absolute
self-origination which is here at issu®,Campbell tells us. In going on to urge that this
“function of the self” consists in the formation of an intention to do what seems to be
one’s duty, because it is one’s duty, in opposition to “the urge of my desiring f4ture”
Campbell makes clear his opinion that the agent involved in deliberation over whether to
do his duty rather than what he is inclined to do not oahbelieve that he is able to
originate an intention to do his duty butstbelieve this: “No amount of introspective
analysis, so far as | can see, even tends to disprove that we do as a mattdretitfee,
in situations of moral temptation, that it rests with our self absolutely to debielier
we exert the effort of will which will enable us to rise to duty, or whether wikatav
our desiring nature to take its cours®.T assume Campbell would say either that what
makes it our duty to do something is that this is the right thing to do, or that “X is our
duty” and “X is right” are synonymous expressions.

In summarizing what | take to be Campbell’s implicit argument, | adapt iyto m
own use by making it refer to the origination of intentions rather than to the aongioét
acts. This is the argument: (1) our initial belief that we can originate eutioris
necessarily arises in us when we are deliberating over whether or not to dbisgme
other than what we are inclined to do, and doesn’t have to arise in us when we are not
involved in that sort of deliberation; (2) deliberation over whether or not to do something

other than what we are inclined to do must be deliberation over whether or not to do the

%% |bid., 41.
5 bid.
8 bid., 42.
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right thing, when this isn’t what we are inclined to do; so, (3) our initial beliefatbatan
originate our intentions necessarily arises in us when we are involved in tho$ sor
deliberation, and doesn’t have to arise us in when we are not involved in this sort of
deliberation. But, (4) it is most reasonable to maintain that when we must beéwest
can originate our intentions, we can originate them, but when we don’t have to believe
this we can’t originate them. So, (5) it is most reasonable to maintain thabhwe ca
originate intentions to do the right thing, but not any other sort of intention.

Campbell really begins with the third step of this argument, but the previous two
steps seem to be implicit. The implicit first step is supported by the congdeheat
someone must think of his intending to do something other than what would suit his
desires as an overruling of his personality. Thinking of this intention as an avgwtili
his personality, he cannot think of it as the effect of his personality, since he ¢ankot t
of his personality as overruling itself. But someone must think of his intention agther
the effect of his personality or as originated by him. So, he must think of the intention a
originated by him.

The second step of the argument is that deliberation over whether or not to do
something other than what we are inclined to do must be deliberation over whether or not
to do something that we think would be more right that what we are inclined to do. What
supports this conclusion? VWannotappeal to the consideration that only an act’s
greater rightness could give us a reason to perform it, or explain our perform#nce of
since an act’s greatgnodnessvould yield an explanation of our performance of it that
is at least as compelling. Perhaps it is more compelling, because it desafion

psychological factors, as the explanation in terms of rightness does vetlodation of a
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sense of obligation. Even if we can deliberate over whether to do something other than
what we are inclined to do only when our intending to do this could make us morally
better, we might still deliberate over whether to behave in a way that is bsttgposed

to more right, than the way in which we are inclined to behave. At least three kinds of
cases in which we might deliberate over whether to behave in a better, as opposed t
more right, way seem possible.

First, we might think that what we are inclined to do and what would be better are
both right to the same extent. For example, someone might deliberate over whbther
what | will call “saintly”, contributing an extraordinarily large pentage of his income
to charity, or over whether or not to be extraordinarily helpful, going “above ade
the call of duty.” Second, we might completely ignore the question of rightness and
wrongness, or even regard it as nonsensical, and so focus solely on the question of
goodness and badness. For example, someone toying with the idea of “revolutionary
commitment,” who explicitly repudiates any concern with rightness and wrongness
might deliberate over whether to slaughter masses of innocent people, which he is not
inclined to do (he is a naturally sympathetic person), in order to greatly impeve t
general human condition. Then, there is a third, weirder case in which we might
deliberate over whether to do what we think is bestdsasright than what we are
inclined to do. Given that we can believe that the right act is not the best one — and the
examples that | have just given show that such a belief is possible — &rlg cle
conceivablaghat we might be involved in such a deliberation. So, for example, a surgeon

who believes that it is wrong to carve up an innocent man in order to save several other
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people’s lives by transplanting his organs into them might nevertheless delibvezat
whether to do so for the sake of the greater goodness of this act.

Although such deliberations are abstractly conceivable, it is hard for me to
imagine them as possible in the real world. It seems to me that someone why actual
deliberates over whether to go above and beyond the call of duty, when he isn’t inclined
to, really sees this as lpersonalduty, although not the duty of the average man. It
seems to me that when the revolutionary deliberates over whether to overndauhes
sympathy for individuals in order to benefit mankind in general he really thinkghtha
great goodness of this act makes it right that he perform it, so that his delibexaafter
all, a deliberation over whether to do the right thing. And, it seems to me that as soon as
the surgeon begins deliberating, he must think that harvesting the innocent mamss orga
is the right thing to do. The reason that he isn’t inclined to do this therefore can't be tha
his predominant desire is to do whatever is right. Rather, his natural sympatig for t
innocent man and other nonmoral desires incline him against the act.

A rather cold-heartedly conscientious surgeon might indeed be inclined not to
extract a living, innocent man’s organs only because he so strongly wants to deewhat
is right, and thinks that doing so would be wrong. According to my proposal, he cannot
deliberate over whether to cut the man up until his desires and moral belieiis eiteer
of these two ways: (1) he begins to think that it is right to cut the man up, while his
continuing inclination not to do so is now caused by the new predominance of nonmoral
desires (for example, to avoid harming people and conform to past practices); or (2) he
becomes inclined to cut the man up because of the new predominance of perverse,

nonmoral desires, while continuing to see this as wrong.
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The case of the prospective saint, who supposedly deliberates over whether to go
beyond the call of duty, seems more plausible then the case of the prospective
revolutionary, who repudiates any concern with right and wrong, which in turn seems
more plausible than that of the surgeon, who deliberates over whether to do wdsat is le
right in order to do the best thing. However, once we admit that the case of the saint is
possible it seems that we have to admit that the case of the revolutionary is pdtsible
the better-ness of an act can be a reason to choose it over the act toward whéch we ar
inclined, even when this better-ness doesn’t make it more right, there doesmtoskee
any need for an act to be thought right at all, in deliberating over whetperftom it.

But if this is so, than it seems that it would be arbitrary to dismiss the pogsbiditcase
like that of the surgeon, which is the least plausible of the three (because fimgt thf
imagine oneself involved in). So, if we are going to dismiss the possibilityasfealike
that of the surgeon, we must also dismiss the possibility of a case like that of the
prospective saint.

| cannot altogether dismiss the possibility that someone might delibesate o
whether to do the best thing without thinking of the act’s greater goodness as ihaking
right. Such deliberations are indeed abstractly conceivable. However, ¢éney se
unlikely. So, | endorse Campbell’s implicit claim that whenever we consider not
following our inclination we consider doing the right thing. (Strictly spegkiwregwould
consider doing what wieelieveto bemoreright, for the sake of this greater rightness.)

Perhaps my impression that inclination-challenging deliberation concernsewhet
to do the right things due to my impression that the senseldigationattending the

thought of doing the right thing is the sense of a force opposing and neutralizing that of
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desire — a force that may be internal, arising perhaps from one’s rational, watur
external, perhaps somehow emanating from a commanding divine will. We can'’t fee
able to do anything other than what we are inclined to do, unless we feel thiadkito.

| will call deliberation over whether to do the right thing “moral” deliberatibn.
will apply the label “moral’only to this sort of deliberation, even though it is also
ordinarily used to indicate someone’s deliberation over how to put into effect ladyalre
established general intention to do whatever is right. Note that if someone merely
suspectshat a possible act is more right than the one that he is inclined to perform, and is
merely reviewing his possible courses of action to see whether this is so, be may
disposed to begin moral deliberation. However, he isn’'t yet morally delifmgraince
he isn’t in a position to form an intention to do anything other than what he is inclined to
do. He cannot morally deliberate until he concludes that some possible actds indee
more right than the one toward which he is inclined. Usually, someone would bounce
back and forth between morally deliberating and reconsidering the riglotrhesacts in
guestion. He would hope to discover that what he is inclined to do is right after all.

Step two must derive its support directly from introspection, then, and this takes
us to step three, Campbell’s starting point. Someone thinks he can originate an intention
whenever he thinks himself able to do something other than what he is inclined to do, and
onlythen. He can only think this when he is deliberating over whether to do the right
thing. So, he must think himself able to originate an intention whenever he deliberates
over whether to do the right thing, and only then. In thinking it possible that he will
decide to do the right thing, he thinks it possible that he will originate an intention to do

it. (His decision would be his forming of the intention to do it. On the other hand, if his
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origination of this decision is itself an act, as | hold to be the case, then thédarofa
his intention to originate the decision would itself be a decision.)

In agreeing with Campbell that it @ly when we are involved in moral
deliberation that we have to think that we can originate an intention, | do not deny that
when our deliberation is nonmoral, and we are about equally inclined to perform each of
the acts in question, we may believe that we will originate our decision torpeyfa of
them. Itis just we donthaveto believe this. We may have the feeling that what
Campbell calls our “desiring nature” is evolving toward a decision.

Galen Strawson urges that, on the contrary, whenever we must make “difficult”
choices, whether or not these choices are morally significant, we musv&diat we
are free” — that we can originate our decision: “And the notion of moral respdgsibili
doesn’t have to be mentioned at all. Difficult choices, one could say, are the fundamental
experiential guarantors of the belief in freedoth(By “freedom”, Strawson means the
ability to originate intentions and acts.) It seems to me, though, that unless this
“difficulty” of which Strawson speaks has a morally significant charaotee might feel
that the difficulty can be worked out in some automatic manner by one’s behind-the-
scenes psychic machinery.

Richard Taylor seems to think that if we originateyof our acts, then surely
only those that are apparently motivated by factors such as “fear, threaigpasive
craving...” arenotoriginated by u§® Taylor holds that someone acts when he causes his
behavior, and that someone originates his act when he is the first cause of Wisr beha

rather than being caused to cause it. He explicitly repudiates the notion teahssn

9 Freedom and Belief70.
60 Action and Purposel51.
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desires might cause him to cause himself to behave in a way that would batisfyd
say that someone does something because he wants X is just to indicate hislgog i
it, and not really to assert that anything causes his doing of it. Presurnablyhat
permits us to conclude that we don't originate acts motivated by fear, threatsyings
is simply that these acts dofféeloriginated by us. Taylor seems to hold that whenever
it doesseem to us that we originate our acts, it is most reasonable to think that we
originate them. This position might also be taken by a self-determinist who doelsk)’
as Taylor does, that non-originative causation is itself caused. It seerasttmaoyh,
that our belief that we can originate our behavior is not enough to justify the conclusion
that we can do so, given the mysteriousness of the idea of origination. This conclusion is
only justified when wdnaveto believe this.

Taylor urges that “there is no basis whatever” for the claim that sometesi's
causes his actgkceptthe plausibility of the philosophical notion treaterythings
caused — which is ... the very thing at issbleTaylor thinks of action as behavior
caused by the agent, so he would interpret the claim that someone’s degisshinast
as the claim that someone’s desire causes him to cause his behavior. When hbatenies
everything is caused then, he wants to deny that someone’s causing of his behavior i
caused. A self-determinist who, like Taylor, advocates a substance-@ecmaht of
origination (as Taylor does) but who holds, as | do, that no causation is ever caused might
analogously repudiate the “philosophical notion” that every event is caused eypsom
event.

The notion that every event is caused by some prior event is a very deeply rooted,

psychologically compelling one, though, and so it should be repudiated only when it is

®% 1bid.
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opposed by another philosophical notion that is just as deeply rooted and psychologically
compelling. The notion which we have, when we are involved in moral deliberation, that
we can originate a decision to do the right thing, is as deeply rooted and psyd&ilyiogic
compelling. If this notion were incompatible with the notion that every event is¢taus
by some prior event, then the notion that everything is caused might have to be
repudiated where morally significant decisions are concerned. But the notiaretban
originate a morally significant decisionnstincompatible with the notion that all events
are caused. Origination can be understand as a beginningless series diverigots,
each caused by the one preceding it, which terminates in the final decisiofotmpbe
act in question. The agent would be the subject of each one of these acts. Each act is the
formation of an intention to form an intention ... to perform the act in question. Though
beginningless, the causal series of originative acts would have a begmhing,
namely the moment of decision. The originative acts would be simultaneous, and
simultaneous with the decision in which they terminate.

The belief in our originative power that we have when we are involved in moral
deliberation is neither a theory that we entertain so as to make sense of geaceyi
nor any sort of immediate intuition of reality; rather, we simply believe thosita
ourselves because we have to, just as we have to believe that other people are conscious
beings rather than soft robots. It may be objected that our belief that other greople
conscious beings is also supported by an inference from what is evident: theyihehave
the way that | do, | am conscious, and so they are probably conscious. However, our
belief that other people are conscious beings precedes any such supportinganferen

This belief is therefore of a kind with our belief that we can originate oureassa
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though our belief that we can originate our actsoissupported by an inference from
what is evident. We are unable to engage in moral deliberation without implicitly
believing that if our deliberation is completed by a decision to do something, our
deciding to do something will be our origination of an intention to do it. Here | go a step
beyond Richard Taylor, who conceives of someone as originating an act bgadausi
without being caused to do so. Taylor only holds that the “conception” of agents as first
causes of their acts “is consistent with our dagtectingthe presuppositions of
deliberation, and appears to be the only conception thanhistentvith them.”? | hold
that the moral deliberator presupposes that he can originate an act over wkich he i
deliberating, not just that he presupposes other things that would require his being the
first cause of this act.

It is one thing to accept Campbell’'s proposal that our irbiiefthat we can
originate our intentions necessarily arises in us when and only when we avedwol
moral deliberation. It is another thing to accept his proposal thdowemetimes
originate intentions when our moral deliberation ends in a decision to do the right thing,
and that we originate intentions only in such cagesmpbell’s reason for holding that
we sometimes originate an intention to do the right thing is that, since we haveve bel
that we can do this when we are involved in moral deliberation, the burden of proof is
upon those who hold otherwise, and is not met: “Until cogent evidence to the contrary is
adduced, we are entitled to put our trust in a belief which is so deeply embedded in our
experience as practical beings as to be ... ineradicable fréf iti§ reason for holding

that this is the only situation in which we can originate intentions appears to be that

%2 MetaphysicgPrentice-Hall, Inc.: Englewood Cliffs, 1963), mphasis added.
% In Defence of Free Wijlk4.
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where there is no compelling introspective evidence for our ability to origanate
intention, it should be concluded that we have no such ability. Perhaps Campbell has in
mind that, given the usual correlation of someone’s intentions with the configuration of
his desires, this correlation should be explained in terms of a cause-andudéf¢icat
applies to all cases where we don’t have an especially strong reason to thihk tha
doesn’'t apply. That he has this in mind is suggested by his later mention of “the
predictability of human conduct” as a reason for preferring a self-deisrmthat
greatly restricts the range of situations in which intentions may be ogdinat

Whatever else someone’s moral deliberation is, it is a process that involves his
being disposed to begin intending to behave in one of several ways which he thinks
possible, ways that he reviews and compares. When someone who has been thinking
about whether to do A or B begins to intend to do A, we say that he “decides” to do A.
Someone’s decision to do the right thing is his beginning to intend to do the right thing.
After someone’s decision to do the right thing, it is possible for him to think that this
decision was caused by some combination of events that he did not originate. These
events might have strengthened his desire to do whatever is right so much thaté becam
dominant, giving him an inclination to do the right thing. However, while he was
involved in moral deliberation he could not think this, and while he vividly recalls his
moral deliberation he cannot think this. He must think of himself as able to decide to do
the right thing, and in thinking of himself as able to do this he must believe that he is abl
to originate the intention to behave in this way.

The possibility of moral deliberation requires an exception to the rule that

someone’s inclination to do something causes him to intend to do it. However, it remains
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the rule that someone’s intention to do something is caused by his inclination to do it.
(Similarly, the flapping of a bird’s wings doesn’t always cause itytdoflit its flight is

always caused by the flapping of its wings.) Someone who decides to do what he thinks
would be more right than what he was inclined to do would originate this decision. In
originating this decision, he would be originating an intention to do this — his originative
act causing the onset of this intention. But, given that someone’s intention to do
something must be caused by his inclination, he would have to originate his intention by
originating a reconfiguration of his desires. Specifically, he wouldraigia desire to

do whatever is right, or the strengthening of such a desire. If this desuf@icgently

strong, so that it dominates the configuration of his desires, the new configuration of his
desires will cause him to intend to do the right thing, by inclining him to do it.

Someone would have to originate his moral deliberation. Suppose someone is
inclined to take the last piece of cake, but thinks he shouldn’t. His inclination to take the
last piece of cake cannot make him intend to deliberate over whether tmrestriself
instead. This inclination can only make him intend to take the cake. So, if he begins to
deliberate, he is doing something other than what he is inclined to do. He muste@rigina
this deliberation, then, for the sake of its rightness.

It seems necessary to hold that we can originate a decision to do the right thing
without having deliberated. This will allow us to say that while someone who dedberat
over whether to do the right thing must originate this deliberation, he need not have
deliberated over whether to deliberate. We thereby escape an infgngssien of moral
deliberations over whether to morally deliberate. | imagine someone sittengar,

thinking that he really ought to seriously consider going home, rather than havihgranot
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drink, as he is inclined to do. Thus, he might be involved in moral deliberation over
whether to morally deliberate about whether to have another drink or go home. Butitis
hard to picture him involved in a prior moral deliberation over whether to deliberate ove
whether to deliberate about whether to have another drink or go home.

Someone is unlikely to begin morally deliberating at the exact moment that he
becomes inclined to do what he doesn’t think right, or starts thinking that what he is
inclined to do isn't right. So, he would almost always start out intending to follow his
inclination. Then he might begin moral deliberation, suspending this intention. If he
decides to follow his inclination rather than do the right thing, he has re-formedtiais ini
intention. He has not originated this intention in the positive sense of having actively
brought it about. However, he might be thought of as originating it in a negative,
impediment-removing sense — by ceasing to deliberate, so that he is no longer the
continuing originator of his deliberation, as he has been. As soon as he stops originating
his moral deliberation he stops deliberating, and as soon as he stops deliberating his
inclination again makes him intend to do what he is inclined to do. It seems to me that
someone might also stop morally deliberating because he stops thinking tha there
something more right than what would suit these desires. His mind just wandere away t
the things that he wants, and his deliberation evaporates.

| rely upon the notion of implicit belief in proposing that when we deliberate over
whether to do the right thing we necessarily believe that we can originatgention to
do it. Obviously, we never actually say to ourselves, using these words, “| caterig
my intention to do something”. But in conversing with other people | also implicitly

believe that they are conscious beings, subjects of experience, like mevd beke
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without saying to myself, “this is a conscious being....” | am not sure what the
implicitness of a belief really amounts to. But | am sure that we frequemnéstan
implicit beliefs. We have to engage in this sort of deliberation (moral dafibe), and
we have to believe, when we engage in this sort of deliberation, that we caaterair
our intentions. We therefore at least sometimes have to believe that we cagt®rigi
them. Maybe this doesn’t constitute evidence that we irdfactiginate them. But the
necessity of this belief at least justifies an attempt to coherentlyi@mtss origination.

| identify someone’s decision to do the right thing with his beginning to intend to
do it (his intention’s coming-into-being, or formation) rather than with hisraatgin of
an intention to do ithecause decisions are beginnings of intention, and the originative act
is not itself the beginning of an intention. The originativecaciseghe decision — that
is, it causes the beginning of the intention. In this way, | maintain the symrhetry o
someone’s deciding to do the right thing with his other possible decision, his decision to
do what he is inclined to do. If someone’s decision to do the right thing were his
origination of an intention to do the right thing, then it would be inappropriate to give the
same name, “decision”, both to this origination of an intention to do the right thing and to
his renewal of his former intention to do what he is inclined to do.

According to the moral self-determinism that | endorse, our desires determi
what we will choose to do (perhaps with some admixture of randomness) unless we
overrule them by originating an intention to do something else. So, according to this
moral self-determination, determination by desire is our “default mode.” Ansthieof
moral self-determinism is conceivable. It might be called “bivalentbpg®sed to the

“univalent” moral self-determinism that | endorse. According to this hiwateral self-
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determinism, we would originatgther our intention to do what we are inclined toato
our intention to do the right thing. Thomas Reid and Immanuel Kant both seem to
endorse bivalent moral self-determinism. Bivalent moral self-determsegms to me

to be intuitively implausible, because it denies what | take to be the evidenttehaifa

our desires as determining our choices unless we overrule them. Moreover,mgdeny
this evident character of our desires, it removes us from the one situation in which we
find it necessary to believe that we can originate our intentions — the situatibicin w
we must understand our possible “overruling” of our desires as an originative act.

The moral self-determinism that | endorse, according to which we origingte
intentions to do the right thing, can be called “rightness-oriented”. | havéeckjgec
goodness-oriented, or rightness-and/or-goodness-oriented moral self-detarminis
However, the initial appeal of a goodness-oriented, or rightness-and/or-geodness
oriented, moral self-determinism is evident. If there can be a moral setfroil@ism, one
oriented toward rightness, or toward goodness, or toward rightness and/or goodness, the
it seems that there might be a pleasure-oriented, or a power-oriented, oredgaaw
oriented self-determinism, according to which someone can only originate doihgevha
thinks will bring him more pleasure, or power, or knowledge, than he will gain by doing
what he is inclined to do. The alternative to a moral self-determinism doesn’ohawe t
a self-determinism without any orientation whatsoever. However, | have neve
encountered an endorsement of a self-determinism oriented toward a gemaadé ul
goal (such as pleasure, power, or knowledge) other than rightness and/or goodness.
Indeed, the notion of a pleasure-oriented, power-oriented, or knowledge-oriented self-

determinism lacks the intuitive appeal that a moral, rightness-and/or-goadiesged
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self-determinism possesses for many people. Moral self-determirgsns $e be the
only goal-oriented self-determinism that appeals to anyone, including me.

One reason why moral self-determinism is the only sort of goal-orierfed se
determinism that appeals to anyone is suggested by the apparent facts about our
deliberative experience. Careful consideration of these facts shows, Itttat
whenever we deliberate over whether or not to do something other than what we are
inclined to do we deliberate over whether or not to do the right thing. However, a less
careful consideration of the same facts might suggest to us that we may &lsmatkeli
over whether or not to do thestthing. But we don’t seem, even at first glance, to
deliberate over whether to do what we are inclined tordehat would bring us the most
pleasure, power, or knowledgceptwhen we think that it would béght or bestthat
we do whatever would enable us to attain these things. If we deliberate otleenibe
do what we are inclined to do or what would bring us the most pleasure, power, or
knowledge, then we think that if we were to do what would bring us the most pleasure,
power, or knowledge, we would do so for the sake of the greater rightness or goodness of
doing it. So, it seems that in such cases we are really only deliberating otleentbe
do the best or right thing.

It is only during our deliberation over whether to do what we are inclined to do or
whether to do something else that we must believe that we are able to eraginat
activity. Experience strongly suggests that we deliberate over whettlewhat we are
inclined to do or whether to do something else only when we deliberate over whether to
do the best or right thing. So, experience strongly suggests that it is only during our

deliberation over whether to do the best or right thing that we must believe tham we c
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originate our intentions. Our belief that we can originate our intentions andrrgsulti
activity is primarily nourished by, if it does not indeed arise from, this detiera
experience. So, if there is some one general goal that we must have in originating our
activity, this would have to be our doing whatever is right or best, rather than what would
bring us the most pleasure, power, or knowledge. Further consideration of our
deliberative experience then leads us (or, at rate, has led me) to theioontlatsthis

general goal would simply be our doing whatever is right; the “or bastbe eliminated

as an alternate moral goal.

A second reason for the unattractiveness of an amorally goal-oriented self
determinism (according to which one may originate an intention to do what one thinks
would bring one more power, pleasure, knowledge, or whatever, than one would get by
following one’s inclination) is that our desire to regard people as deserving sona spec
sort of credit or blame for their originated intentions or for their failureigpnate them
is our chief motive, beyond our deliberative experience, for continuing to embttce s
determinism despite its obscurity. In the next chapter, | consider how our dgeesan

of this special credit or blame might be understood.
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6. Pure moral responsibility

Even though our being morally responsible for our intentions does not require our
originating them or being able to originate alternate intentions, introgpestiggests that
we would have some special sort of moral responsibility both for intentions that we
originate,andfor those that we have, but do not originate, when we might have
originated others instead. | will call intentions of both types “O-intentioitsSeems to
me that someone would have this special sort of moral responsibility for hisront
only when they are morally better or worse than the alternate intentions wealtden.

For simplicity’s sake, however, | will for the most part refrain from nogmiig it in what
follows. At least three different approaches to defining the special sodraf m
responsibility that we might have for our O-intentions are possible. | thgdirst
altogether, because of its reliance upon a theory of the self and its motitatibhave
rejected as mistaken. | set the second aside because it is not likely tarobhen
respect of readers who are not already committed to certain proposaigeaiudative,
theological character. | endorse and adopt the third.

First, it might be proposed that when we reasonably believe someone to have an
O-intention, our liking or disliking of him as a person in considering his intention should
be aimed at a deeper part of his being. His moral responsibility for his intentioth woul
then be a “deep” one, as opposed to the “shallow” moral responsibility which is all that
someone can have for an unoriginated intention when he was not able to originate another
one. The trouble with this proposal is that the distinction between “deeper” and
“shallower” parts of someone’s being would have to be explicated in a way thataloes

separate him from the shallower part, the desiring part, as though this part wety
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part ofhim. | don’t see how this can satisfactorily be accomplished. It is not even
satisfactory to say that while someone’s desires are truly his theptaredividually
essential, since they can be altered without destroying his identity. T is
satisfactory because even if someone’s identity is not constituted by $enipaeray of
desires, his identity seems to be uniguifinedby the history of his desires as they
develop and mutate in a patterned, more or less coherent way. If we did not have the
actual histories of desire that we have, we wouldn’t particularly care ahewtnother.

So, | reject this approach.

The second approach, which | will set aside, relies upon theological spatulati
Perhaps the citizens of the World to Come, no longer active and contemplating the
intentions they all had during their former lives in the present world, will knowainly
one another’s O-intentions. Only someone’s moral responsibility for O-intentitew
relevant, then. A related speculation is that they will have no memory eittieirodwn
or of one another’s past intentions; yet O-intentions, and these alone, will hameebec
features of their eternal identities. These eternal moral featutdseveihalogous to
beautiful and ugly physical characteristics. (Plato has Socrates proposthisg like
this, inGorgias®) People should then like those among them who are morally beautiful,
and to dislike those among them who are morally ugly (these will be the rigidext
for people to have toward those among them who are morally beautiful or ugly) — much
as we find physically beautiful people attractive and physically ugly peepidsive. To
like people in considering their moral beauty is to like them as persons, and to dislike
people in considering their moral ugliness is to dislike them as persons, since someone

must be a person if he is to be morally beautiful or ugly, given that moral beauty and

% Trans. Donald J. Zeyl, in Cooper, 791-870, 86&&52
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ugliness are only representations of moral goodness and badness. (I am asstiming tha
physical beauty is something real, and not just “in the eye of the beholders; néél,

then surely it is good, although certainly not our duty, that we respond to it favorably, for
this response expresses our aesthetic acumen.)

Yet another related speculation is that God likes or dislikes people as pergons onl
in considering their O-intentions, and will reward or punish people only for these
intentions, if he rewards and punishes them at all. This would make sense, since he
himself would have programmed them to have their non-O-intentions, by setting up the
world in a way that would ensure their having desires of certain strengtimeatvhen
they were unable to originate intentions to do anything other than what these desires
inclined them to do. It would be odd for him to like or dislike them as persons in
considering intentions of theirs that he had programmed them to have.

According to this second, theological, approach, someone’s moral responsibility
for his O-intention might appropriately be called an “eternal” one, as opposed to the
“mundane” (or whatever) moral responsibility which is all that someone can haae for
non-O-intention. Most serious thinkers will dismiss this approach as fantastiit. |
therefore endorse another approach to defining the special sort of moral resiponsibi
that we might have for an O-intention. However, those who find the theological
approach congenial may employ it as an imaginative supplement to this approach.

This third approach, which | endorse, is as follows. When we reasonably believe that
someone’s intention was morally good or bad, not an O-intention, we should indeed like
or dislike him as a person in considering it, but at the same time we stieutaibject

him tothe same “objective” scrutiny that we direct toward any interesting andtiadiie
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helpful or harmful feature of the natural environm&ni\e are incapable of maintaining

two parallel, sharply distinguished simultaneous attitudes toward one another, howeve
So, what happens is that our moral attitude toward him (our liking or disliking of him as a
person) transforms into an objective one, and then the objective one transforms back into
the moral one, in an unstable oscillation. On the other hand, when we reasonably believe
that someone has a morally good or bad O-intention, we should take a purely moral
attitude toward him in considering his intention, only liking or disliking him as a person
without scrutinizing him objectively as though he were only a feature of tbeaha
environment. Thenly attitude that we should have toward him in considering his

intention is that of liking or disliking him as a person: we showithlso take the

“objective” attitude toward him in considering this intention.

Note that, strictly speaking, we should give someone pure credit or blame for
what we take to be his originated intention only if we think that this intention idlynora
better or worsehan his intention to do what he was inclined to do would have been;
likewise, we should give him pure credit or blame for his unoriginated intentionfonly
we think that it is morally better or worse than one that he might have origindted. T
greater the difference between the moral goodness or badness of his O-intentiat and t
of the alternatives, the more pure credit and blame he deserves.

We might distinguish, then, between a “pure” moral responsibility that someone
would have for an O-intention, and an “impure” moral responsibility that he would have

for a non-O-intention. “Impure” moral responsibility doesn’t sound right, though — it

% Here again | am guided by Peter Strawson’s disonss “Freedom and Resentment” of the possible
attitudes that we can take toward other peoplesponse to their actions. Strawson observes thabay
switch from an attitude of personal engagement sdattmeone to what he calls an “objective attitud&®Q)
— the same attitude that we would take toward eapersonal feature of our environment that we have t
manage in a way that is convenient for us.
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suggests an admixture of dirt and scandal — so I'll just call the latter “oytimaral
responsibility. We can say that while someone who has pure moral respongibgity f
morally good or bad intention deserves pure credit or blame for it, someone who has the
ordinary sort of moral responsibility for his morally good or bad intention only deserves
the ordinary sort of credit or blame for it.

My position that someone woutthly be able to originate intentions to do the
right thing suggests the following conclusions about what his deservingness of plitre cre
or blame for his intentions would require.

There would be an originated conscientiousness, bdiractly originated
versions of what | have called “idealism” and “virtue”. | have given the riadaalism”
to someone’s moral goodness in intending to do what is not merely right, but the best of
what is right, for the sake of its being best, and the name “virtue” to someonels mora
goodness in intending to do what is not merely right, but the best of what is right, for its
own sake. ldealism and virtue mightibdirectly originated, though, in that
conscientiousness is a precondition for both. Once someone has originated a general
intention to do only what is right, his natural, unoriginated desire to do whatever is best,
or his natural, unoriginated sympathy and helpfulness (for example), may be strong
enough to incline him to perform the best of the possible right acts.

Given that a person can only originate an intention to do the right thing, it might
seem that someone would always deserve pure credit for his originated intention.
However, this isn't so. | have been using the expression “doing the right thing” to
indicate someone’s doing whegemdo him to be more right than what he was inclined

to do. Someone’s belief that an act is more right than what he is inclined to do may be
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unreasonable. Suppose, then, that the only reasonable belief that can be held about the
moral value of the act is that itlsssright than what he is inclined to do. If he originates

an intention to perform it for the sake of its rightness, this intention would be ynorall
worsethan his intention to do what he was inclined to do would have been. If his
unreasonable belief in the act’s rightness is the result of past intentions ¢orhvehi

deserves pure blame, then perhaps he deserves additional pure blame for this new
intention as well. Someone would deserve pure credit only for his originated intention to
do what heeasonablybelieves to be more right than what he was inclined to do. Only
when he fails to originate such an intention, though he might have done so, would he
deserve pure blame for intending to do what he is inclined to do.

When beliefs regarding rightness and wrongness are unreasonable, their
correctness is accidental. Someone who correctly but unreasonably believes tha
shouldn’t follow his inclination might just as easily have come to believentait he is
inclined to do is right. It seems, then, that someone who correctly but unreasonably
believes that act A is more right than act B, when he is inclined toward Brbut ca
originate an intention to do A, no more deserves pure blame for intending to do B than he
would deserve pure credit for originating an intention to do A.

If we can only originate intentions to do the right thing, then various scenarios in
which we might otherwise have deserved pure blame for originating an act would be
ruled out. According to such scenarios, we would deserve pure blame for origarating
intention to do something purely for the sake of its greggednesswhile unreasonably
believing the act to be at least as right as the one that we were inclinetbtoper

while unreasonably believing that right and wrong are superstitions, or even while
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believing the act to be moverongthan the one that we were inclined to perform. In
ruling out such scenarios, we rule out the possibility that revolutionaries devoig of an
sense of duty would originate massacres solely in order to benefit mankind, oryhat the
would in doing so overrule their scruples. In originating such acts, they would only be
able to overrule their non-moral desires to refrain from harming others, to caieform
established patterns of conduct, and so forth. Of course, a scenario in which someone
would deserve the most intense pure blame for originating an intention to do something
that he believes to be more wrong than what he is inclined to do feakkef this
greater wrongness, or for the sake of its badness, would be ruled out as well. Na Miltoni
Satan would be able to originate the evil that is his good.

Someone who doesn’t deserve pure credit or blame for an intention or act that he
originates or fails to originate when he could have might still deserve oraireatit or
blame for it. For example, Huck Finn is inclined to help Jim to escape slavery, but he
unreasonably believes that doing so would be wrong. He decides to help Jim escape, but
could have originated an intention to report Jim to the authorities, for the sake of the
greater rightness of doing so. Surely, he doesn’t deserve pure blame for Blping
escape. In fact, most of us would be inclined to think that he deserves credit for doing so,
because his ultimate goal in helping Jim to escape is something that isgoddct
Jim’s being free, or happy, or whatever. The credit that he deserves would haveeo be
ordinary sort of credit. But now suppose he decides to help Jim in order to ignite a
bloody civil war (a bad thing). In this case, although he doesn’t deserve purefbtame
helping Jim instead of originating an intention to report him to the authorities, he seem

to deserve the ordinary sort of blame.
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How then might we gratify our desire to regard conscientious tyrants and the
conscientious agents and supporters as deserving pure blame for their murderous
activity? It seems that under certain circumstances someone who osgunatey acts
for the sake of their supposed rightness might deserve pure blame for themttespite
unreasonableness of his belief that they are right. Similarly, a natcwakgientious or
idealistic person whose wrong acts result from his overwhelmingly powaréuiginated
desire to do whatever is right and/or best might deserve pure blame for them. Semeone’
false and unreasonable belief that his murderous activity is right might depencdopon s
past activity of his which he at least sometimes correctly and reagdredigived to be
less right than some other activity that he might have originated. Or, hisrbigie
depend upon a present activity of this sort. For example, perhaps the young secret
policeman would not have believed that the assassination of dissidents is right if he
hadn’t been getting drunk with zealots. Alternately (or in addition) his beliehihat
murderousness is right might depend upon his failure to seriously consider whether or not
his project is truly right at key moments when he correctly and reasonéielyeleor
even continues to believe that he might ahduldengage in this reflection, despite his
inclination not to. If he had originated this serious consideration, or were to do so now
(no longer suppressing his recurrent doubts), perhaps he would have abandoned, or would
still abandon, his unreasonable belief in his project’s rightnessnigtde therefore
deserve pure blame for his behavior, after all.

We can't ever be sure that there have been, or continue to be, circumstances of
this sort, so that the conscientious and/or idealistic wrong-doer deserves tblamee

that we would like to give him. It is possible that he never had nagging doubts, and never
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even suspected, at the beginning of his career, that getting drunk with zealots yothact
a similar tendency to distort moral perception, might be wong. But it wouldn’t be
absolutely outrageous to assume these things about him.

Perhaps this sort of thing is all that anyone ever deserves pure blame for: hanging
out with the wrong crowd despite one’s quiet intuition that one shouldn’t, ignoring one’s
nagging doubts, and so on. If so, then the conscientious or idealistic tyrant would at least
turn out not to deseniesspure blame than the ordinary murderer who ignores his doubts
as he plunges into the act. Anyone who is annoyed by the thought that the conscientious
or idealistic tyrant would not deserm@repureblame than the ordinary murderer may
embrace some version of the theological approach to defining the special sorébf m
responsibility that someone can have for an act if he originates it or naigatoriginated
another. We are free to employ the theological approach, relying as it does upon the
notion of what | have called “eternal” moral responsibility, as a suppletmé¢not a
replacement for) the more naturalistic approach that | have endorsed, aachptying
instead upon the notion of “pure” moral responsibility. Once the theological approach is
embraced, anything goes.

We can then entertain the thought that there are grades of eternal moral
responsibility — of deservingness of eternal blame or praise. We mighgudish, for
example, between the following kinds of cases, where the second kind of case features
someone who deserves a more intense eternal blame for his morally bad intention or ac
than the first kind does. (By “someone believes that he ought to X”, | mean that he
believes that X is the right thing for him to do.) In cases of the first kind, (1) someone

formerly believed that he ought to take steps to alter, or guard against thesexpo,
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certain aspects of his personality (such as a mercurial temper) ti@nhegelieved might
result in his behaving in this way, and/or he formerly believed that he ought fualgare
assess the accuracy of beliefs which he suspected might result in his behévisigvay
(such as the belief that certain people are malevolent); (2) this process, haihiaéeor

it, might have resulted in his now intending to behave in a way that isn’t morallgiéd;

(3) he did not originate it, although he might have. (We can safely assume that in every
case in which a normal adult has a morally bad intention, these requirements have been
met.)

In cases of the second kind, where the moral responsibility for behaving badly
seems to be more intense, 1) the pemesently while intending to behave in the way in
guestion, believes that this way of behauvimightbe wrong (note that | am not
suggesting that anyone can believe that the way in which he wants to bebhade (8)
he presently believes that he ought to carefully consider the moral value wayhid
behaving in order to make sure that it isn't wrong; and (3) he doesn’t originate this
careful consideration, although he might. (Note that if we replace the “origindbtese
cases with a simple “undertake”, we get a differentiation of gradeslofary moral
responsibility. Thus we distinguish between cases in which we should like or dislike
someone as a person to a greater or lesser extent in considering his interntioreree
our liking or disliking of him as a person (our “moral attitude” toward him) isIgght
mingled with an objective, managerial attitude toward him.)

| have proposed that someone who originates an act does so with anigeginat
act that he in turn originates, and so on forever. It might be urged, then, that we think of

the extraordinary significance of someone’s moral responsibility for hisategl act as
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consisting merely in his being morally responsible in the ordinary way foy &neer”
originative act in the series, as well as for the ultimate, “outer” acant@y — the

infinite multiplication of instances of ordinary moral responsibility — wouldgrerfthe
function that difference in quality does in my own proposal regarding the “purity” of
someone’s moral responsibility for his originated acts. One difficulty Wigh t
suggestion is that it seems to entail, bizarrely, that in cases in which sodoesmné
originate his act, but might have originated another act for the sake of ther great
rightness that he reasonably attributes to it, he would be guilty of an infinitetgunti
sins of omission, corresponding to the infinity of originative acts that he might have
performed but hasn’'t. Moreover, this alternate proposal depends upon an account of
origination (as consisting in an infinite series of originative acts) that isituitively
compelling. Since this account of origination is not intuitively compelling (altthduwip
believe it to be the best possible account of origination), it cannot explain wkattdta
be the intuitive appeal of the notion that the power to originate acts would ndgdssari
accompanied by an extraordinary moral responsibility.

Finally, it doesn’t seem that we like or dislike someone as a person in camgideri
what we take to be his purely inward act of origination, or his omission of such a purely
inward act. Only someone’s ultimate, outer act, or his intention to perform such an act
concerns us, and can move us to like or dislike him as a person in considering it. In
assuming a purely moral attitude toward someone in response to what we take to be his
O-intention, we continue to focus upon that intention, and not upon his performance of
the prior acts in the originative series terminating in this intention. Hisatign of the

intention, or his ability to originate another, is just significant backgrouondiation.
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Its significance seems to be that it ensures the purely moral characteattitade
toward him, not permitting this attitude to dissolve into an objective, managerial one.

We can distinguish betweerpasitivepure moral responsibility for an originated
intention, and aegativepure moral responsibility for an unoriginated one, when another
might have been originated. | have argued that someone deserves credit only for his
intentions and acts, since his acts, understood as “greater acts”, include witiselttes
any generally intended consequences of his core acts. However, someone desas/es bl
for any foreseeable bad consequences of his acts, even if he did not intend to bring them
about by means of his core act. But | have also argued that someone may deserve pu
blame even for his originated intention, when his unreasonable belief in the intended
deed’s rightness is due to decisions of his for which he deserves pure blame. (it doesn’
seem that someone can deserve pure credit fona@iginated O-intention — one that he
has when he can originate another.) So, someone can have positive as well as negative
pure moral responsibility not only for his O-intentions and O-intended acts, but also for
these acts’ foreseeable bad consequences.

It is not enough to say that someone has positive pure moral responsibility for his
behaviorif he originates it, or negative pure moral responsibility for his behavior if he
does not originate it but might have originated other behavior. Someone seems to be
morally responsible only for hescts— his intentional behavior — and his intentions to
behave in certain ways. So, someone’s direct origination of his behavior — which is what
Richard Taylor pictures us doiffg- wouldn’t be enough to give him positive pure moral
responsibility for this behavior. Nor would his ability to directly origireternate

behavior give him negative pure moral responsibility for acts that he doesniateig If

% SeeAction and Purposel11-112 (“Agents as Causes”).
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he is to have positive pure moral responsibility for his behavior, he must originate this
behavior by originating the intention that causes it. And, if he is to have negative pure
responsibility for his behavior, he must be able to originate an intention to behave in
another way. Perhaps Taylor would say that the origination of behavior is wemyf af
intending it. It seems to me, though, that this originative intending would have s little
common with non-originative intending that no substantive resemblance would be
indicated by the application of the name “intending” to both. If non-originative intending
makes the intended behavior an act for which someone can be morally responsible,
originative intending cannot do so, since it is something else entirely.

When someone doesn't originate his acts, something other than he himself must
cause him to have the desires that together cause him to intend to behave as he does, or
must at any rate cause him to be the sort of person that he is, tending to desire what he
desires as strongly as he does, so that he intends to do what he intends to do. We might
say, then, that he “naturally” intends to behave as he does, and that his behaviedis caus
by his naturally intending to behave in that way.

It might seem that a third sort of pure moral responsibility (in addition to p®siti
and negative pure moral responsibility) should be incurred by someone who apparently
plungesinto the behavior that he naturally intends to perform; such a person seems to
consciously repudiate the possibility of behaving in another way. Thus, someone who
has been struggling against the inclination to have a third beer suddenly thinkeefiThe
with it, I'm going to finish the six-pack,” and with a sort of grim exultatioadsefor the
refrigerator. But we can understand this kind of thing as a case eithertofeppsre

moral responsibility or of negative pure moral responsibility. We can understand the
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sense of plunging as being a sort of involuntary emotional manifestation of the sudden
stopping of intense deliberation, in which case his pure moral responsibilitydanatns
merely negative. Or, we can understand it as an instance of someone’s makielf) hi
intend a more intense performance of the behavior that he had previously intended, in
which case he incurs positive pure moral responsibility for a correspondingsimanea
the intensity of the intended behavior. So, for example, someone who has been suffering
from a guilty conscience over his daily consumption of three beers, which he had
naturally intended, perversely originates an intention to drink a six-pack aedagwh
has positive pure moral responsibility for half of his daily drinking. | hold thaesne
can have positive pure moral responsibility for an intention only when he intends to do
the right thing. So, the beer-drinker with positive pure moral responsibility feptis
pack-a-day decision must have come to believe that drinking that much beer every day i
right, perhaps because of the goodness of being in a beery state of mind.

| hold that the origination of an intention is itself an originated act. It faljow
then, that someone who has positive pure moral responsibility for his outer act, and for
his intention to perform it, has positive pure moral responsibility for this origenatt,
and for his intention to perform it.

At the end of the previous chapter, | offered one explanation of why it is that a
self-determinism oriented toward a general ultimate goal other thanegghor
goodness, such as pleasure, power, or knowledge (pursuit of which would be an
alternative to following our inclination) doesn’t appeal to us. The explanatioh that
offered there was that our deliberative experience doesn’t support an argoedlly

oriented self-determinism. Our gut feeling that we would deserve alspatiaf credit
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or blame for originating an intention to do the right thing or the best thing suggests a
additional explanation for the unattractiveness of a pleasure-, power-, or knowledge-
oriented self-determinism. An amorally goal-oriented self-detesmi would make it
impossible for somebody to deserve some sort of special credit or blame for his
originated intentions or for his failure to originate one when he might have done so. Yet
it seems that our desire to regard people as deserving some such spaitial bteame is
our chief motive, beyond our deliberative experience, for continuing to embrace self
determinism despite its obscurity.

| have recommended that we understand this special credit or blame as “pure”,
rather than “deep” or “eternal”’. Clearly, someone cannot deserve credit fogimaiad
intention to do something for the sake of the pleasure, power, or knowledge he hopes to
enjoy or to acquire in or through doing it, if the only reasonable view is that ihtsorig
good that he follow his inclination instead. So, if he is to deserve pure credit for an
originated intention to do something for the sake of pleasure, power, or knowledge, the
intended behavior must be more right or better than what he is inclined to do. But either
(1) it is merely accidental that his originated intention is an intention to do svivaire
right or better that what he is inclined to do, or (2) he originates this intentitmefeake
of the greater rightness of the intended behavior, or (3) he originates it Eakinef the
greater goodness of the pleasure, power, or knowledge that he expects to enjoy or to
acquire through it. If it is merely accidental that his originated intergian intention to
do what is more right or better than what he is inclined to do, then he cannot deserve pure
credit for it. So, he deserves pure credit for his originated intention only if heatagi

it for the sake of the greater rightness of the intended behavior, or for the dade of t
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greater goodness of the pleasure, power, or knowledge that he expects to enjoy or to
acquire through it. But then we have a self-determinism oriented toward rghatmes
goodness after all.

| have argued that careful consideration of our deliberative experiencadeaads
conclusion that when we deliberate over whether or not to do something other than what
we are inclined to do, we focus upon the greater rightness, not the greater goodness, of
this alternative to following our inclination — except insofar as it is gletigreater
goodness than makes it more right. So, it is reasonable to conclude that someone would

deserve pure credit for an intention to dorilgét thing, not the best thing.
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7. Moderate moral self-determinism and behavioral probability

According to the moral self-determinism that | endorse, the intentions thatrwe
originate must be intentions to do what we think is more right than what we are inclined
to do. We would intend to do it at least in part for the sake of its greater rightnes
Originated intentions need not be intentions to do what is thoogstright. They might
also be “compromise” intentions to perform acts toward which we are less ihitiare
we are toward others that seem less right, but toward which we are maredrbian we
are toward others that seem more right. Nevertheless, since it is convenahalio c
intentions that aim at rightness intentions to “do the right thing”, | say thatateg
intentions in general are intentions to do the right thing.

| have rejected an alternate sort of moral self-determinism accordirfgdb w
someone might originate an intention to do something for the sake of itshe¢ieghan
what he is inclined to do. This sort of moral self-determinism might be repedssnthe
position that originated intentions must be intentions to dbés#hing. However,
anything that | have to say about the “rightness-oriented” moral selfrai@ism which |
endorse can easily be adapted to fit a goodness-oriented (or rightness and/sggoodne
oriented) version of moral self-determinism.

“Amoral” self-determinism wouldn’t require that our originated intentions be
intentions to do the right or best thing. It might be amorally goal-specific rimgjthat
our originated intentions be intentions to do the most pleasant, empowering, or
knowledge-enhancing thing. However, this amoral goal-specificity is unapgpess we
have seen. Proponents of amoral self-determinism are likely to deny thatginated

intentions must be of any one type.
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We can now distinguish between “extreme” self-determinism and “motlerate
self-determinism. Both might be moral or amoral. Accordingxtoemeself-
determinism, the configuration of someone’s desires cannot make it imposdilhie tha
originate an intention to behave in a certain way. Someone can originate aonrtent
do anything he thinks his skills and environment will permit. If he is mistaken in
thinking that his skills and environment will permit him to behave in the way in question,
then while he may originate an intention to behave in that way he will of course not be
able to originate behaving in that way. According to extreme self-digisnm someone
can originate any behavior for which he has the requisite skills, and which his
environment makes possible.

Extrememoral self-determinism would assert that another factor can make it
impossible for someone to originate his behaving in a certain way. If someone is to
originate an intention to behave in a certain way, he must think that his behaving in this
way is more right than what he is inclined to do, because he can only originate an
intention to do the right thing. So, if he does not think that a certain way of behaving is
more right than what he is inclined to do, he cannot originate an intention to behave in
that way. According to extreme moral self-determinism, then, as long assgme
environment and skills permit his behaving in a certain way and he thinks that this
behavior is more right than what he is inclined to do, he can originate his behaving in this
way. He can originate an intention to do anything that he thinks is more right thlan wha
he is inclined to do, when he thinks his skills and environment will permit him to do it.

According to moderate self-determinism, on the other hand, the configuration of

someone’s desiremnmake it impossible that he originate an intention to behave in a
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certain way. So, even when his environment and skills permit his behaving in this way,
the configuration of his desires might make it impossible that he origindbelmasing in
this way. Someone’s personality — his disposition to have certain desires of certa
strengths in certain circumstances — can therefore make it impossibletbehave, or
merely intend to behave, in a certain way. A very irritable person, for exanileot
be able to respond politely to a provocation. A moderateal self-determinism would
assert that someone is not only unable to originate an intention to do what he doesn’t
think more right than what he is inclined to do. He may even be unable to originate an
intention to do the right thing, despite his having the skills required for it and despite the
absence of environmental impediments.

| have rejected a “bivalent” moral self-determinism according to whizlwauld
originateeitheran intention to follow inclinatiolor an intention to do the right thing.
Bivalent moral self-determinism would have to be extreme. Given that someone would
originate either an intention to follow inclination or an intention to do the right thing, his
ability to originate an intention to do the right thing could not be limited by thegsiien
of his desires. His desires would have strengths only in relation to each other. Wheneve
someone thinks that his behaving in a certain way would be more right than doing what
he is inclined to do, his desires would have no actual strength until he has originated an
intention to follow his inclination.

It seems to me that accordingaioy self-determinism, the causing of someone’s
final, originated act by his final originge act must consist in his making himself so
intensely desire something new, or in his making himself desire something oletso m

more intensely, so that the configuration of his desires is shifted in favor of thismew
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newly intense, desire. This will then cause him to intend to do something that will be or
involve the bringing-about of the object of this desire to a greater extent théeh w
otherwise have been the case. Someone’s ability to originate an adréheogfsists in

an ability to generate a new desire, or to increase the intensity of an oldcrw@ding

to the moral self-determinism that | endorse, the relevant desire would beectaleir
whatever is right.

“Willpower” seems to be an appropriate name for this ability to make oneself
intend to do what one isn’t inclined to do by generating a new desire or by ingreweesin
intensity of an old one. The dispute between moral and amoral self-determinisns then, i
over whether someone’s willpower is only his ability to make himself intend to do the
right thing, or his ability to make himself intend to do whatever seems possible.to him
The dispute between extreme and moderate moral self-determinism is a dispute ove
whether or not someone always has enough willpower to make himself intend do the
right thing, when he thinks that his skills and environment permit it.

In proposing “willpower” as an appropriate name for someone’s ability ke ma
himself intend to do something other than what he is inclined to do, | am supposing that
we ordinarily use this word to refer to such an ability. However, | do not demyé¢hat
also use the same word to denote someone’s disposition to forgo the immediate
gratification of some of his desires in order to make progress toward achmure
distant goals. According to this use of the word, which may in fact be more ordinary tha
the one that | have put it to, someone’s having a lot of willpower simply consists in the
fact that he is often inclined to do what he doesn’t want to do. Great willpower might be

attributed to someone who is disposed to climb a steep hill in order to get to a party.
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Non-self-determinists may use the word “willpower” in this way, as ataig
someone’s ability to do things that he doesn’t want to do. For example, Hare invokes
insufficient willpower as the solution to the problem of weakness of will: th&-wéked
person, he says, is one who is physically able to “resist temptation”, but not
psychologically able. That he nevertheless has the intention that makes a peebn m
good is indicated by the weak-willed person’s “remorse”, for, “though unable to
overcome this temptation, he keep[s] alive the will-power which may overcome lesse
ones”®” The weak-willed person simply does not have enough willpower to overcome
his desires. Hare’s discussion of the compatibility of moral responsilitity
determinism shows that he does not think of willpower as an ability to resist tempta
specifically through the origination of acts other than those toward which one is
tempted®

| share Hare’s opinion that moral responsibility is compatible with detésmi
However, unlike me, Hare doesn’t show any concern that there might be a spéaogl sor
moral responsibility for an act which would require the origination of this act, or the
ability to have originated another act. So, since Hare embraces a notion of eillpow
without embracing the notion that acts can be originated, Hare’s willpoweidisntly
not an originative ability. Similarly, George Ainslie applies the namépewer” to a
psychic law governing the rate at which the intensity of desire for cehiaigs decreases
when the attainment of these things is consigned to a more and more distarif future.

It is tempting to say that willpower is simpgbytential desire — whether potential

desire for anything at all, according to amoral self-determinism, enpalt desire for

" Freedom and Reasd@xford: Oxford University Press, 1963, 80.
% bid., 63-66.
%9 See hiBreakdown of Wil(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press 2001).
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whatever is right, according to moral self-determinism. This way of talking i
misleading, however, since it suggests that willpower is a sort of entitgre¥d within

an agent’s psyche, waiting to be transformed into another sort of entity — ddwxe
rejected this way of thinking about desire; rather it is only a state or contirugngad
which the desiring person is the subject. Similarly, willpower is only aityabil
someone’s ability to originate desire — not any sort of entity. The state or continuing
event of “idle fancy”, or wishing, typically expressed by thoughts of the typeuftii’'t

it be nice if...”, might perhaps be the prior seed of an originated desire. If so, then
wishing is potential desire. However, wishing obviously isn’'t willpower; noboaiyiav
be inclined to think that the two are the same. Rather, wishing would be converted into
desire (if that is what happers)the deployment of willpower.

Another misleading image is that of willpower as a sort of extra fuel-stippéy
motivational engine whose operation is desire. Here desire is not imaginedragya
inhabiting a person or pushing him around from the outside. Desire is omlyetaion
of the motivational engine — either a continuing event, or state of being “on”. An
infusion of willpower into the engine makes it work harder, intensifying desire.
However, since it is now the motivatioralginethat inhabits someone, pushing him
around from within as though he were a car, this image really isn’t an improvement on
the one that places desire itself in this role. Someone’s act still turns out tddsmnpd
by something other than himself. This is the first and most important objectius to t
image. A second objection to it is that when the image of desire as the operation of a
motivational engine is incorporated into a full-scale psychic model, it becormessaey

to envision a bizarrely complex, inefficiently designed vehicle. Everyeltdsat
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someone has would have to be the operation of a distinct engine that pushes him in a
certain direction. Or at least, this would have to be true of someone’s basis.delgre
would have a pleasure-engine pushing him toward pleasure, a power-engine pushing him
toward power, a knowledge-engine pushing him toward knowledge, a rightness-engine
pushing him toward rightness, and, perhaps, a distinct goodness-engine pushing him
toward goodness. Where he goes would be determined by how powerful these various
engines are. According to the (rightness-oriented rather than goodnedgselrmeoral
self-determinist application of this image, the willpower-fuel could only baraiad
into the rightness-desiring engine. According to an amoral self-deistrapplication of
this image, on the other hand, someone can channel his willpower-fuel into any of these
engines, as though by turning a psychic steering wheel. According to an esééme
determinist application of this image, there would be an infinite quantity lfomiéer-
fuel, enabling someone to so intensify the operation of the motivational engine into which
he pumps it that this motivational engine can prevail over all of the engines thatipus
in other directions. According to a moderate self-determinist application ofidige,
there would be a limited quantity of willpower-fuel. The craziness of such dejedsc
an engineering project, suggests that this is not at all how motivation works. A third
objection to this image is that while it doesn’t portray desire as a subgtamntraying
instead as the operation of a substance, namely the motivational-enginepatrsays
willpower as a substance (for gasoline, after all, is a substancehisiljtist as bad.

The safest thing to do, then, is simply to stick with the conception of willpower as
an ability to originate desire, while remaining on guard against the mislaatlirence

of images that inevitably arise as illustrations of this conception. | adrhitdhenuch is
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clarified by saying that willpower is an “ability.” What, after all,an “ability”? It won’t
do to imagine a sort of backpack-generator connected to a power-tool, or anything of that
sort. | suppose | can plead that the notion of ability is “primitive”.

For one person to haweorewillpower than another person has, then, would be
for him to have an ability to originate a stronger desire. (That is, to haveatnbtgto
do something is to have the ability to do it more intensely. Someone who has a greater
ability to lift weights than another person has is able to lift more weight, or tbaexe
greater lifting-force, than the other can.)

It is convenient to say that someone who originates his act, or his intention to
behave in a certain way, or his desire or the strengthening of his desire for agmethi
“makes himself” act or intend to behave in that way, or want or more stronglyiveant
thing in question. The reader should bear in mind that whenever | speak of someone’s
“making” himself act, intend, or want | mean that he originates his act, intention, or
desire. Obviously, we often speak of someone’s making himself want or intend to do
something without having any thought of his having originated his desire or intention.
According to this ordinary use of the expression, someone might be said to maké himsel
want to take a daily early-morning run by intentionally doing so, day afteredan if his
intending to do so is caused by a desire for health whose strength in him is gabised b
heredity and past experiences. However, if | say here that someone madedfuiant
to take a daily early-morning run, | will mean that his heredity and past erpes are
not sufficient causes of his intention; that without his origination of at least part of
the strengthening of his desire for health he would not have intended to run daawgfter

and so would not have come to want to do so.
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Someone might make himself intend to behave in a certain way, thereby incurring
positive pure moral responsibility for this behavior, either by originatingvedasire or
by strengthening an old one. Let us consider a simplified moderate méral sel
determinist scheme under which someone can only desire pleasure or whatgter is
Suppose that his only present desire is for pleasure, but that at the same tinfeh® is a
originate in himself a desire for whatever is right that is stronger thamdgsnt desire
for pleasure. Now, suppose that he has three behavioral options. He can eat a candy-bar,
a banana, or a vitamin-fortified “energy-bar”. The energy-bar is ngeasant as the
candy-bar but more pleasant than the banana, healthier than the candy-bar but less
healthy than the banana. He thinks that the healthier a food is for him, the rhbite rig
will be that he eat it. Eating the banana wiltheright thing for him to do, but eating
the energy-bar will still be more right than eating the candy-bar. Suppose tzat he
make himself intend to eat the banana — he has enough willpower for this. Stithjrag
that he doesn’t have to deplal} of his willpower, he might only make himself want
whatever is right just as much, but no more, than he wants pleasure. In this case, then, h
would make himself intend to eat the energy-bar. Now suppose that he only has enough
willpower to make himself want whatever is right as strongly as he wesasype. In
this case, he can only make himself intend to eat the energy-bar; he can’t msdk hi
intend to eat the banana. Perhaps, though, he begins with a desire for whatever is right
that is weaker than his desire for pleasure, and so begins by intending to eatihe c
bar. He suspends this intention by entering into moral deliberation. Now, if he has
enough willpower to strengthen his desire for whatever is right so thatrbmgst than

his desire for pleasure, he may in this way make himself intend to eat the bdrana. |
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only has enough willpower to strengthen his desire for whatever is right to thiepoi
parity with his desire for pleasure, however, he will only be able to make himseld
to eat the energy-bar.

According to an extreme moral self-determinism, he would always becable t
make himself intend to eat the banana, so that eating the banana would be a live
possibility, a viable option, for him, and not just something that is possible for him in the
sense that it is physically and logically possible and he has the required skitlording
to moderate moral self-determinism, it might not be a live possibility fortbieat the
banana. It would be a possibility in a certain sense — he would have the required skills
and so he might deserve the ordinary sort of blame for not doing it, but since his
personality removes it from the realm of viable options for him, he wouldn’'t desgyve a
pure blame for eating the energy-bar or perhaps even the candy-bat (ifdteadoesn’t
even have enough willpower to make himself eat the energy-bar).

Self-determinism can be extreme and moral, extreme and amoral, moderate a
moral, or moderate and amoral. The self-determinism that | endorse is that®ode
moral kind. In introducing the notion of willpower as the key to making sense of a
moderate self-determinism, | am really only stressing that someaiggisation of an act
requires that he alter his desires. Someone’s willpower is only his abifitgke himself
begin to desire something that he hasn’t been desiring, or to strengthen one or more of his
desires to a certain extent. According to the modematal self-determinism that |
endorse, we are only able to generate or to strengthen a desire for whaigirr idow
much this accomplishes depends upon the strength of our contrary desires for things that

we think are less than fully right — both our pre-existing desires for such thmps, a
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desires for such things that we are likely to begin to exhibit before we ar dilid|
our originated intention, because of our personalities.

Extreme self-determinism requires that we attribute real protiedbdilo people’s
originating acts of one sort rather than acts of another sort. Moderatetsztiinism
doesn’t require this. Extreme self-determinism thus has a “probability protiat
moderate self-determinism doesn’t have. This makes moderate self-determi
preferable to extreme self-determinism.

We frequently call events, including acts, more or less probable (or likely). In
doing so, we either intend to attribute probabilities to these events, or we report or
express the degree of our confidence that they will occur. Now, our being more or less
confident that events, including acts, will occur can surely be justified. But if dialpa
confidence that an event will occur is justified by anything other than cagm#ion that
it really has a certain probability, then this justification would have to dansisir
recognition of the truth of determinism (the proposal that events are eitlessiated by
prior events, or rendered impossible by them) together with our awareness thalty
have a certain degree of knowledge of the events that might necessitatieioe ¢he
one in question. We aren’t completely confident that someone will perform i Gata
because we don’t know what he may have begun to desire or believe. Self-dstermini
is incompatible with determinism, though. If someone originates his act, then his act
can’'t have been determined by events other than his previous originativ&actelf-
determinists have to hold that events really have probabilities (whateventhgdme),
and that our utterances regarding the probabilities of events, includingracts, a

statements that can be true or false. Extreme self-determinists Holgetbaginate all
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of our acts, or are always able to originate acts other than the ones thatowa.p&o,
extreme self-determinists have to hold that our originated acts have pradmbilit
Moderate self-determinists, on the other hand, may hold that while many of our acts do
have probabilities, our originated ones, or the ones that we perform when we might have
originated others, don’'t have probabilities — that they are neither nggcessamore
likely or unlikely than not to be performed.

When we think that there is a probability that an individual person will behave in
a certain way, we infer this probability from what | will call the “beloaai profile” of
the group of people who have natural backgrounds like him. A group’s behavioral
profile is a list of the percentages of its members who behave in certanwlasre
these percentages (the group’s “behavidesicriptiori) reappear with decreasing
exactness in randomly-selected portions of this group as these randomly-selected
subgroups get smaller and small. The rate at which the conformity of the randomly-
selected subgroup’s behavioral description to that of the total group diminishes as the
subgroup gets smaller and smaller depends upon how many features belong to the
natural background that defines the total group. The more features belong to this
defining natural background, the more slowly the conformity of the randonegtse
subgroup’s behavioral description to that of the total group diminishes. If the only
defining feature is having been frequently beaten as a child, then the local greofp&as
pretty large if it is to exhibit a behavioral description (say, that ten pestdatmembers
commit violent crimes as adults) similar to that of the larger group. But if thende
natural background also includes having been chronically neglected, hungry, and

subjected to daily mockery at school, then the group doesn’t have to be as large. The
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steady diminishing of the conformity of the randomly-selected subgroup’sibedda
description to that of the total group continues all the way down to the point at which it is
no longer possible to talk about percentages of the subgroup’s members behaving in this
or that way. We attribute to the individual members of the total group a probability of
behaving in a way belonging to the total group’s behavior profile that is eqbal to t
percentage of people within the total group that behaves in this way. So, if 30% of the
total group’s members behave in this way (and this way of behaving belongs tolthe tota
group’s behaviorgbrofile, not just to its behavioral description), then we infer that for

each individual member there is a 30% likelihood that he will behave in this way.

We make this inference because we take it that group behavioral profiles are
causedoy probabilities that individual people with certain natural backgrounds will
behave in certain ways. This isn’t the only way of explaining the fact thatahregroup
behavioral profiles. Group behavioral profiles might also be caused by thkdact
within a group there is necessarily a sub-group whose individuals simply have to behave
in a certain way. But extreme self-determinists can’t hold that indivigvalssimply
have to behave in a certain way. They can’t hold this, because only the personalities of
these individuals could necessitate their behaving in a certain way. Eseéime
determinists cannot allow that our personalities make it necessary thabave las we
do, for if this were so we would not be originators of our behavior. Therefore, extreme
self-determinists can only explain group behavioral profiles as being cayties b
probability that people with certain natural backgrounds will behave in certain ways.
Otherwise, they will just have to leave the fact that there are group beligrfiles

unexplained, merely urging that this unexplained fact is compatible with theduadivi
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group-members’ origination of much of their behavfbBut in explaining group
behavioral profiles as being caused by the probability that people with cetiaial na
backgrounds will behave in certain ways extreme self-determinists daké& amy real
progress, because they still can’t explain how any sort of probability thabeemeuld
behave in a certain way can be compatible with his originating his behavior.

We also can't explain how any given probability can be attributed to a die’s
landing on a certain face. Why should we think that it is any worse to attribute a
probability to someone’s originating a certain act? It seems to memerety
inexplicable that a normal die should have a likelihood of 1 in 6 that it land on a certain
face. It seems to me to bepossiblehat someone’s origination of an act of keeping a
promise or assassinating an enemy should have a likelihood of 1 in 6. It is difficult f
me to justify my feeling that this is impossible rather than merelypireble, which is
unfortunate, since it is this feeling that really motivates my endorsermerderate, as
opposed to extreme, self-determinism. The closest | can come to justifigrig offer,
as a premise, that a probability can attach to an individual event only if nothirdlyaus
necessitates it. Nothing causally necessitates a die’s landing omdageebut
somethingloescausally necessitate someone’s origination of an act. According to my
event-causal account of the origination of acts, the preceding infinite chas of hi
originative acts necessitates the final one. According to the more commoitagsait
model of origination, the agent himself causally necessitates his oiogimdthe act.
Because originations of acts are causally necessitated, then, prolsadalriet attach to

them; they cannot be more or less likely to occur.

0 As does R.L. Franklin, who calls group behavigralfiles “macro-patterns"Hreewill and Determinism:
A Study of Rival Conceptions of Miiew York: Humanities Press, 1968], 140-144).
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Even if a probabilistic origination of acts is no more impossible than the
probabilistic landing of dice, a general aversion to mystery might metisato repudiate
the whole notion of probability. If our aversion to mystery is not strong enough to
motivate us also to repudiate self-determinism (with its infinite causabehand/or
causing substances), we might then be moved to endorse moderate instead of extreme
self-determinism. And, even if we accept the mystery of probabilities in sieeofalie-
tosses, we might be less willing to do so where human choices are concerned Wwecaus
are humans, and have an extraordinarily intense desire to understand ourselvedhiand mig
therefore be moved to endorse moderate instead of extreme self-deternBuistnese
considerations are certainly less powerful motivations to endorse moddirate se
determinism than the sense of the impossibility, as opposed to mere mystespasnes
probabilistic origination, that | have just indicated and attempted to justify.

Extreme self-determinists can propose (as they in fact do) that sombaniglg
certain desires of certain strengths is what makes it probable that loeigwlhte certain
behavioral intentions rather than others. It doesn’t matter whether the aneaj¢hese
desires is itself determined or only probabilistic — whether his persorsaditdisposition
(a determining tendency) to have certain desires or whether it is a progamsity-
determining tendency) to have certain desires. This doesn’'t matter, bedhese if
emergence of these desires is only probabilistic, this would be no more troublingl
mysterious than the conformity of die-tosses to a probabilistic patternmyigtery of
probability becomes especially troubling only where agent-originated inteatiens
concerned, but at this point we aren’t considering the probability of agematedi

intentions; we are only considering the probability that there will be certaired®f
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certain strengths. The relative strengths of someone’s desires wdddtmpeobable
that he originate certain behavioral intentions rather than others eithetupidig a
universal “probability field” that is external to him, or by conferring upon hipni\aate
propensity to originate certain behavioral intentions rather than others. Bthisow
application of probability, at the level of the origination of intentiamespecially
troubling, as the application of probability at the level of desire-formation wasn’

Note that if extreme self-determinism were the position that our persesalihy
no role at all in explaining our behavior, then extreme self-determinists sotihold
that we have propensities to originate certain intentions because our pBesogiak us
these propensities. However, few if any self-determinists go so tadasy that our
personalities play any role at all in explaining our behavior, and so | give thee nam
“extreme self-determinism” not to thimsoreextreme, but seldom (if ever) maintained
position, but rather to the more moderate position that our personalities can’t prevent us
from originating behaviors that aren’t precluded by formal, environrhentd skill-
related factors.

Self-determinists must not only explain the fact that groups defined by thel natura
backgrounds of their members display different behavioral profiles. Theyatsast
explain the fact that groups defined by the intentions that their members hamatedgi
also display different behavioral profiles. A group of people who have in the past
originated intentions to live in an industrious rather than profligate mannerowilio a
larger fraction of members who will live in an industrious rather than profligatenen
in the future than does a group of people who have in the past originated intentions to live

in a profligate rather than industrious manner. This is a problem for extreéfme sel
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determinists because it seems that if someone can originate an intentienricah
industrious rather than profligate manner at one moment, then he can originate an
intention to live in a profligate rather than industrious manner a week later, if not a
moment later. Yet we expect that someone whom we believe to have originat&dra ¢
kind of act in the past will still be acting in this way in the future. For exampglésust
people who have kept promises in the past, and we don’t trust people who have not kept
promises in the past; that is, we expect that people who have kept promises in the past
will still be promise-keepers in the future, and we expect that people who have not kept
promises in the past will not keep promises in the future. If we believe that any
intentions are ever originated (and most of us do believe this), then we must betieve tha
at least sometimes people who choose to keep or break promises have originated these
intentions, for these are morally significant intentions, and morally stgnifintentions

are the ones we are most inclined to regard as agent-originated. Wedplstvpeo

have usually kept their promises in the past, without worrying about whether or not they
have originated their keeping of these promises. We wouldn’t trust someone ahy less
we were to learn that he has originated his previous promise-keeping. So, veinkust
that the class of people who have originated their keeping of their promises cormgegns
members who will continue to keep their promises than does the class of people who
have chosen not to keep their promises. It is just as difficult for extremdesetminists

to explain why groups defined by the intentions that their members have originated
display different behavioral profiles as it is for them to explain why grdefised by the

natural backgrounds of their members display different behavioral profiles.
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Self-determinists must explain both natural background-based group behavioral
profiles and origination-based group behavioral profiles. Extreme selfrtieism
would have to explain both by attributing probabilities to originations of acts.slf it i
indeed impossible for originations of acts to have probabilities then extreme self
determinism is unacceptable. Unlike extreme self-determinists, howeverateosief-
deterministcanallow that our personalities could necessitate our behaving in certain
ways — as long as there are limits to the extent to which our personaldessitete this.
So, unlike extreme self-determinists moderate self-determinists don’tdvaedd that it
is probable that people with certain natural backgrounds will originate certairtions.
They can hold that as long as someone’s origination of an act is a viable option, it is
neither more nor less likely than not. The cracks between necessitatiohsabbéy
personality are void of any degree of probability whatsoever.

Attacks upon self-determinism usually assume that self-deterministrbeus
extreme self-determinism, and then urge that self-determinists canqoiselg explain
group behavioral profile§. If self-determinism were indeed simply extreme self-
determinism, then these attacks would succeed. But self-determinism can batepoder
and moderate self-deterministgnexplain group behavioral profiles. Therefore, these
attacks fail. The moderate self-determinist solution to the explanationwg grofiles is

that a person’s natural background causes him to have a certain kind of personality (a

"L For example, see Owen Flanagahe Problem of the Soul: Two Visions of Mind anaviio Reconcile
Them(New York: Basic Books, 2002), 151-153. Flanagho cites our presumption that we can influence
people to become better or worse through persuasidrihe example of our behavior, but this presiompt
only manifests our predictive confidence, whichium rests upon our belief that people’s behawdor i
generally determined by desires, and beliefs abowtthese desires may most effectively be satistrest

are themselves determined by their heredity antiepgeriences. Our persuasive efforts, and thepla
that we provide becomes part of the past experiehtiee person we attempt to influence. We addehe
elements to the person’s experience because werbdhat when his experiential package is thus
modified, his desires will be modified in a way tthall make him behave as we desire him to behave.
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disposition to have desires of certain kinds and certain intensities in cexatrosi),
which in turn causes him to behave in a way that conforms to certain limits, given the
state of his environment, his skilend his limited ability to originate a new desire or
strengthen an existing onéModerate self-determinism can accept the mystery of
psychological probability without accepting the apparent impossibilitypobbabilistic
origination of acts by allowing that someone’s personality only probabilistidigboses
him to have desires of certain kinds and certain strengths in certain situatiorson8om
would originate the placement of his behavior within the limits fixed by his dedtere
it may be noted that the placement of a moderately self-determining agestgithin
the limits established by his desires would be no more and no less predictabledif he ha
no originative ability but were subject to a certain degree of random flistuadtdesire.
Self-determinism and indeterminism would entail the same empirical qoersees,
although very different moral consequences.

| have introduced four forms of self-determinism: (1) extreme amoral self
determinism; (2) extreme moral self-determinism; (3) moderate asgfadeterminism;
and (4) moderate moral self-determinism. Trheal, “psychological”, attractiveness of
these forms of self-determinism is inversely proportional to their cgstriof this range
of acts that we can originate, with extreme amoral self-determimesing least restrictive
and therefore most attractive, and moderate moral self-determinism beshgestrictive
and therefore least attractive. It isn’'t clear whether extreme @fedeterminism or
moderate amoral self-determinism would be less restrictive and theeratwe attractive.

That would depend upon the frequency with which someone thinks that a possible act is
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more right than the one toward which he is inclined. The more frequently this obeurs, t
less restrictive and more attractive extreme moral self-detesmiwiould be.

| have already presented, at some length, an abstract, non-psychological
consideration that nevertheless renders ext@meoderate moral self-determinism
preferable to extremar moderate amoral self-determinism: that it is only in the midst of
moral deliberation, or while vividly recalling it, that we must believe watan
originate intentions to do things. It can now also be seemibdé¢ratanoral self-
determinism is preferable to all of the other, less restrictive formsfedestgrminism
becauset is more restrictive, even though this is what renders it less psycholpgical
attractive. Moderate moral self-determinism’s greater resteioéiss makes it more
compatible with the usual correlation of personality with action, and with the beddavior
predictability that depends upon this correlation. This gives us a strong regsefet
it, even to extreme self-determinism. Unlike extreme self-detenmjmderate self-
determinism is compatible with the predictability even of many morally scgunif
decisions. | will now argue that the psychological needs that move people to embrace
self-determinism, despite its paradoxes, even when they are not involved in moral
deliberation, may be adequately met by moderate moral self-determinism

Extreme amoral self-determinism is more attractive that the otheg, mor
restrictive, forms, first of all, simply because it depicts us as more pdwentl we
prefer power to impotence. An originative power is especially glorious, and so we
especially prefer the unrestricted possession of such a power. Secondly, ertcraie a

self-determinism is more attractive because it depicts us as deployiagguoative
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ability in a greater number of actual circumstances, and there is somglthriogs about
the deployment of originative ability, beyond the mere possession of this.ability

| concede that this pair of considerations really does render extreme asibral
determinism more attractive than the other forms, including the moderatesaibral
determinism that | endorse, with respect to the quantity of self-admithaort justifies.
However, moderate moral self-determinism’s restriction of our originatéy and
lessening of the number of actual circumstances in which we can deploy tlysigipidt
as drastic as it might at first seem to be. This is because most of ouy a&subject to
determinations of degree,; little of it is of the either-or type. We can beaontess
diligent, more or less violent, more or less helpful. And, even where activityhe of
either-or type, as is the case when we can either keep a promise or notttethtbe
not, follow a rule or not, we can still originate choices regarding the extent¢b whi
shall follow a general policy of keeping promises, telling the truth, and followieg.r

Moreover, we can originate a more or less intense commitment to a certain
general way of life, with its order of priorities, within the range of wafyiffe that are
possible for us, and within the range of intensities of commitment to those wags of li
that are possible for us. A moderate moral self-determinism must hold thahwe c
always do this, for we can always consider the comparative rightness or vasofne
possible ways of life, and it seems that any way of life may be lived ondess
intensely. Even if the strength of our desires and the weakness of our wills tkesn’'t
us much wiggle-room where living in a certain way more or less intensely isroedc
surely we can always originatditle more or less intensity. (We can originate a bit of

de-intensification in our way of living by originating intentions to do things thatdon’
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quite belong to this way of living.) Of course, we are not always thinking about how we
shall live. But it is safe to say that weistfrequently deliberate about whether to live as
we are inclined to live or in another way that seems more right, and that whenmwee are
thinking about how we shall live we are nevertheless living in a way that has been, or
might have been, influenced by choices emerging from those past moral delizseréd
moderate moral self-determinism would hold that we either originate theszes or

might have originated others. Since we must frequently engage in moral delibera

over how we shall live, we must frequently find ourselves in situations in which we
originate intentions to live in a certain way (or to do so more or less intensedfjan

from originating such intentions when we might have done so.

There are four more reasons for the greater attractiveness ohexnsoral self-
determinism, as compared to the other forms of self-determinism, to whichsfutces
responses on behalf of the other forms, and especially on behalf of moderate oral se
determinism can be made. First, we think that the truth of extreme améral sel
determinism is required for the justification of our normal practices withrdegga
rewarding people for some of their acts and punishing them for others. Second, we think
that our acceptance of any other position would paralyze us, because our aiggde e
in normal, everyday deliberation requires that we endorse extreme asgibral s
determinism. Third, we think that our being enduring, continuous “selves” requires its
truth. Fourth, we think that our genuine involvement in the world requires its truth. |
will argue that our endorsement of even moderate moral self-determirfigihy is

compatible with all of these things that we care about.
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The first of these reasons for preferring extreme amoral self-datenm that its
truth is required for the justification of our normal punitive and reward-bestowing
practices, depends upon the assumption that someone’s moral responsibility for his ac
requires his having originated it or his having been able to originate another one. If
someone is not morally responsible for his act then it is usually wrong to punish him for
it, no matter how wrong the act is, where the “punishment” of someone involves the
intention to make him suffer. So, it is concluded that if someone hasn’t originated his
act, and wasn'’t able to originate another one either, then it is wrong to punish him for it.
The same concern applies to rewarding people for acts that they have noteatjgina
although not as urgently; the problem is just that if people who don’t deserve it get
rewarded, then the rewarding of people wloaleserve it will mean less. Now, if we
hold that sometimes people’s personalities make it necessary that thew aetriain
way or prevent them from doing so, then we can never be sure that the people whom we
want to reward or punish for their acts have originated these acts, or that gieyhavie
originated others. So, if we think that moral responsibility requires origenahility, we
will be inclined to endorse an extreme form of self-determinism. And, sincg oh&me
people whom we want to reward for their acts may not have performed these tuts for
sake of their rightness, while many of the people whom we want to punish fordiseir a
may not have thought that they should do anything else, we will be inclined to endorse
extreme amoral self-determinism.

This reason for finding extreme amoral self-determinism most avgdtas
already been addressed. Someone’s moral responsibility for his act degairé his

having originated it or his having been able to originate another, better one. Only his
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pure moral responsibility for the act would require this. All that is required forl mora
responsibility is the ability to form intentions expressive of one’s persp@ald to form
reasonable beliefs about the rightness or wrongness of possible acts. So, sonwone’
having originated his act, and not having been able to originate another one either,
doesn’t suffice to make it wrong to punish or reward him for it. This isn’'t enough to
prove that his being morally responsible for it suffices to make it right to punisbrhim
reward him for it. Something more needs to be said about that. But, given that moral
responsibility for an act doesn’t require the origination of it or the abilityitpnate

another one, it isn’t clear why the origination of an act or the ability to otegarather

one would make an agent more deserving of reward or punishment. Perhaps he would be
more deserving of some divinely administered “eternal” punishment — but tiGtioisr
concern. Even the rejection of self-determinism altogether doesn’t do anything t
diminish the justice of our normal reward-bestowing and punitive practices, so teodera
moral self-determinism is certainly not at a disadvantage here.

The second reason that we have for wanting extreme amoral self-detertoinism
be true is that we think that our rejection of it would entail our general paralysimaNor
life requires deliberation (usually not moral) over what to do, and someone’s alktiger
over what to do seems require that he think of himself as being able to originat¢ any a
that seems to him during the course of his deliberation to be a viable option for him. If
we don’t think that we can originate the acts over which we deliberate, themiottea
deliberating we will just wait to see what we end up doing. But if we takattitisde,
then we will never end up doing anything. (People commonly have this experience when

they are in some comfortably passive state — lying in bed in the morning,ray siita
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park bench — which they know they will soon have to bring to an end. They idly wonder,
“Will I get up now? Okay, how about now?”) Most of our deliberations are nonmoral.
So, it seems that acceptance of moral self-determinism would produce an ainsteshic
paralysis, because instead of entering into these nonmoral deliberations st wil
assume a paralyzing wait-and-see attitude. But even if we wereejat acoderate
amoral self-determinism we would be paralyzed. Moderate amoral setfrileism, like
moderate moral self-determinism, entails that our personalities ofteninnak®ssible
that we do or refrain from doing something. But whenever we aren’t sure tlcanva®
something we can’t seriously deliberate over it. So, unless we are sune #taisaone
of those that our personalities permit, we will not be able to deliberate over itanWe c
never be sure of this, so we will never be able to deliberate. We will aldagsawait-
and-see attitude instead, and as a result will be continually pardfyzed.

This concern arises from the mistaken assumption that our endorsement of a
metaphysical proposal will lead to our constant preoccupation with it. It is thiek]
that when the thought occurs to me that | can’t originate any of the acts ovhrlamc
deliberating | must then either stop thinking of myself as approaching @otieaisnust
assume the attitude of wondering and waiting to see what | will decide to do. And, iti
true that while | am wondering and waiting to see what | will decide to do't decide
to do anything. However, it doesn’t follow that | will never decide to do anythingféor
thought that | can't originate any of the acts over which | am delibenatlhgrely
occur to me. Our engagemenimoral deliberationdoesseem to require our thinking (at

least in some vague, back-of-the-mind sort of way) that we can originate hatact t

2 Galen Strawson paints a persuasive picture of sneneho attempts to integrate his rejection of-self
determinism into his everyday life as paralyzingéélf (Freedom and Beliefl02).
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seems to us to be more right than the one that we are inclined to perform. But our
engagement in non-moral deliberation, wititenpatiblewith the thought that we can
originate any of the acts over which we are deliberating (and incompatibléds
negation), doesn’t require this thought. So, we can endorse moderate moral self-
determinism without radically altering our daily lives.

Our third reason for wanting extreme amoral self-determinism to be tiuet is t
our “sense of self”, or at any rate of an enduring, continuous self, seems fmebdet®
upon our belief that we can always originate our intentions. This concern may take two
different forms. First, we want to maintain our ever-present, if usually oglait,
belief that we are simple substances, or at any rate don’t want to acgimathat
seems to contradict this belief. Apparently, only our ability to originate intentan
justify the thought that we are simple substances over and above (or under ana) beneat
the current, or swarm, or squabbling congress of our desires and thoughts (different
metaphors seem appropriate at different tim&$jut according to anything other than
extreme amoral self-determinism, we often can’t originate our intesjtive must do
what we are inclined to, or at most either what we are inclined to do or what is more
right. So, if we accept a self-determinism that isn’t extreme and §merare pressed
to conclude that we aren’t simple substances between the times when we cateorigi
our intentions. Somehow, during these intervals, only the current, or swarm, or congress

of desires and thoughts is left.

3 Galen Strawson imagines a Buddhist monk who sséaésintegrates into his everyday life, through
meditation, his theoretical repudiation of the idé&imself as a substantial self, as surrenddhirgdea of
himself as a self-determining agent (Ibitll9). What really threatens us, though, is theosjte
possibility — that we might lose our sense of satsal self by meditatively integrating into oudarary
consciousness a theoretical repudiation of the tidaawe are self-determining agents. Perhapg ifvere
to integrate into our ordinary consciousness as®fideterminist understanding of decision of the s
proposed by George Ainslie we would have to takeet@rt his conception of “the self as a populatiera’
population of “contradictory preferences” — thatas no self at alBreakdown of Wijl39-40).
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The conclusion entails various paradoxes: for example, that there might be
intermittent phases of an identical substance. We need not address these paradoxes
however, for the conclusion really isn’t entailed. For, first, our desires and tbarght
not entities apart from us, which might therefore be present even when ganare
Rather, they are our own states, or events of which we are the subjects. But segond, e
if this weren’t so, even if thewereentities apart from us, then even according to
moderate moral self-determinism we would nevertheless continuously retabilittye@
originate intentions even when we can’t deploy this ability. So, during the ilsterva
between our originations of intentions we would just be sitting back, as it were, léhile t
current of desires and thoughts flows past us, waiting for a time when it enil teeus
that a possible act is more right than the one that we are inclined to perform. Sé, even i
our being simple, substantial selves really does requires our ability to teigqtentions,
acceptance of moderate moral self-determinism would be compatible with, andl indee
would support, belief in a continuous self.

Our fourth reason for wanting extreme amoral self-determinism to be theg is t
it seems to us that our genuine, ongoing involvement in the world requires its truth. This
worry assumes that we retain our substantial selfhood even when we aren’t presentl
originating intentions, if only because we retain our undeployed ability to do so, but tha
during these intervals what we call our acts really aren’t our own. Theyadaced by
our desires, which stand, or sprawl, or flow apart from us. If it is even appropriate to c
them acts, then our desires perform them; we don’t. So, the involvement of thefreal sel
in the life that we ordinarily attribute to it would be intermittent at bestyithang other

than extreme amoral self-determinism were true, and most intermitteotierate moral
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self-determinism were true. When we aren’t originating our acts, wenrsitiing back
and watching as our lives flow past us. Even an extreme amoral self-detarmini
according to which the origination of an intention requires the overcoming of immfinat
would be unsatisfactory, since in this case we would be uninvolved in the world
whenever we do what we are inclined to do. Only our originati@tl of our intentions
— the doctrine of a doubly extreme amoral self-determinism — would beasturgt

My response to this concern, of course, is to again repudiate the notion that
someone’s desires are entities apart from him, whether inhabiting him, or phshing
around from the outside, or flowing past him. The thought that genuine involvement in
the world requires an ability to originate acts is based upon this false assunipour
desires are only our states, or are continuing events of which we are thesstigecour
involvement in the world does not depend upon our ability to originate our acts. Every
time it is asserted that someone’s desires cause him to do something, his involmement
the world is asserted, for it is through this very causing of acts by hisgd@sirbis
desiring) that he involves himself in the world. So, even the rejection of self-
determination in general shouldn’t threaten our sense of involvement. The acceptance of
moderate moral self-determinism certainly shouldn’t threaten our sense oeimait.

Moderate moral self-determinism can give us enough of what we want to be
acceptable, then, even without our having any special reason to prefer it to extreme
amoral self-determinism. But, as | have noted, we have two special reasorisrto pre
moderate moral self-determinism to extreme amoral self-determindiist, our
experience of moral deliberation is all that ever requires us to believedimigmnate

our intentions. This renders moral self-determinism in general preferabletal @elf-
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determinism. Second, moderate moral self-determinism’s greatectrestress makes it
more compatible than the other, less restrictive forms of self-determ{msiunding
extreme moral self-determinism) with the probability that we will behand intend to

behave, in certain ways rather than others.
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8. Previous self-determinist discussions of behavioral probability

In this chapter, | will first review a few published extreme selédeinist
discussions of behavioral probability, both amoral and moral to show that they either
explicitly or implicitly attribute probabilities to our origination of intesris. Extreme
amoral self-determinism makes altts impervious to likelihood of any sort, while
extreme moral self-determinism makes only morally significant agigenvious to
likelihood. | will then review the only moderate self-determinist proposal regarding the
problem of behavioral probability that | have encountered in formal philosophical
literature — a proposal that happens to be an acknowledged misreading of oneywriter b
another, and is endorsed by neither of them. This is a moderate amoral seifritgte
proposal. | have discovered a moderatgal self-determinist approach to the problem
proposal only in a popular book by C.S. Lewis.

According to Randolphe Clarke’s extreme amoral self-determinism, meime
despite our ability to originate our behavior, fully involved in the “causal order” of
nature’® Clarke proposes that “an agent’s behavior, besides being caused by her, is
[probabilistically] caused also by earlier events, among which are i@gha coming
to have certain beliefs, desires, preferences, aims, values, and s&fdgre
“preferences and aims” are easily assimilated to “desires”, ange¥amight as well be,
since they aren’t decisively distinguished from non-evaluative motivatatgréathat
operate as efficient rather than final causes. To value something, for Céaakes, ® be
a sort of desiring of it that is distinguished from desirings that aren’t vatuitygoy the

special way the object is marked out for the desiring person: it has a speoamialue-

"«Toward a Credible Agent-Causal Account of Fred'\Min Nous27:2 (1993), 191-203; 194.
"® Ibid., 193.
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coloring for him. Since it is a “probabilistic causing” that Clarke has in miratk€l
would no doubt agree that the probability that we act in a certain way is proportional to
the intensity of our desire to act in that way. Since Clarke holds that “an agent’s
behavior” is probabilistically caused not just by her desireslsotoy her, Clarke seems
to have in mind that the relative intensities of our desires make it probablestbahave
in a certain way by making it probable that we will originate our behavingenairc
way. Since the relative intensities of our desires are what make it pratathestwill
originate our behaving in a certain way, our desires can be seen as “probaltylisti
causing” the behavior, even though we originate it. This, at any rate, is whead Clar
seems to mean when he proposes that an agent-originated action is “probdilistica
caused” by “earlier events”, so that “until [the agent’s] performance path@n, the
chance that she would perform it remained somewhere between zero aftl one.”
Suppose, then, that there are two acts, A and B, that are possible for someone, and that
his desires give a probability of .99 to his origination of A and a probability of .01 to his
origination of B. He can still originate B then, and if he does so B willassitl have
been probabilistically caused by his desires.

At most, our desires and the apes’ desires would differ in their ultimatal caus
power only in that while apes’ desires deterministically cause theivioehaur desires
do so only probabilistically. Clarke might allow, though, that apes’ desires, like ours
cause their behavior only probabilistically. The difference between us and the apes
would only be that while the apes’ desires probabilistically cause thewvibedaectly,

ours would do so by giving us propensities to originate the desired behavior.

®bid., 193.
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Unlike Campbell’'s account, Clarke’s account limits the range of behaviorarthat
agent can originate to those that he thinks will be at least slightly condoche t
satisfaction of at least one of his desires. An agent’s supposition that atl bet wi
conducive to the satisfaction of one or more of his desires is what confers soeeafegr
probability greater than 0 upon his performance of it. (An agent’s overall iafirta
perform an act would presumably confer a probability of .99 upon it.) In the absence of
any supposition that an act would be conducive to the satisfaction of some desire, then,
the behavior cannot occur. Clarke’s self-determinism is therefore not asete@pl
Campbell’s, but it is still pretty extreme, since the range of ouregesivast. | can
experience a slight desire to jump down onto the subway tracks and touch the third rail,
for example, or to grab someone’s baby.

Timothy O’Connor’s extreme self-determinist proposal apparentlesgwith
Clarke’s in holding that our prior desires confer upon us propensities to originatieacts
we think will be conducive to the satisfaction of these desires. O’Connor seems to
disagree with Clarke only with regard to whether or not these desirexpstidite as a
redundant act-causing system, so that our desires continue to probabilisticsdlyooa
acts even as we originate them. Clarke endorses this redundancy. O’Connottrejects i

It might seem inappropriate to attribute to O’Connor a crude psychology in which
the factors giving us a propensity to behave as we do are all reduced to the common
element of “desire.” He speaks rather of a “nested structure of conadi\e®gnative
factors,” and of “the structure of my preferences, stable intentions, andtsd’fort
However, any “conative factor” is surely some sort of desire, and it seemyshi&ein

mentioning “cognitive” along with “conative” factors O’Connor is only thinking of

" Persons and Cause35, 96.
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beliefs that we have regarding how these desires might be satisfied. aed, si
O’Connor gives no hint that he sees a “preference” as possible in the absence of any
“conative factor” it seems likely that in his view something would be preferredfonly
regarded as satisfying or as conducive to the satisfaction of some desfoe. As
someone’s “stable intentions,” it is hard to see how these could give him a propznsity
do what he intends to do that is greater than his propensity to originate the doing of
something else unless (1) his intentions match his inclinations, reflelcéirayeérall
configuration of his desires, or (2) he is inclined to do what he intends to do. (Even if
this reductive psychology is not in fact attributable to O’Connor, what | have ahsay
him can still be read as aimed at a conveniently altered version of his proposal.)
“lItis a truism,” O’Connor recognizes, “that given the structure of my
preferences, stable intentions, and so forth, along with the situation with winich | a
faced, | am often far more likely to act in one particular way than in andth&irice
O’Connor is an extreme self-determinist, this requires him to hold that thgwation
of someone’s desires confers upon him a greater propensity to originate aet$ than
to originate others. On O’Connor’s account, what enables someone to originate an act is
that a desire gives himraasonto act. It is simplest to read O’Connor as holding that the
agent’s desires directly confer upon him greater or lesser propersitiegihate acts for
these reasons. O’Connor tells us that the agent’s psyche is “a structuredcdynam
situation open to some possibilities and not to others,” and that the “the nestentestruct
of conative and cognitive factors as ‘my reasons’ is among the most basrs that

circumscribe my capacity to exercise a limited degree of autonbhiy/& can conclude,

8 1bid., 96.
®bid., 95.
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then, that if someone doesn't think that doing something will be even slightly conducive
to the satisfaction of any of his desires, he won't have a reason to do it and therefore
won’t be able to originate doing it. So, O’Connor’s self-determinism, like Clarke’s, i
somewhat restricted by the requirement that someone must think that an act would be at
least slightly conducive to the satisfaction of a desire of his if he is tmatégit. Again,
though, the restriction would still be so minimal, given the vast range of desiregetha
can feel to some slight extent, that it should be called an extreme selfidetgrm

We originate an act, according to O’Connor, by “recognizing a reason tonact” a
in recognizing a reason to act we originate an intention to act in that way. The
origination of this intention to act was something that we had a certain progercity
“[T]he agent may be said to carry a propensitgeaeratea specific type of intention.
We may suppose, that is, that recognizing a reason to act induces or elevdtestae
propensity of the agent to initiate the behavfr.Surely, O’Connor doesn’t mean to
suggest that our reasons form a distinct layer of psychic entities intey\mtimeen our
desires and propensities. It isn’'t as though our desires generated reasonsenkazidy
perceive before “recognizing” them, and the comparative “weights” of tkasens
would then give us our various propensities to recognize them. Rather, our desires, and
our beliefs regarding what would lead to their satisfacao@pur reasons to act, or
become so when we recognize them as such.

O’Connor clearly holds, with Clarke, that we have a natural system of desires (or
“conative and cognitive factors”, at any rate), upon which our originativeyaisilit
superimposed. He just as clearly holds that this natural system of desires apofeus

our propensities to originate certain kinds of action. However, he rejects Glarke’

8 bid., 97.
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“attempt to have an irreducible agent causation fitted into or on top of an unbroken chain
of event causatior®® (O’Connor assumes that the origination of acts must consist in
agent causation, and that event causation cannot be originative.) Does O’Connor hold,
then, that someone’s natural system of desires confers no direct behaviorasipiese

upon him? Or, does he hold that someone’s natural system of desires does confer
behavioral propensities upon him, but that as soon as he exercises his ability téeorigina
his acts these prior behavioral propensities are neutralized? ltesteasderstand him

in the second way, which is in any case more plausible because it bettergyreser

kinship with our ape ancestors. Thus agent causation is not fitted “on top of an unbroken
chain of event causation” (the causation of acts by the sorts of propensitiesto act
certain ways that we would attribute to nonhuman mammals) in O’Connor’s account
because in this account the chain of event causatlmokenas soon as we originate an

act. We simply overrule the chain of event causation.

Clarke and O’Connor don't indicate that they conceive of the origination of an
intention to do something as in any way altering the balance of someoness desas to
make it more likely that he will choose to behave in this way in the future. O’Csnnor’
account in particular doesn’t invite such a proposal, since it pictures the origination of a
intention as transpiring through the “recognition of a reason to act,” wheregb@sr®
act would be provided by a prior desire. In recognizing a reason to act, someone is
merely aligning himself with the corresponding desire. The proposal thalignsent

of oneself with a desire would strengthen this desire seems arbitrary.

8 \bid., 79.
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Clarke and O’Connor simply accept the notion that it can be more or less probable
that we originate an act, or an intention to behave in a certain way. That thatmmg
of an act or intention should have any degree of probability at all seems impossible to m
Robert Kane and Laura Waddell Ekstrom have separately offered what they

regard as self-determinist models accounting for the probability tbptepeill do what
they most intensely want to do. Kane and Ekstrom explicitly reject the agesalca
account of the origination of acts according to which an agent’s origination aéthis
consists in his being the first cause of it. They identify an agent witimawhat
randomlyevolving system of desires and propensities to have certain desires. Here | am
once again, for the sake of convenience, reducing the various constituents of a subtle
psychology to species of “desire”. But | don’t believe that in doing so | deformahe-K
Ekstrom proposal to any great extent. Ekstrom’s version of the proposal centers upon the
image of a “character system,” in which the distinction between a presertates a
propensity to have such a desire is glossed over, just as it is in our ordinary thinking
about desire, when we say that we have “always wanted” this or that:

Suppose we take an agent to be constituted by a character, together

with the power to fashion and refashion that character. A character, or

character systems an aggregate of preferences and acceptances.

Then an agent is an evaluating and choosing faculty (by which she

creates preferences and acceptances), along with the charaeter, syst

made up of those preferences and acceptdfces.
The key point here is that “[tjhe decision concerning what preference to form ... is
caused, but not fully determined, by the p&3tSo the “choosing faculty” that combines

with a “character system” to constitute an agent turns out to be nothing more than a

somewhat randomly evolving process of preference-(and acceptance)-dornfaiven

82 Laura Waddell Ekstrontree Will: A Philosophical StudfWestview Press: Boulder, 2000), 113.
83 i
Ibid., 115.
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that preferences are surely what we have when we prefer things, and awelweha
disposition to do what is preferred, and that acceptances are similarlywe/hatve when
we accept things, and as such involve a disposition to put up with, or continue doing,
what we accept, it seems perfectly acceptable, if not preferable, td Egdrom’s
preferences and acceptances as species of desire.
Kane speaks of a “self-network” rather than of a “character systewh (lige

O’Connor) of “reasons” rather than of “preferences and acceptances”

When we say that conflicting reasons sets R and R’ motivating

[someone] are bothers— parts of her general motivational system —

this corresponds, in neural terms, to saying that the neural connections

representing R and R’ are imbedded in a more comprehensive network

of neural connections representing the general motivational system in

terms of which she defines herself as agent and practical reasoner. |

propose to call this comprehensive network representing her general

motivational system the “self-networR*
Since Kane’s “reasons setsibtivatepeople, it seems acceptable to identify them with
combinations of desire and beliefs regarding what might be conducive to the satisfac
of these desires. Just as in Ekstrom’s version of the proposal the agent’s self-
determination consists in the degree of randomness with which his character syste
evolves, so it is in Kane’s version:

[Clonflicts of will... stir up chaos in the brain and make the agents’

thought processes more sensitive to undetermined influences. The result

is that, in soul-searching moments of moral and prudential struggle, when

agents are torn between conflicting visions of what they should become...,

the outcomes are influenced by, but not determined by, past motives and

charactef®

In both versions of the proposal, someone’s undetermined decision is a spontaneous

alteration of the “character system” or “self-network” that consstuten. This

8 Robert KaneThe Significance of Free WilDxford University Press: New York, 1998), 139.
85 i
Ibid., 130.
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alteration of the character system or self-network had a certain dedilesdilodod,
generated by the previous unstable configuration of someone’s desires, together wi
his beliefs regarding how these desires might be satisfied.

Since the identification of an agent wiits own mental states and propensities is
incoherent, it is reasonable to suppose that Kane and Ekstrom would regard these
propensities as inhering in a human body. (An immaterial substance, or soul, would do
just as well, but Kane’s interest in the indeterminacy of subatomic evehts thié brain
strongly supports a reading of him as thinking of “our” desires and conative proggensiti
as states and propensities of our bodies. Ekstrom, also, exhibits an anti-megphysi
bias.) The agent is then the system of “his” body’s desires and conative propensitie
(We are assuming that a body can be a subject of mental states.) Heystdns—
evolvesrandomly to a certain extent, although for the most part under the guiding
influence of the body’s heredity and its interactions with its environment. Aocptali
the Kane-Ekstrom account, it is never entiielpossiblehat even the weakest
propensities of a personality will prevail, so that he begins very often to vetywaunt
what he has never very much or very frequently wanted before. The chaketésn or
self-network (which I will call the “self-system”, so as to combine e labels) might
suddenly evolve in a way that involves the sudden strengthening of previously obscure
propensities. This would account for conversion-experiences.

Since the prior, indeterministically-established configuration of thesgstem
cooperates with the body’s heredity and its interactions with its environmemalbiisis
the probabilities of its evolving in various ways, it can be said that a selfrsyste

contributes to the indeterministic causing of its evolution in a certain dire&ioeva
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intentions form within it. The Kane-Ekstrom account can therefore be regarded as
substance-causation account of the origination of acts. The agent is not thetsole firs
cause of his decisions, since the body’s heredity and environmental interactjoas pla
large role in causing them as well, but ha fgst cause, and that is what matters. It may
be objected that the whole process of indeterministic evolution is kicked off by the
body’s heredity and initial interactions with its environment, and that theyst#rs is
therefore not &irst cause of its evolving as it does. However, this objection fails as long
as this initial generation of a self-system by the body’s heredity amal interactions

with its environment is itself indeterministic. If the self-systefaisher evolution is
indeterministic, then its first emergence would be indeterministic dsiinsdems. The
self-system is in part the way it is to begin with for no reason at allstlt§ what it is (to
some extent), and then immediately begins to participate in the indeteiergaissing of

its own evolution.

Of course, the Kane-Ekstrom self-system is not a simple substance, asithe sel
under “traditional” agent-causal accounts of self-determination. But KahEkstrom
regard this as a virtue of their account: it doesn’t depend upon the notion of an inner,
spiritual being, or soul, unaffected by the laws of nature (including natural raedem
as constituting a person’s core identity. Moreover, their representation of ais agent
origination of his acts makes the generation of group behavioral profiles by ptesensi
no more troubling than the generation of a certain overall pattern of diceysses
repeated random tosses of a die. Finally, the Kane-Ekstrom proposal has thegadvanta
of explaining how the past origination of intentions can render the future onseilaf sim

intentions more likely. The origination of a new sort of intention is the result of a
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mutation of the self-system, and this mutation remains in effect, so thatr sntelations
will be generated in similar situations in the future, until further mutatiortsecée!f-
system occur.

We might object to the Kane-Ekstrom account as failing to represent our self-
experience — our sense of ourselves as being the single subjects of numerouardesires
other mental states and acts, rather than as systems including tressarsdedcts as
constituents. However, | won't proceed in this direction. Rather, | repudiate tiee Kan
Ekstrom account of the origination of acts because it portrays the originatioracf as
something that someone doesn’t edenlet alone do intentionally. It is something that
happendo someone, or within him. The Kane-Ekstrom account therefore provides no
basis for attributing a purer moral responsibility to someone for an act thashe
originated. Our wish to attribute a purer sort of moral responsibility to one afather
some of our acts is our only motive for persisting in our initial belief that wanatey
them. The Kane-Ekstrom account can certainly explain group behavioral profiles, but
only because it is not an acceptable self-determinist account.

At the end of Chapter 4, | summarized what | take to be C. A. Campbell picture of
the originative process, a picture much like my own except that Campbell’sphayest
the role of first cause, while mine is the subject of an beginningless Seoiégimative
acts. Campbell’s “act of decision” takes the place of this infinite séngseffort” takes
the place of my inception or strengthening of a desire to do whatever is right, and his
“will” is my “intention. Campbell’s “effort of will” is the causing of iahtion by means
of the infusion of a desire-like “energy” into the psychic economy, so that the old

inclination is replaced by a new one, an inclination to do the right thing (although
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Campbell does not call it that), which is then best understood as causing the intention to
do the right thing. If an intention to do the right thing is not originated in this way.,. we
allow our desiring nature to take its cour&®.That is, we follow our old inclination,
which presumably causes us to intend to do so. Campbell never speaks of a “will” to
follow inclination, but in calling the will to do the right thing “effortful” heeans to
distinguish it from a will that isot effortful, which would have to be the will to do what
one is “naturally” inclined to d&’

Campbell is an extreme moral self-determinist: he holds that walways
originate doing the right thing, by originating the “will” to do it. Lack of s&itid
environmental impediments wouldn’t be a problem, presumably, because the right thing
to do could only be something that our skills and environment permit. He doesn’t
envision any restriction by our personalities of our ability to do the right thing.
Nevertheless, the requirement that our originated acts be doings of thaingtgreatly
restricts the fraction of acts for which we would have pure moral responsibility.
Someone would be able to originate an act only when he is inclined to do something
other than what he thinks more right. We usually don’t think that something is more
right than what we are inclined to do. We usually don’t even think about the rightness or
wrongness of what we are inclined to do.

The intensity of Campbell’s “efforts of will” (caused by agent-or&ded “acts of
decision” and in turn causing the doing of the right thing) must be proportional to the
strength of the desires that are thereby overcome: “We are adl #vehia greater effort

of will is required in proportion to the degree in which we have to transcend our formed

8 |n Defence of Free WjlK2.
8 Ibid., 49.
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character in order to will the righ?® He describes this effort of will as the introduction
of “a new energy® Apparently, then, he has in mind the deployment of some sort of
force that is commensurable with that of the desires that it overcomes. This Ipoks ve
much like the picture that | advocate, of the origination of or strengthening eira tte

do whatever is right.

In my summary of Campbell’s view at the end of the fourth chapter, | examined
Campbell’'s reasons for denying that his “new energy” is desire. Whathet it merits
the name “desire”, it is certainly desire-like. Campbell thinks that weginate an
unlimited quantity of this desire-like energy. We can make as greatffart & will” as
we need to make, given the strengths of our opposing desires. “...[l]t rests withf our se
absolutely to decide whether we exert the effort of will which will enabte use to
duty...” or whether we follow our inclinatioff.

Campbell points out that that the moral character of his self-determinikesma
most behavioral probability unproblematicit is only when a possible act seems more
right to us than what we are inclined to do that we are able to originate it. However, it
precisely in people’s making of morally significant choices that the camelbetween
the kinds of natural background that they have and the kinds of behavior that they choose
are most glaringly evident. Appeals to the determining power of natural backigrare
loudest in courtrooms, where they are made on behalf of people who find themselves

there because they made morally significant choices. The defendanis laggs that

8 |bid., 47.

8 \bid., 42.

% |bid.

1 \bid., 46-47.
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his client’s childhood abuse and impoverishment made him such that he had to act as he
did.
Campbell deals with this remaining core of problematic cases, in which

someone’s predetermined inclination makes it likely that he will folloatiter than
doing the right thing, in a cursory, unsatisfactory manner, telling us that whemste m
make morally significant decisions,

...our character as so far formed prescribes a course opposed to duty,

and an effort of will is required if we are to deviate from that course.

But of course we are all aware that a greater effort of willgaired

in proportion to the degree in which we have to transcend our formed

character in order to will the right. Such action is, as we say, ‘harder’.

But if action is *harder’ in proportion as it involves deviation from

formed character, it seems reasonable to suppose that, on the whole,

action will be of rarer occurrence in that same proportion: though

perhaps we may not say that at any level of deviation it becomes flatly

impossible®?
| take that Campbell’s “character” is the same as what | callGpafgy”’: someone’s
propensity to have certain desires of certain strengths in certain situafiangbell’s
proposal that an “action is ‘harder’ in proportion as it involves deviation from formed
character,” follows from the thought that the more | would rather do somethingtuder
A, the harder it is for me to do A. The “steeper” someone’s inclination — the more the
desires that tend to lead him in that direction preponderate over those that tend to lead
him in the opposite direction — the less likely it is that he will oppose it.

The description of an act as “hard” reflecteealingof effort that we have in

performing it. This feeling arises, | think, from our not wanting to perform thiesadit

We may be inclined to perform it, because we want things that we hope to getrisy mea

of it, without wanting to perform it. But then we have this feeling of effort,rafrshg

92 n Defense of Free Wjl47.
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forward,whenevewe do something that we don’t want to do. We don’t have to be doing
the right thing in order to feel this. We might have a sense of effort in sguthen
instruction manual for some piece of entertainment equipment, when the motivating
desire (for fun) is thoroughly nonmoral. This is the same sense of effort thagive mi
have in keeping a promise. Just as we would rather not read the instruction manual, so
we would rather not keep the promise. But we are inclined to do both, because of the
strength of our respective desires for fun and doing whatever is right.

It indeed seems that the more difficult we expect an act to be, the lessékely
are to perform it. However, the case of the instruction manual shows us why dxpecte
difficulty and unlikelihood of performance are linked. The more difficult we expect a
act to be, the more likely it is that the strength of our desire not to perfornhinelihe
us against performing it. But this assumes that our originative abilityomagstricted
by the strength of our opposing desires — or rather, by the shape of our desieghggn
personality. Campbell doesn’t want to accept this assumption.

Campbell doesn’t explain why our greater inclination not to do the right thing
would make it less likely that we do it. He merely notes that “it seems reasooabl
suppose” that there is such a relationship. A desire to avoid the pain of effort cannot be
the reason; this would only be another “moral temptation”, to be overcome through the
same moral effort produced by the same decision. So too, when we speak of “difficult”
choices, we refer to the deliberative stress that precedes thtesffahoice. It hurts to
hover over the options; the descent is painless. The difficulty of our deliberations
therefore cannot influence the frequency with which we originate acts faakbetthe

goodness that we attribute to them.
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If Campbell were to recognize the possibility of a standing desire to do whatever
is right, and were to understand the origination of an intention to do the right thing as
involving the origination or strengthening of such a desire, then he would be able to
explain how thegpastorigination of an intention to do the right thing can make it more
likely that someone will choose to do to the right thing now and in the future. As we
have seen, Campbell does not appear to recognize the possibility of a natural desire
whether momentary or enduring, to do whatever is right. He also doesn’t appear to
recognize the possibility that the new desire-like “energy” that theraghating agent
introduces into his psychic economy might linger in the form of an enduring dhajis
dwindling) desire to do the right thing. Since he doesn’t recognize the possibilitgtof s
a desire, he can’t explain why it is more likely that someone who has in the past
originated an intention to do the right thing will now or in the future make a similar
choice.

Thomas Reid champions what | have called a “bivalent” extreme moral self-
determinism, according to which we originate the following of inclination disasé¢he
doing of the right thing, or at least an intention to do either of these things. Reid
envisions a “grand and ... important competition of contrary motives... between the
animal, on the one hand, and the rational on the otfie83meone would originate the
“prevalence” either of the strongest among the animal motives or of the strangex)
the rational motives, making these motives effectfv@he becoming-effective of his

strongest animal motive or of his strongest rational motive would presumably be the

9 Essays on the Active Powers of the Human MV2&d.
9% |
Ibid.
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“determination of the will” that Reid envisions him as originatihg//hether this motive
now s his “will” (or intention), or its prevalence causes him to will (or intend) what he
does isn't clear; my guess is that it is the latter. So, someone would origihatear
intention to follow inclination or an intention to do the right thing.

Animal and rational motives are incommensurable; it is the agent who makes one
or the other prevail. These “motives” look a lot like what we ordinarily call “eg5ir
So, Reid pictures an agent as causing either his animal desire or his dggrato
cause his behavior.

Although Reid sees his proposal as a defense of “liberty”, | would reframe it a
one regarding what is required for pure moral responsibility. Reid’s proposas ke
always purely morally responsible for our acts. Since according to Reid agsdhave
both animal and rational desires, and these animal and rational desires are
incommensurable, it follows that only our determining of our will could enable us to act.
Indeed, Reid embraces this consequence, advising that “[t]o say that maeisageint,
is no more than to say that in some instances he is truly an agent...” while “tashg t
acts from necessity, is to say that he does not act af alié can reframe this as a
statement about pure moral responsibility rather than about freedom (or lidethgn
becomes the statement that to say that someone is purely morally resgonsitsl@cts
is no more than to say that he has acted, while to say that he has is not purely morally
responsible for his act is to say that he has not acted at all.

Reid’s bivalent extreme moral self-determinism, according to which \gaate

intentionseitherto follow inclinationor to do the right thing, doesn’t fit well with our

% bid., 265.
% bid., 280.
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experience of resisting natural inclination in making ourselves finish atédisthe truth,
or apologize to someone that we have mistreated. We feel that if we werthioge
slide — surely not the positive origination of what Reid might call an “animakitiote —
we would let the task go undone, the truth go untold, the apology go unsaid. We
wouldn’t then beoriginating this following of inclination.

Reid acknowledges that behavioral probability has been thought to be
incompatible with the extreme moral self-determinism that he endorses. iédjs br
dismissive response to the problem of behavioral probability is to observe thay “it ma
surely be expected” that foolish people will originate acts bringing stert-term
gratification, while wise people will originate the acts that seery tight to thent’

This response is unsatisfactory. On Reid’s own account someone originates an act by
originating his alignment either with his animal or with his rational motivesne®ne’s
alignment with his animal motives would constitute him as foolish; his alignmemnt wit
his rational motives would constitute him as wise. It would therefore be someone’s
origination of his act (by originating his own alignment with his animal avrat

motives) that constitutes his foolishness or wisdom in the first place. There &sba re
why someone who has previously been aligning himself with his animal motives
shouldn’t suddenly begin to align himself with his rational motives, or, indeed, why he
shouldn’t swing erratically back and forth between these contrary motivesridieates
either alignment. So, there is no reason why, on Reid’s account, someone shouldn’t
swing wildly and unpredictably back and forth between wisdom and foolishness. Nor
would someone’s present wisdom or foolishness enable us to predict even what he will

decide to do in the immediate future, since to attribute a present wisdom or foolishness t

9" Essays on the Active Powers of the Human V26@.
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him is really only to characterize his most recent morally significacistbn as having
been made in favor of present gratification or in favor of what seemed right.

The only published moderate self-determinist proposal that | have found is
sketched by Timothy O’Connor as a possible misreading of Randolph Clarke’s proposal.
This is an amoral self-determinist model: it does not present an agent’s twigivfaan
act as requiring his supposition that the act is more right than what he is incloh@d t
O’Connor first summarizes Clarke’s proposal:

[tihe agent’s causal capacity consists in the ability to make effective an

indeterministic propensity of one’s reason to bring about A ... in the

sense of ‘acting alongside’ or bolstering the tendency (whether it be of

a low- or high-probability measure), ensuring that it will achieve its

characteristic effect:
O’Connor then observes that “at first sight” this proposal

treats the agent’s exertion of active power as a kind of additional force

at work in the situation, one that has a measurable strength that might

vary from situation to situation or person to person. ...Presumably

these exertions would (even together with the reason-based tendency)

sometimes be ineffective ..
Clarke’s own proposal thus seems “at first sight” to O’Connor to be the proposal that
agent-originated choice always consists in an “exertion of active ponaréan
“sometimes be ineffective.” The ineffectiveness of an exertion of actwermpweould
presumably be due to there not being enough active power exerted to get the job done. If
not enough active power is exerted to get the job done, then presumably there wasn’t

enough active power available for exertion. “Active power” then seems to be what we

ordinarily call “willpower”. Again, willpower need not be envisioned as a sort of fuel

% persons and Causé@$, referring to Randolph Clarke, “Agent Causaton Event Causation in the
Production of Free ActionPhilosophical Topic24 (fall 1996), 19-48.
99 i

Ibid.
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supply for a desire-machine that isn’t running at full capacity. It is juagant’s ability
to do something, or to intend to do something, that he isn’'t inclined to do.

O’Connor’s objection to this moderate self-determinist model is that the notion of
an ineffective exertion of active power is “intuitively inconsistent with tleaiof agent
causation”. O’Connor asks,

How could it be that | exerted active power in forming my own

intention, and the intention aimed at, so to speak, failed to have been

formed? On what basis could it be said, even by myself, that any

instance did involve a fruitless exertion — because | intended to form a

certain intention?°
My answer to O’Connor’s question, “How could it be...?” is that the quantity of active
power that | deploy would be insufficient to form an intention, to use O’Connor’'s.term
As for O’Connor’s question, “On what basis could it be said...?”, here he seems to be
asking for a formal criterion of “fruitlessness” in the exertion of activeggowhe only
formal criterion of fruitlessness in the exertion of active power that O’Coramothink
of, it seems, is that someone would have an intention to exert active power, and would be
unable to put this intention into effect.

O’Connor dismisses this proposal because it places intention before the “exertion
of active power”, rather than after. Indeed, O’Connor cannot accept the notion of an
intentional deployment of willpower, because he is unwilling to accept an infinite
regression of originative events. He is unwilling to accept an infinitesgigreof
originative events because he endorses a substance-causal account tdrgaifratteon,
according to which the agent must be the first cause of an act that he esigilidhe

agent must be the first cause of an act that he originates, then an infiniteioagress

originative events would either (1) require the mysterious Chisholmianirigésf this

199 pig.
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infinite regression somehowithin the agent’s causing of his ultimate act, or (2) would

be simply incoherent, since the agent would never find his place at the beginning of the
chain of originative events, so as to render them originative. Because leesadors
alternate, event-causal account of origination that accepts an infinitesiegref
originations of intentions to originate intentions in which every originative esent i
intentional act with the agent as subject, | do just what O’Connor objects toel pla
intention before the exertion of an active power. However, | also place amexdrti

active power before intention, and so on to infinity.

Still, 1 agree with O’Connor’s rejection of the image of someone as fdding
exert the active power that he intended to exert. | understand the fruitlesiSaess
fruitless exertion of active power as consisting not in the agent’s failuxketotbe
active power that he had intended to exert, but rather in the insufficiency of tree desi
that this exertion of active power causes. The desire is insufficienaiiiot so alter the
configuration of the agent’s desires that he will now do the right thing thaasie w
formerly disinclined to do. An either-or case (either the right thing is domelaration
is followed) would be rare, though. Far more common would be cases in which the
origination of a desire, or of its strengthening, results in an incompletevempent of
the agent’s behavior, at least in his own eyes.

The moderate self-determinism that emerges from O’Connor’s acknatdedg
misreading of Clarke is amoral. As such, it is less acceptable than a raoderat self-
determinism, as any amoral self-determinism is less acceptabla tharal self-
determinism. Because someone’s origination of an act or intention would be utterly

mysterious, we should be as restrictive as we can be in attributing the tiigiofeacts
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to people. Therefore, only great psychological and moral pressure can justify our
endorsement of the proposal that someone can originate an act. We feel sniepres
only when we are involved in, or vividly recall, moral deliberation. What we need, then,
is a self-determinism that combines the moral orientation of Reid’s and Campbell
accounts with the moderation of the one that O’Connor briefly sketches and rejects.

C.S. Lewis hints at something like a moderate moral self-determinism when he
suggests that God may take our natural temperaments into account in judyings.
naturally ill-tempered person who makes a great effort to conduct himsetfimraally
civil manner gets more heavenly credit than the natural sweet-tempesed pdro
behaves exactly as his temperament disposes him to behave. It might be detéahined t
a child will acquire a disposition toward violent behavior as he grows up, but the child
may still make himself more or less violent. So, God credits or blames him orthefor t
extent to which he approaches the upper or lower limits of his predeterminedfang
violence. However, proposals based upon this insight are inadequate so long as they do
not include a plausible account of how the limits of the range of behavioral dispositions
within which a person may situate himself are determined, and how it is that he may
originate his placement within this dispositional range.

Although I haven’t been able to find previous presentations of moderate moral
self-determinism, other than this hint by C.S. Lewis, | am sure that, gs/en it

commonsensical character, hundreds of people have thought of it.

191 Mere Christianity(New York: Simon & Schuster Inc., 1996), 86-87.
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9. Summary of the proposal, and discussion of relevant issues

Here is a point-by-point outline of the moderate moral self-determinist acabunt
pure moral responsibility that | endorse. This account assumes that someon#ois able
have reasonable beliefs about the rightness and wrongness of acts that bie fpossi
him. This is the second of the two personal requirements for any sort of moral
responsibility, whether ordinary or pure. The second of the following points will show
how the first of these requirements — that someone’s intention express his lggrsosa
met. When | say that we “make ourselves” do, intend to do, or want to do something, |
mean that we originate our doing, intending to do, or wanting to do it.

Point 1. Our pure moral responsibility for our intentions and acts may be positive
or negative. We can have positive or negative pure moral responsibility for our
intentions even when circumstances don’t permit our behaving as we intend to behave.
We havepositivepure moral responsibility only for those intentions and acts that we
originate. We originate an act by originating an intention to behave in anceay and
we originate an intention to behave in a certain way by making ourselves wathsgm
so forcefully (either originating a new desire or strengthening an old onéh¢ha
resulting new configuration of our desires causes us to intend to behave in that way. We
have positive pure moral responsibility for intending to behave in a certain way if
have originated our intention to behave in this way, regardless of whether ounas it t
out that we actually behave in this way. We hagegativepure moral responsibility for
acts of ours that we don’t make ourselves perform if we might have made oueslires
another way. We have negative pure moral responsibility for our intention to behave in a

certain way even when we haven’t made ourselves intend to behave in this way,
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regardless of whether or not it turns out that we actually behave in this waywére
able to make ourselves intend to behave in another way.

Point 2. When we originate a desire, or strengthen an existing one, in originating
an intention to behave in a certain way, we modify our personality so we now tend to
have such desires, or to have them at this new level of force. Our originated intentions
therefore express our modified personalities, and so the first personal requif@me
moral responsibility is met in cases of positive pure moral responsibility -f that i
someone is to be morally responsible for his intention, it must express his persdhality
someone doesn't originate his intention, but might have originated another one, he meets
the same personal requirement for moral responsibility as long as his naieagi
intention expresses his personality. So, this requirement may also be mesiafcase
negative pure moral responsibility.

Point 3. According to my event-causal account of origination, an originated act is
the final term of a beginningless series of intentional acts of formingt@mtion to form
an intention to, ultimately, behave in the way in question. | call these intdatiaimg
acts “originative” acts. Trying to do something is an act. So, we might perhaps ha
positive pure moral responsibility just foying unsuccessfully to make ourselves intend
to do something. We also have negative pure moral responsibility just for not trying to
make ourselves intend to do something, when we might have tried, even if the effort
couldn’t have been successful. Further, we might have negative pure moral responsibility
for not trying ashard as we might have to make ourselves intend to do something

Point 4. When we make ourselves intend to behave in a certain way, we make

ourselves intend to do the right thing: that is, we make ourselves intend to behave in this
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way in order to do what seems more right that what we would otherwise have been
inclined to do. Here the “in order to do” clause belongs to the description of what is
intended. Thus, what we make ourselves intend is this: the doing of what seems more
right than what we would otherwise have been inclined tdodahe sake oits greater
rightness. But the origination of this intention is itself an act, and is thergs@result

of an intention. So, when someone originates an intention to, say, keep a promise, his
intention in originating this intention to keep a promise is, again, to do the right thing:
keeping the promise for the sake of this deed'’s rightness. The beginning of an intention,
when other intentions were thought possible, is a decision. So, someone decides to make
himself do the right thing, and at the same time he makes himself decide this.

Point 5. We deserve pure credit for originating an intention to do what we
reasonablybelieve to be more right than what we would otherwise have been inclined to
do, for the sake of its greater rightness. We deserve pure blame for not originating
an intention when we might have.

Point 6. The strengths of someone’s existing desires, and the quantity of his
willpower, or ability to originate an intention to do something that he isn’t ircthoelo,
determine whether or not it is possible for him to originate such an intenti@n. Iti
simplest to think of someone’s desires as having absolute, rather than comparative
strengths. A desire’s absolute strength might be measured by seeingubbweffort
someone would make to satisfy the desire, if it were the only one he had. This would
require that effort be the overcoming of a tendency to remain at restjor teetest,
which is not merely the effect of a desire to rest. When we say that weowast,twe

would have to be understood as expressing this tendency, rather than as expressing a
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genuine desire. This tendency toward rest, which might be called “psychia’iner
would have to be the same in everyone: it would be basic. Someone who “wants” to rest
is then someone whose desires are insufficient to enable him to overcome this psychi
inertia. If we assign this basic psychic inertia a value of 1, then we migir asglue
of 1.1 to a desire that barely motivates someone to try to satisfy it, so that leeanake
minimal effort to do so. Suppose, then, that this is someone’s only desire. If is able to
originate an intention to do something else for the sake of its greater sghtime
guantity of his willpower is greater than 1.1. Typically, the satisfactionrabf
someone’s desires would be incompatible with his doing what is right, the sairsfaicti
others would be compatible with his doing what is right, and the satisfaction of still
others would require his doing what is right. Those desires whose satisfaction would
require his doing what is right might include, but would not be limited to, desires to do
whatever is right and whatever is best. Someone need not deploy all of his wilipower
originating an intention to do the right thing. He need only deploy enough of it to modify
the configuration of his desires enough to make them cause him to intend this. He can
modify the configuration of his desires by making himself begin to desire, weltan
degree of force, to do whatever is right, or by making himself desire this moeéulby.
Point 7. In originating an intention to behave in a certain way, we conclude either
a two-option or a multi-option moral deliberation. Examples of cases in which we are
involved in two-option moral deliberation include those in which we have to decide
whether or not to take a bribe, whether to go to graduate school or accept leadership of
the crime family (where communal pressures make these the only two liee)pt

whether or not to put the dollar in one’s pocket into a beggar’s cup (when one has no
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coins, and the donation of a five dollar bill just doesn’t come to mind as an option), or
whether or not to attend the evening prayer service. In all of these casesjveérare
toward one of the options, while the other seems more right — otherwise, the dehberat
is not moral. An example of a multi-option moral deliberation would be one in which
someone can follow his general inclination to a greater or less extent. Suppuse F
general inclination is to assault Ted. Beating Ted would suit Frank most (he would
follow his inclination all the way), but shoving Ted would suit him to a lesser extent,
while a mere denunciation would suit him least. Nevertheless, Frank sees the
denunciation as most right and the beating as less right.

Cases of two-option moral deliberation often depend, for their binary character,
on the rather arbitrary exclusion of whole ranges of alternatives as hagigeoof the
realm of normal consideration, or on a debatable definition of what is at stake. Why
should it be outside the range of normal consideration that one might give a five or
twenty to a beggar, or even give him one’s coat or, for that matter, invite him bpome f
shower, pizza, and lots of beer? Only the arbitrary exclusion of alternativeatpréne
guestion of what to do about the beggar from turning into a case of multi-option deciding.
Moreover, two-option moral deliberations often require multi-option moral delibagati
after a decision is made. Thus, after someone decides to attend the ever@ng pra
service, and as result finds himself there, he must decide how much attentionaohgay t
prayers he recites, where his inclination is to race through them whifal Gtention
seems most right to him. Two-option moral deliberations seem to play a more promine
role in theoretical discussions, probably because they are easier to Healivihulti-

option moral deliberations figure much more prominently in real, everyday lifeallys
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when we have to make a morally significant decision, we have to choose from among
more than two options. Here, we decide upon some point along a continuum of practical
intensity where greater practical intensity is perceived as moes®right.

These would be someondiehavioraloptions. Even in the case of a two-option
moral deliberation there are perhaps numemoasal options: (1) to try as hard as
possible to make oneself intend to do the right thing (deploying as much willpower
toward behaving in that way, for the sake of its rightness, as would be necesfagy fo
origination of an intention to behave in that way); (2) to try, but not as hard as possible, t
make oneself intend to do the right thing (deploying insufficient willpower to make
oneself want to behave in that way, when one has sufficient willpower for this, or
deploying less than all of one’s willpower, when one doesn’t have sufficidpower to
make oneself behave in this way); and (3) to refrain from deploying alppwér at all
toward behaving in the right way. The second moral option, in which we don't try as
hard as we might have, obviously splits into an infinite number of sub-options, in which
we try to varying degrees (deploying varying percentages of our willpdavbBhave in
a certain way. One couldn’t know how much effort would be required for the origination
of an intention to do the right thing.

Point 8. Our heredity and experiences initially determine the quantity of our
willpower as well as the range and force of our desires. Our making ouraelvet do
whatever is right, or want this more strongly, might then over time alter both thetgua
of our willpower and the range and force of our desires. It might not only leavéhus wi
an enduring, or enduringly strengthened, if slowly dwindling, desire to do whaeve

right. It might also strengthen other desires, or lead to the growth of new ones, by
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habituating us to behave in certain ways that we then come to want for their own sake
However, it would do all of this only to a limited extent. Someone whose genes and
early experiences make him a violent, indolent person might be able to makée lasssel
violent, and more industrious, but he might not be able to make himself truly civil and
productive. (While our heredity and experiences limit how much willpower we can have,
they donot determine whether or not we deploy it, nor do they determine how much
willpower we deploy, both in two-option decisions, when we try, but not as hard as we
might, to make ourselves do the right thing, and in multi-option decisions when the
deployment of more or less willpower has definite behavioral consequences.)

The remainder of this chapter will address relevant issues.

(a) The specificity of moral improvemengomeone makes himself intend to do

the right thing by making himself begin to want to do whatever is right, or by
strengthening his existing desire to do whatever is right. Willpower magfoherbe

thought of as an ability to want to do whatever is right, or (somewhat misleadingly, s

this suggests that desire is a sort of energy, rather than a state or contienihg e

potential desire to do whatever is right. The following objection might then be made.
According to point 2, above, when we originate a desire, or strengthen an existing one, in
originating an intention to behave in a certain way, we modify our personality so we now
tend to have such desires, or to have them at this new level of force. But the deployment
of willpower is simply potential desire to do whatever is right. So, our originatiom of a
intention to do the right thing should modify our personality in this way: we would now
tend to desire to do whatever is right to a greater extent than we have in the past. But

then someone who originates an intention to be more helpful than he was formerly
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inclined to be should thereby become more likely not only to behave more helpfully in
the future than he otherwise would have, but also to behave more honestly in the future
than he otherwise would have, for it is also right to behave honestly rather than
dishonestly. Yet it is easy to imagine someone making himself become aetyfte
person through his moral decisions without thereby making himself become a more
honest person. This suggests that even if willpower is necessarily rightresgsd, it
must be a potential desire to behave in some specifiable but as-yet-unspegified wa
order to do whatever is right, so that when it is deployed it becomes an actual desire to
behave helpfully in order to do whatever is right, or an actual desire to behaveyhionestl
order to do what is right. Or, there must be distinct types of willpower, one being a
potential desire to behave helpfully in order to do whatever is right, and anotlggabein
potential desire to behave honestly in order to do whatever is right.

My response to this objection is that there are at least two reasons why someone
will be more likely to behave helpfully in the future, Imat necessarily much more likely
to behave honestly in the future, when he deploys willpower toward behaving helpfully.
First, he may not think that being honest is in general more right than following one’s
dishonest inclinations, when it isn’t obviously more helpful. Honesty may seem to him t
be a mean, bourgeois sort of virtue. Second, his nonmoral desire to be helpful may
already be so strong that his new desire to do whatever is right is adl tiestded to
make him want to behave helpfully, while his nonmoral desire to behave honestly, if
there is such a thing, is too weak for his new desire to do whatever is right to make him

want to behave honestly very often.
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b. Apparent counter-exampleéccording to the account of pure moral

responsibility that | am proposing, we either make ourselves intend to behave aythe w
that we think is more right than the way in which we are inclined to behave, or we follow
our inclination instead. It might seem, though, that there are cases in which we do not
merely refrain from making ourselves intend to do the right thing. We seem sesietim
to make ourselves do something that we thirlkssright than what we were inclined to
do. This would include cases in which it seems to us that we have had to make an effort
to overcome a nonmoral revulsion, where the less revolting option seems to be more
right, and cases in which it seems that we actually have to overcome oursasuple
desire to do whatever is right. Someone might make himself do grisly deedskbat si
and/or sadden him in order to attain wealth and power, while recognizing that this
activity is wrong. Or, someone might have to make himself ignore the promptihgs of
guilty conscience in order to do these deeds; it seems that nonmoral revulsion alone
wouldn’t be enough to incline him not to do them. He overcomes his scruples. We can
call these two characters “Macbeth I” and “Macbeth 11", respebti

| think that such cases can be plausibly explained in a way that is compdtiible w
the proposed account of pure moral responsibility, even if we assume that Macbeths |
Il really do originate the activity that they think they originate. Mgdhb | doesn'’t really
think that his activity is wrong. He juséllsit wrong, because this is how most people
label activity of this sort. On the contrary, he thinks that it is right, witholizirggthat
he thinks that it is right. Macbeth Il goes back and forth between thinking hiyacti
right and thinking it wrong. He has a guilty conscience during the moments when he

thinks it wrong, and makes himself perform it during the moments when he thinks it
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right. Meanwhile, during these moments when he thinks it right, he feels a nonmoral
revulsion against the activity. He confuses his recurring but not presentigrisdt of

guilt with this nonmoral revulsion. That is, he mistakes his nonmoral revulsion for a
sense of guilt. This nonmoral revulsion readlgnough to incline him not to perform the
activity. His nonmoral revulsion might be a strong desire to avoid the sense of
impending cosmic doom that his deeds induce in him, for example. The felt boundary
between this anxious foreboding and his sense of guilt might be indistinct.

Someone might go back and forth between thinking his activity right and thinking
it wrong because he focuses on different aspects of his activity at diffeoements.
Grandiose delusion might make Macbeths | and Il think that whatever advances thei
careers is truly right, and so when they focus on the career-advancingadgheat
activity they think it right. When Macbeth Il focuses on the other-harmingiasphis
activity, however, he thinks it wrong.

Similarly, someone might think that his adulterous affair is wrong when he
focuses on its deceitfulness, while thinking it right when he focuses on its rendvwsl of
vitality. Even when, in focusing upon its renewal of his vitality, he thinks it,rigt
might not realize that he thinkisright, because the label “right” isn’t usually applied to
adultery. At the same time, he might have a strong non-moral desire not to continue the
affair. He might take this nonmoral revulsion to be moral revulsion because ithakes t
form of some subtle but pervasive anxiety, just as in the case of Macbeth II, and&becaus
he expects to feel a moral revulsion that he does not, in fact, feel at this moment. It

subtlety permits him to see it as the moral revulsion that he expects. So, whilgkke thi
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that he overcomes moral revulsion in order to attain a nonmoral end, he in fact overcomes
nonmoral revulsion in order to attain a moral end.

c. Aiming at lesser wrongnes#. often seems to us that we make ourselves intend

to behave in a certain way that primarily presents itself to lesasvrongrather than as
more right. We seem to do so for the sake of its being less wrong that we behave in this
way, rather than for the sake of its being more right than we behave in this way.
Apparently, we make ourselves intend to do “the less wrong thing,” not the right thing.
For example, we may choose to insult rather than bludgeon someone who angers us.
Insulting him doesn’t seem to us to be at all right, and so it can’t be said that we choose
to insult rather than bludgeon him for the sake of the greater rightness ohigurti.

Rather, it just doesn’t seem to us to be as wrong a thing to do as bludgeoning him would
be. |1 am inclined to resist this bivalent picture of moral motivation, in which the
appearance of lesser wrongness and the appearance of greater rayethesis positive
motivating factors. A univalent picture, in which the appearance of gregtémass is

the only moral motivator, is more attractive because it is simpler. Alsconvmonly

think that wrongness is only a deficit of rightness, so that if we recognizsisamas

less wrong, we do so only insofar as we recognize it on a more basic level anbeing
right. So, | suggest that when we seem to make ourselves behave in a certaucivay (

as insulting someone) in order to do what is less wrong than what we are inclined to do
(such as bludgeoning him), what is going on is this. We simultaneously see thi®behavi
as (1) wrong in itself (for insulting him is wrong) and as (2) an instancgenheral

mode of behavior that is further along toward the rightness-end of the relevaral gene

behavioral axis. In the insults-vs.-bludgeoning case, the relevant gertexaidal axis
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has loving-kindness at one end and murderous violence at the other end. In making
ourselves intend to insult rather than bludgeon someone, then, we make ourselves intend
the insulting behavior for the sake of its being further along than bludgeoning behavior
toward the extreme of loving-kindness. Thus, we make ourselves intend it for the sake of
its greater rightness rather than for the sake of its lesser wrongnesat. tlieaisame time,

we do see it in relation to the wrongness-end of the kindness-to-violence behavsoral a
Seeing it in relation to the wrongness-end of this behavioral axis, we sdxihgsn

itself wrong, only less wrong than bludgeoning the offender would be. Its appeasanc

less wrong, though, is not what motivates us to make ourselves intend it. We make
ourselves intend it for the sake of what seems to be its relatively greatenipy to the
rightnessend of the behavioral axis.

d. Unsuccessful originative attemptEhe proposal that someone can try

unsuccessfully to make himself intend to do so something may seem doubtful. Indeed, |
think that it is doubtful. Still, it seems to me to be preferable to the alterratingt we

either succeed in making ourselves intend to do something, or we don't try at all.
Someone’s unsuccessfully attempting to make himself intend to do something would
consist in his deployment of an insufficient quantity of willpower toward behanitigei

way that seems most right to him. This would occur in cases of two-option moral
deliberating. | have noted that true two-option moral deliberation is raré.it&il

sometimes necessary to decide upon one of only two morally significant options. We
might have to decide, for example, whether or not to have a drink or take a bribe. In such
cases, it might seem implausible that someone could deploy all of his willpmomaad

doing what he believes to be right, yet have insufficient willpower to orggisuat
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intention to do it. The difficulty here lies in finding some empirical evidenee of
distinction between cases in which we don’t deploy any willpower at all tbe@ng
what we think right, and therefore end up following our inclination, and cases in which
we do deploy willpower, but don’t have enough of it to keep ourselves from following
our inclination. This difficulty might motivate us to endorse a proposal that offers a
easy escape from it: the proposal that in two-option cases where the totalyofanti
someone’s willpower is insufficient to overcome the force of his contrary debee
simply cannot deploy any willpower at all. He would be morally paralyzed, and his
existing desires would determine his intentions. It isn’t as though, recogrhainiget
doesn’t have enough willpower to overcome his contrary desiresfraens from
deploying his insufficient willpower in a spirit of futile heroism. Rather, gl can'’t
deploy any willpower when our willpower is insufficient to overcome the cetiia
incline us against doing the right thing. We can’t even try to deploy our willpower.
But this proposal assumes that some sort of willpower-suppressing mechanism is
activated by the presence of an intention to do what is thought to be wrong, when
someone doesn’t have enough willpower to alter the configuration of his desires. The
existence of such a mechanism is certainly not empirically evident. @headf such
hidden mechanisms to our psychic picture should be resisted, as an inelegant
complication. Rather than adding this mechanism to our psychic picture, we should
therefore try to find some even moderately plausible candidate for empuidahee of
a distinction between cases in which we don’t deploy any willpower at all daeang
the right thing and cases in which we deploy insufficient willpower. Endorsemtd of

proposal that there is such a distinction, supported by empirical evidence that is only
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moderately plausible, is preferable to endorsement of the proposal, both inefebant a
without any empirical support, that there is a willpower-suppressing meanani
someone that is activated when he doesn’t have enough willpower to make hirasdif int
to do the right thing.

We can say that in cases of two-option moral deliberation, someone’s
unsuccessful struggle to do the right thing simply manifests itself ieghagof
struggling against inclination. But what mental events would make him feel tigat he
struggling in this way? Perhaps he repeatedly averts his attention fromebts albjhis
predominant desires, turning it toward the rightness of the other way of behawng. H
feels that this redirection of his attention is itself something that he intewdsfor the
sake of its rightness. So, he feels that he originates these redirectionattartien.

But they are intermittent and short-lived, while for the most part he follows his
inclination, in an at least implicitly intentional way. These are case=ems in which
someone never realtjecidego follow his inclination. He just keeps finding himself
once more intending to do this thing.

This picture is most plausible in cases where the behavior in question is
something that is so easy to perform that someone can begin to perform it without
realizing that he is doing so. Then, once he realizes that he is doing it, he wants and is
inclined tokeepdoing it, and intends to keep doing it. Only at this point does it become
an act. The elaboration of a sexual fantasy might be an example. Someone repeatedly
diverts his attention from his fantasizing, because he thinks that this is thg somof
mental activity to be engaged in, and keeps finding himself in the midst of it agdin,

finding himself once more in the midst of it he becomes inclined to persist. This picture
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of moral struggle as grounded in aversions of attention is plausible not onlgéasrlita

this (in which someone struggles to make himself do something other than what he is
already doing), but also for cases in which he struggles not to begin doing something
new. So, a man tempted into adultery again and again reminds himself of his
responsibilities to his family, of the debt of gratitude that he owes to his wifepand s
forth, but his attention again and again returns to the woman before him, and each time
that his attention returns to her his adulterous intention is reestablished.

In the case of an adulterous inclination, luck influences the outcome, for after a
while the act might no longer be an option. Where Rick and Phil both have insufficient
willpower to overcome their adulterous desire, but the insufficiency is not quipeat
for Rick as it is for Phil, then Rick would be able to divert his attention from the idea of
the act more frequently, and for longer periods of time, than Phil would; Rick might
thereby slow his progress into infidelity until it is no longer an option. Simjlany
insulted man again and again reminds himself of his responsibilities to hig,famil
responsibilities that he will not be able to fulfill if he is imprisoned (the likely
consequence if he strikes down the one who has insulted him) — considerations
motivating him to moderate the expression of his anger by deploying his willpower. But
again and again his attention returns to the insult.

Shall we say, then, that a moment arises at which the insulted man’s violeat desir
completely seizes him, and he swings the bat? If so, then, at that moment hearéally
deploy any willpower toward doing the right, or more-right, thing. Perhapssthis i
because the possibility of doing anything other than swinging the bat doesn’t euen oc

to him. Maybe the recurrent thought that alternate behavior is possible opertoa wi
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of opportunity for the deployment of willpower, and when this thought is absent it

doesn’t matter how much willpower one has; one will follow one’s inclination. So,
everything depends upon seizing the opportunity to make oneself do the right thing when
the thought of doing the right thing occurs.

It might be objected that these redirections of attention from what we most want
to the idea of doing the right thing are really only evidence either of (1}arsac
deliberation that precedes deciding, or (2) the repeated momentary deployment
qguantity of willpower that would be sufficient to get the prospective adulterer tmome
wife and children if he didn’t keep changing his mind and ceasing the deployment. After
deliberating over whether or not to deploy any willpower in opposition to his bad desire,
the insulted man finally decides not to; or else, after deploying sufficidpbwer to
prevent any violent action for a while, he stops deploying any willpower atctjiges
full expression and full satisfaction to his bad desire. | grant that this olojéats some
force; however, all that we requirensoderatelyplausible evidence of deployment of
insufficient willpower in a case of two-option moral deliberation.

A case of long-term multi-option deciding might be composed of a series of short-
term two-option cases. Thus, someone might pursue an adulterous relationship with a
greater or lesser degree of intensity, by copulating with his mistressreatargqiumber
of occasions, each one of which is a two-option case. Or, someone can get more or less
drunk by having a greater number of drinks, where the having of each drink is a two-
option case. The strength of someone’s bad desire and the quantity of his willpower both
presumably fluctuate over time. Thus, in struggling against his adulterous desyre e

time that adulterous sex is an option for him, forcefully directing his attentionfaova
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his lover and toward mental images of himself spending “quality time” wittvifeessand
children, an adulterer might succeed in spending only half as many nights wikdmis |

as he would have had he simply given himself up to his desire. Here | don't think that we
have a single act of insufficient deployment of willpower toward a singlescale,

long-term action (the adulterous affair). Rather, there is a series oyydepits, some
sufficient and some insufficient to keep the man away from his lover’s bed.

e. Weak will. I hold that we can deploy some or all of our willpower toward
behaving in a certain way in order to do what is right even when our deployment of all of
our willpower would be insufficient to make us intend to behave in that way. Our
willpower would be insufficient because our opposing desires are too strong for our
limited quantity of willpower to overcome. This proposal offers us a way to una@rsta
cases of “weak will.” The typical case of weak will is that of the drunkard ties* to
stop drinking, but can’t, because his craving for alcohol is so strong. According to the
ordinary understanding of what it is to be morally weak-willed, the weakdwvilerson is
one who intends to do the right thing but can’t because his opposing desires are too
strong. But if someone’s intention to do something is the result of the configuration of
his desires, as | hold, then this ordinary understanding of what it is to be weadk-will
must be rejected. Someone who intends to do something cannot possibly be prevented
from doing it by the strength of his opposing desires. If these opposing desistoag
enough to prevent him from doing it, he cannot be understood as intending to do it.

As an alternate understanding of what it is to be weak-willed, then, | propose that
the weak-willed person is one who deploys all of his willpower toward doing something,

when this total deployment of his willpower is still insufficient to overcomedhmefof
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his opposing desires. Someone’s weak-willedness is supposed to lessen the quantity of
blame that he deserves for doing the wrong thing. According to my proposal, his being
weak-willed would not lessen the quantity of ordinary blame that he desendesrfgr

the wrong thing, but might be incompatible with his deserving any pure blame for doing
the wrong thing. Someone’s deploying all of his insufficient quantity of willpowe

toward behaving in a certain way would contrast with someone’s having enough
willpower to overcome his opposing desires, but not deploying enough of it to do so, and
someone’s not having enough willpower to overcome his opposing desires and not
deploying as much of this insufficient quantity as he might. Someone who has enough
willpower to overcome his opposing desires but does not deploy enough of it to do so is
certainly purely morally responsible for his wrong behavior, and could not be regarded a
weak-willed. Someone who doesn’t deploy all of his insufficient willpower towardydoin
the right thing looks more like a weak-willed person, because his willpower would be
insufficient to get the job done even if he deployed all of it. But he still seems toaleser
some pure blame for not trying as hard as he might have to intend to do the right thing
and so does not seem to be what is meant by talk of weak-willed people.

It might be urged that we make an exception in the case of someone who has
deployed all of his willpower unsuccessfully toward behaving in the right way orasever
previous occasions, and who therefore expects that future deployments of all of his
willpower will also be unsuccessful, and so no longer deploys any willpower toward
behaving in that way. (For example someone has tried to stop drinking before, and has
concluded that the effort is useless.) | would say, though, that nobody can be suee that hi

willpower is still insufficient to get the job done, and that persistence mightbauke up
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the quantity of someone’s willpower, in the way that someone’s daily unsuccessful
efforts to lift a heavy object might build up his muscles to the point that he becomes able
to lift the object. So, | would still not call this person weak-willed, in the ordinary,
exculpating sense of the expression. (Obviously, though, he can be said to be weak-
willed in the same way in which someone with small, flaccid muscles can be &&d t
physically weak even though he doesn't even try to get anything done with them.)

would reserve that description for the person who actually tries with all ofigrg

(deploying all of his willpower), albeit unsuccessfully, to do the right thing.

f. Moral compromisesin this section | consider cases in which someone deploys

enough willpower to do what he thinks more right than what he is inclined to do, but not
as much as would be required to do what he thinks exearight, although he could
deploy additional willpower toward doing this. This kind of scenario is distinct from
those in which someone tries unsuccessfully to make himself intend to do the right thing
Here, there is only successfuattempt to intend to do something more right than the
following of inclination.

This occurs in cases of multi-option moral deliberation. Suppose someone can do
A, B, or C. He thinks that A is more right than B, and that B is more right than C. So, he
thinks that A is most right. However, he is more inclined to do C than B, and more
inclined to do C than A. The simplest explanation for his being in this situation would be
that he desires only A, B, and C; that his having one of these is incompatible with his
having any of the others; that there is no compromise solution that would partiafly sa
A and B, or B and C, or A, B, and C together; and that he desires C more than he desires

B and B more than he desires A.
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Now, suppose that he has enough willpower to make himself intend to do A if he
deploys all of his willpower. He might still deploy only enough willpower to make
himself intend to do B. Introspective evidence suggests that this is so. Welcanltige
about having not done what seemed, and still seems, to be the most right thing that we
could have done, while at the same time feeling some relief at the thought ¢last a
what we did was more right than what we were inclined to do. Our feeling of guilt about
not having done the most right thing suggests that we think we could have done the thing
in the strongest sense of “could” — that we were psychically, as well asalysble to
have done it. Our being psychically able to do something that we aren’t indided t
requires our having enough willpower to make ourselves intend to do it. On the other
hand, our relief at the thought that at least what we did was more right than whateve w
inclined to do is in direct opposition to our sense of guilt, moderating the latter. So, it
seems that our withholding of available willpower (what we feel guilty aboasg)net
total — we did deploy some willpower, although not enough to do what we took to be the
most right thing that we could have done.

Here two conceptual difficulties arise. First, it is easy enoughythat the
explanation for someone’s making himself intend to do B, when it seems to him less right
than A, which he can also make himself intend to do, is that he is more inclined toward B
than toward A. But given that he would be making himself intend to do B for the sake of
its being more right than C, why wouldn’t he just go all the way and make himissidi
to do A for the sake of its evegmneaterrightness? Why does he make rightness rather

than the overall satisfaction of his existing desires his goal only to this&xtent
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This difficulty is really the same as the difficulty that we have in exjplg why
someone would make rightness rather than the overall satisfaction of his exisireg de
his goal, or vice-versa, when he has only two options — as when he decides to accept or
reject a bribe. Itis just as hard to see why someone should make rightness gasakol
when he doesn’t have to, as it is to see why he should make rightness a parfal goal
more important goal than it has previously been for him), alongside the overall
satisfaction of his existing desires. | think that winkcannot understand thispme
possible being (GodMust be able to understand it. This is because if it were in
principle incomprehensible then the deployment of willpower toward doing the right
thing would be a purely random phenomenon, and as such could not constitute someone’s
origination of anything.Our incomprehension is perhaps due to the fact that the only
explanations we can grasp are explanations appealing to efficient causeficiénsuf
explanation through efficient causes of someone’s doing or intending to do the right thin
rather than following his inclination would be incompatible with his origination of this
act or intention.

The second difficulty is this. Willpower is supposed to be potential desire for
whatever is right. How, then, can we deploy it in making ourselves intend to do what is
less than completely right, for the sake of gheaterrightness of what we are making
ourselves do, as compared to the following of inclination? Here it should be noted that
this difficulty isn’t unique to desire for whatever is right. Every basic desust have
an unlimited object: desire for beauty is desire for unlimited beauty, and figsire
comfort is desire for unlimited comfort. So, when someone chooses household

furnishings that are less beautiful than those which he might have chosen, bleeguse t
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are more comfortable, but more beautiful than more comfortable alternatives, his
operative desires are for unlimited beauty and comfort. Nevertheless, hextioos
furnishings for the sake of their beinmgrebeautiful than the more comfortable
alternatives and for the sake of their beimgrecomfortable than the more beautiful
alternatives. Here, though, we have a simple balancing of prior desires for écuty
comfort. The parallel solution to the difficulty that we face is obvious but unsatsfyi
when someone makes himself intend to do B rather than A or C (where A seems more
right and C less right, but he is more inclined toward C and less inclined toward A), he
makes himself intend to do B for the sake of its being more right tlzard @ore in the

line of his inclination than A. This solution is unsatisfying because we still don’t
understand why he doesn’t instead make himself intend to do A for the sake of its simple
rightness, or C for the sake of its being what he is most inclined to do. But, again, we
can’tunderstand this, althouglomeconceivable being must be able to.

g. Natural saintlinessHere is an unattractive apparent consequence of the

proposal that someone can only make himself intend to do the right thing. Imagine
someone who not only always has reasonable beliefs about the rightness or wrohgness
his possible acts but is also gifted with a perfect natural conscientiousrissendé¢ncy

to desire whatever is right is so pronounced that he is always inclined to do what he
reasonably believes to be right. He therefore always intends to do what helvBasona
believes to be right, without ever having to originate these intentions. Evidentya suc
person, who may be called a “natural saint”, is morally superior to someone who doesn’t
always naturally intend to do what he reasonably believes to be right. Yet thé natura

saint apparently can't originate any intentions, while the latter, ordinaspmpean.
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Surely, someone who is able to originate intentions is superior to the natotravitai
respect to his possession of this originative power, even though he is inferior tatthim w
respect to his moral character. This is disconcerting, because we woutdthkektthat
one person can be superior to anothallinespects: we want a single, coherent ideal
standard that we can hope to realize or have realized (if only by divine intenjenti
ourselves.

To see whether or not this objection is sustainable, we first have to distinguish
between beings who necessarily intend to do the right thing and beings who don’t
necessarily intend to do the right thing and then further distinguish, with resechgs
who necessarily intend to do the right thing, between those whose existence igrgecess
and those whose existence is not necessary. That gives us three categerregsof
(Beings who don’t necessarily intend to do the right thing might also be divided into
these two categories, those who necessarily exist, and those who, like us, don’t
necessarily exist. That would give us a total of four categories. Howessciyrther
division of beings who don’t necessarily intend to do the right thing into those who
necessarily exist and those who don't is irrelevant to our present purpose. Thierobjec
may be answered in the same way, whether or not the existence of beings who don’t
necessarily intend to do the right thing is necessary.)

Beings who necessarily intend to do the right thing would stop being themselves
if they stopped intending to do the right thing, while beings who don’t necessanig inte
to do the right thing would still be themselves even if they stopped intending to do the
right thing. The God of many theologians would be the one being that both necessarily

exists and necessarily intends to do the right thing. Angels who cannot conceivably reb
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would be beings that don’t necessarily exist but that do necessarily intend to idbtthe r
thing. And we, of course, don’t necessarily intend to do the right thing. We might
sometimes, or even always, intend to do the right thing, but decéssarilyntend to do

the right thing. We would still be ourselves even if we stopped intending to do the right
thing. Even if one of us were genetically programmed to always intend to do the right
thing he could stop intending to do the right thing as a result of some kind of organic
malfunction without ceasing to be himself. (Similarly, someone who is gehetica
programmed to be very strong can become weak as a result of a virus, and pills can
mellow someone who is genetically programmed to be aggressive, withoup&ogde
ceasing to be themselvé§?)

The objection fails with respect to beings like us, who don’t necessarily intend to
do the right thing. Even if such a being always intends to do the right thing he can be
able to make himself intend to do the right thing. He just doesn’t have the opportunity to
use this ability. He is in exactly the same position as someone who presemitis itd
do the right thing, even though he hasn’t always intended to do so and won’t always
intend to do so in the future. Someone isn’t unable to make himself do the right thing
just because he presently intends to do the right thing. To say that when someone who
doesn’t necessarily intend to do the right thing intends to do the right thing he istheref

unable tamakehimself intend to do the right thing is like saying that an army can’t fight

192 Although Galen Strawson does not think that setermination would have to be rightness-oriented if
there were such a thing, his “Natural Epictetaesemble my angels, who, according to my own moral
self-determinism, would be unable to originate himg because they would necessarily intend to do
whatever is right. Strawson’s Natural Epictetares“gA] race of gifted, active creatures who ... asver
undecided in any way,” so that “[it] seems likeffyat the notion of freedom will have very little ¢ent for
them” (Freedom and Beli€249). | am assuming that the Natural Epictetaas@ever undecided in any
way” because they are necessarily decided. Ukitfhappens to be the case, but doesn’t havettelmase,
that Strawson’s Natural Epictetans are never udeecin any way, then they would be like my human
saints, whose self-determining powesuld have “content” for them, since they might concblydbecome
inclined to do something other than the right thing
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when it is not at war. So, someone who always intends to do the right thing isn’'t
therefore unable to make himself do the right thing. If he were to stop intending to do the
right thing, then he would have an opportunity to use his ability to make himself intend to
do the right thing. It doesn’t make any difference whether or not heweithave an
opportunity to make himself intend to do the right thing. He is still able to do so, at least
as long as it ipossiblethat he not intend to do the right thing, because it is possible that
he become inclined to do something else.

What about beings that necessarily intend to do the right thing, then? Here the
necessity or non-necessity of such a being’s existence would make adrigndiéf. Even
if a necessarily existing being necessarily intends to do the right tmddéae we are
talking about the God of many theologians), he might still make himself intend e do t
right thing. Only, he wouldecessarilynake himself intend to do the right thing. For,
he might necessarily exias something that makes itself intend to do the right thing.
Beings that necessarily intend to do the right thingdioatt necessarily exist (angels that
cannot conceivably rebel) are in a very different situation. Such beings could not have
their necessitated intention to do the right thing as a result of their aglyesmking
themselvestend to do the right thing, since they are made as what they are by
something other than themselves. It is this other thing, the thing that make s tiwbiat a
they are, that makes them intend to do the right thing.

A major difference between our originative ability and God’s might be thaé whi
we can deploy our ability to make ourselves intend to do the right thing in cases where
the right thing is not what we are inclined to do, God simply makes himself intend to do

the right thing. (Or, might God necessarily have desires that he necesgardgmes by
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making himself intend to do the right thing?) But in any case, our ability to make
ourselves intend to do what we think more right than what we are inclined to do would be
a specific form of a more general ability to make ourselves intend to dighihéhing
that we would share with God and the angels. The proposal that someone can make
himself intend to do the right thing turns out not to have unattractive consequences for us
or for God. It only has unattractive consequences for the angels. It seems oz &me
natural saint can be superior to the angels with respect to his originative \aibdidut
being inferior to them with respect to his moral character.

The angels might retort that they are still better than the human natatatisia
respect to the necessity of their intention to do the right thing, for with raspics it is
better to necessarily intend to do the right thing than not to necessarily intend to do the
right thing. They might then go even further, and urge that someone who necessarily
intends to do the right thing but can’t make himself intend to do the right thing is better
overall than someone who doesn’t necessarily intend to do the right thing but can make
himself intend to do the right thing. It seems to me, though, that what makes the
necessity of someone’s intention to do the right thing good is only that he willotieeref
intend to do the right thing. So, someone isn't made betteebgssarilyntending to do
the right thing; rather what makes him better is just that he intends to do thininght
It might be true that someone who intends to do the right thing but can’t make himself
intend to do anything is better than someone who doesn’t intend to do the right thing but
can make himself intend to do the right thing. However, someone who intends to do the
right thing but can’t make himself intend to do anything wouldn’t be as good as someone

who intends to do the right thing and can make himself intend to do something. The
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necessity of the angelic intention to do the right thing would be irrelevant. So, the angels
would be better than those of us who don’t always intend to do the right thing but not as
good as those of us who are natural saints, always intending to do the right thing.

One reply that self-defensive angels might make is surely incorrectwdhid
be the claim that the ability to make oneself intend to do the right thing is vatrdple
as a means to one’s intending to do the right thing, a means that the angels simply don’t
need, since they already necessarily intend to do the right thing. It seeraghat, on
the contrary, there is something irreducibly grand (I don’t know how else tg sdpiit
being able to originate intentions and acts.

h. Originating a way of life.lt seems implausible that someone could have a

general intention to do whatever is right. At most, he could hopefully imagine himself as
always doing whatever is right. And, if someone can’t have a general intenton t
whatever is right he can hardly originate such an intention. But it seemertierse
canintend to live in a certain way for the sake of the rightness of living in this way,
where a “way of living” is something with more specific content than living
conscientiously. Someone can intend to live a life that is primarily devoted to
contemplation, or political service, or artistic creation, for the sake of wihakése to be

the rightness of this way of living. (There is nothing relativistic about thmchat the
different skills and interests of different people would make different wilfe right

for them.) If a decision to live in a certain way is possible, then an intention ia live
that way is possible, and, indeed, there are many examples of people decidingto live i
certain ways. Moreover, such decisions seem at least sometimes to Eorargeral

deliberations over whether to live as one is inclined to live (usually, one’s presgof
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living) or whether to live in the way that seems be right, or in any case iy thata
seems to be more right. So, if we are going to accept the claim that peoplgiceteor
intentions to do what seems to them to be more right than what they are inclined to do,
we should accept the claim that people can make themselves intend to live in a way that
seems to them to be more right than the way in which they are inclined to live.
Presumably, someone’s decision to live in a certain way would entail, but not be
limited to, his decision that when, at future times, he must choose from amongtliffere
kinds of short-terms acts, he will choose those that best fit or are most condubate to t
way of living. So, in originating an intention to live in a certain way for the sakte of i
rightness he would be originating an intention to decide to do whatever best fits or is
most conducive to his living in that way, given that these short-term acts arsethesn
right. Someone who originates an intention to live contemplatively will origarate
intention to decide to read, write, or think at times when he doesn’'t have a monegoressi
duty to pay a bill or help someonBut his originated intention to live in this way for the
sake of its rightness cannot be an intentiooriginate these particular decisions. For, in
originating his decision to live in this way he would be intensifying his desire to do
whatever is right. This same intensified desire to do whatever is right would b&psha
the balance of his desires so that he will make particular decisions behtingy of
life that he has chosen. So, someone must think of his general originated intention to live
contemplatively as itself ensuring, or making very likely, future decigmnsad, write,
or think, rather than partying, watching television, or joining political comnsitt@dais
thought seems reasonable. Someone’s origination of an intention to do something for the

sake of its rightness modifies his personality, giving him a greater enttewant to do
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whatever is right. In this case, he believes that what is right is his liviagertain way.
Given the persistence of this belief, his greater tendency to want to do whateyetr is
will make it likely that in the future he will decide to do whatever fits @moisducive to
his living in that way.

It seems that someone’s origination of an intention to live in a certain way should
make his belief that it is right that he live in this way more durable. Otherwsse, hi
commitment to this way of living would be shakier than we take such commitments to be.
However, his continuing belief that it is right that he live in this way isnthall will
ensure that he continues to make the particular decisions that fit and sustainfsuch a |
Once he really gets involved in his new way of life, nonmoral desires will propkyly
a large role in attaching him to it. He will have acquired the habit of doingsthypiral
of such a life.

To be genuine, an intention to live in a certain way probably requires subordinate
intentions to behave in ways befitting such a life in the near future, wherenthgs®f
behaving would be thought aEbefitting such a life. Someone’s decision to live
contemplatively would have to involve a decision to, for example, stop by the bookstore
that afternoon to purchase Plato’s dialogues. He would intend to distiefitting a

contemplative life, for the sake of the rightness of living contemplatively.
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