Freewill and Determinism





The basic philosophical positions on the problem of free will can be divided in accordance with the answers they provide to two questions:

1. Is determinism true?

2. Does free will exist?

Determinism is roughly defined as the view that all current and future events are causally necessitated by past events combined with the laws of nature. Neither determinism nor its opposite, indeterminism, are positions in the debate about free will. 

Compatibilism (also called soft determinism) is the view that the assumption of free will and the existence of a concept of determinism are compatible with each other; this is opposed to incompatibilism which is the view that there is no way to reconcile a belief in a deterministic universe with a belief in a concept of free will beyond that of a perceived existence. 

Hard determinism is the version of incompatibilism that accepts the assumption of determinism and rejects the idea that humans have any free will. 

Libertarianism agrees with hard determinism only in rejecting compatibilism. Libertarians accept the existence of a concept of free will along with an assumption of indeterminism to some extent. Some of its proponents reject physical determinism and argue for some version of physical indeterminism that is compatible with freedom.[4] Others are Metaphysical libertarians who appeal to mind-body dualism to argue a special case for sentient beings.

What is Determinism?

Determinism is ‘the belief that a determinate set of conditions can only produce one possible outcome given fixed laws of nature’.

Every event has a cause (universal causation) and given the total set of conditions under which the cause occurs, only one effect is possible (casual necessity).

We do not know for sure that every event has a cause. Empirical data from scientific investigation does suggest that events are caused, but this is a belief rather than fact. Universal causation is a commitment of science.

Each event has a cause and this in turn was caused by a previous event – for instance - ‘Wet feet from the shower left water on the floor of the bathroom’. 

This explains this event but it is reasonable to believe that in all other occasions, that a person leaving the shower will wet the floor with their feet. This allows us to formulate laws of nature. For instance, if we put water in the freezer it will turn into ice. This will happen EVERY time that we put water in the freezer (we do not know this for sure, but its likelihood is so probable that it can be considered a fact). 

This assumes conditions are similar too – i.e. that the temperature remains below zero.

If all circumstances are exactly the same, it is reasonable to assume that only ONE outcome is possible. The situation determines a unique effect. This is the idea of casual necessity.

Determinism is NOT prediction. 

Science makes predictions that are proved wrong. Determinism DOES NOT claim we can predict every event – BUT – events are ‘in principle’ predictable with certainty IF we knew everything about the ‘determinate set of conditions’.

An Omniscient being could know all the conditions at once – therefore – ‘in principle’; an omniscient being (such as the Classical God) could predict the future with certainty. 

This is a problem for Theists who want to assert that they are free. If God is truly omniscient AND he is timeless, then freewill is impossible as the future is already determined. 

If, however, God’s omniscience is restricted to a temporal state, then he would not know the future as the future does not actually exist.  

Determinism and Fatalism

Determinists generally agree that human actions affect the future but, because the future is predetermined, human action is just part of the overall cause. Their view does not accentuate a "submission" to fate, whereas fatalists stress an acceptance of all events as inevitable. In other words, determinists believe the future is fixed because of absolute causality, whereas fatalists and many predestinarians think the future is fixed despite causality. 

Therefore, in determinism, if the past were different, the present and future would also differ. For fatalists, such a question is negligible, since no past could have happened other than the one that has happened.

There are two types of fatalism – logical and theological. 

Logical fatalism is linked to the view that statements can be either true or false and hence, technically, it is out of our control. There is a body of true propositions (statements) about what is going to happen, and these are true regardless of when they are made. So, for example, if it is true today that tomorrow there will be a sea battle, then there cannot fail to be a sea battle tomorrow, since otherwise it would not be true today that such a battle will take place tomorrow.

The argument relies heavily on the principle of bivalence, the idea that any proposition is either true or false. As a result of this principle, if it is not false that there will be a sea battle, then it is true; there is no in-between. However, rejecting the principle of bivalence—perhaps by saying that the truth of a proposition about the future is indeterminate—is a controversial view, since the principle is an accepted part of classical logic.

Theological fatalism is most commonly associated with predestination. In essence this is the view that God is timeless, knows all that is and will be and hence any notion that our actions are free in ANY SENSE of the word is meaningless. A good illustration being the thought that a character in a play is free to say something other than what the playwright has written. Those who reject theological fatalism either reject predestination outright or consider God to be temporal and hence unable to know the future, as the future does not exist. 
The implications of Determinism on Moral Culpability

We act in one of four ways – MORAL, IMMORAL, A MORAL and NON MORAL. 

A moral act is one that conforms to the expected norms of the society and is considered to be an act that is ethically significant. This is the opposite of an immoral act. 

An amoral act is an action where the person does something that contravenes moral norms but does so without knowing. A non moral act is something that is considered to be without ethical significance (i.e. combing your hair or climbing the stairs)

Morality relies on the principle of ‘ought implies can’. If we ought to do something then we are culpable only if we choose not to and COULD choose not to. 

· I am not to blame if I fail to breathe under water, as it is not physically possible for me to do so.

· I am not held morally responsible if I am forced at gunpoint to carry out a crime against my wishes. The same is true of diminished responsibility, where a court judges your actions to have been influenced by your mental state – high stress, alcohol or mental illness. You may be punished, but the punishment will be less severe or different. (Note – difference between murder and manslaughter). 

· I am morally culpable and blameworthy if I fail to act (omit to act when to do so was morally obligatory) or act in a criminal or negligent way willingly. 

So what do we do when faced with the challenge of Determinism? This seems to imply that all our choices are caused by prior choices (some of which are out of our direct control). If freewill is illusory then the ‘ought implies can’ maxim can be used in our defence. 

There are THREE responses to this problem

Hard Determinism, Soft Determinism and Libertarianism

Hard Determinism



 Baron d’Hollbach was a supporter of Hard Determinism
Physical determinism claims that determinism applies to all physical events. Our bodies are physical, so every event involving our bodies will be determined. This applies to our actions. Many actions involve moving one’s body. 

Bodily movements are caused by events in the brain. This depends, of course, on human actions falling under natural laws, either the laws of physics, as bodies are physical objects, or neuro-physiological laws. If so, then, says physical determinism, our actions and choices are determined in the same way that physical events are. Human beings are part of the natural, physical world, and so events involving human beings should be able to be explained in the same way as other events.
1. Physical determinists claim that determinism applies to all physical events.

2. All bodies are physical therefore our bodies are subject to determinism.

3. Actions often involve moving one’s body – deliberately or subconsciously.

4. ALL bodily movements are the result of BRAIN STATES.

5. When I do ACTION A my brain is in a particular state and that state is beyond my control AND the action itself is therefore beyond my control too. 

6. Therefore, all my actions are determined and free choice is illusory.

7. QED – we are not morally culpable for our actions. 

The argument can be run at the level of choices as well: our choices are events, and so have causes. Given those causes, only one choice is possible. So we are not free to choose anything other than what we actually choose.

Psychological determinism claims a person’s psychology, their mental states and their experience, causally determines what they will choose to do. 

However, psychological determinism can make sense of the apparent difference between action and ‘natural’ causation. Explanations in terms of psychological causes – what someone believes and desires – are different from explanations in terms of physical causes. In physical explanation, we don’t talk about desiring and believing (the whirlwind doesn’t want anything), so we don’t talk about intending either.
There are two types of causal factors that contribute to our psychology – nature (genetics) and nurture (environment). So one version of psychological determinism claims that given our genetics and our upbringing, we cannot do or choose anything other than what we do and choose.

In principle, there is no difference between the kind of arguments we can give for this view and the ones given for physical determinism. However, determinism on the basis of genetic and environmental factors is harder to establish. 

John Locke used a powerful analogy to explain why the Hard Determinist position presented above shows clearly why morality is incompatible with determinism.

Locke describes the story of a sleeping man who is placed in a locked room. On awakening he decides to stay in the room, not knowing that the room is locked. This is a real decision taken by him, it is freely made and he might have decided to leave; but in reality he has no choice and it is only his ignorance of his true condition that makes him feel that he is free. So it is with our moral choices – we think that we are free when we decide to do X rather than Y, but in fact this is merely an illusion as his decision is causally determined by a pre existing set of conditions. 

This has a profound impact on our notion of punishment – the aims of punishment are to reform, vindicate the law, deter others and protect others. However, punishment presupposes that the victim deserves to be punished. If they are not morally culpable, how can this be so?

This is the view of contemporary determinist John Hospers – he argues that if it were possible for scientists or psychologists to isolate the reason why a man is a murderer, then it would be immoral to punish them for said murders if those reasons were beyond the control of the accused. 

A famous case where this was used as part of the defence was the case of Loepold and Loeb, who kidnapped and murdered a 14 year old boy called Bobby Franks. They were wealthy, educated and influential and wanted to show their contempt for society by planning and executing the perfect crime. They failed and in 1924 were tried for murder and faced the death penalty. The most famous lawyer in the US at that time, Clarence Darrow, used the determinist defence in his plea for mercy. He was successful and the pair were sent to prison for life. They were not freed BUT they were not killed!

NOTE – determinists DO NOT suggest that criminals should not be punished. They accept the need to protect society from criminals. They do object to the assumption that criminals are morally responsible for their crimes. Therefore punishment systems must only be REFORMATIVE and PROTECTIVE, not vindictive. We need them for society to function but they are built on a common misunderstanding of the word FREE. 

Libertarianism

Libertarians reject determinism. 

If morality is to work in the conventional sense then it must be possible to show that we are capable of making choices and therefore be culpable for those choices that undermine society. We can do and we ought to do!

Libertarians do not reject determinism altogether. They agree that the inanimate world is subject to physical determinism as it is mechanical. They also accept that the mechanical chains of the cause and effect may also extend to the animate world. What they deny is that physical determinism applies to all human action. A kleptomaniac, left alone in a shop, may well steal; but one can never be sure that he will. He may choose not to. 

Libertarians distinguish between a person’s formed character or personality and his or her moral self. Personality is an empirical concept, governed by causal laws, explainable by scientific explanation and predictable. The personality one has is determined by environment and heredity. It makes us MORE likely to act in a given way. However, this behaviour is not inevitable. The person’s moral self may prevent an action. The moral self is not an empirical but ethical concept, operative when we decide upon moral choices. The moral self is quite capable of making a causally undetermined choices – it can subdue the inclinations of upbringing and temperament. In this respect the libertarian suggests that the moral agent overcomes the pressure exerted upon him and therefore becomes a moral agent capable of blame and praise. 

The determinist responds by saying that this argument is weak. If it is admitted that my personality may be determined by a combination of nature and nurture, why is it not accepted by the libertarian that my moral actions may be conditioned in precisely the same way? The libertarian has assumed the existence of free will in situations of moral choice but has provided not evidence for it. 

The libertarian can respond with three arguments – 

1. The appeal to experience. We all experience being a self determining creature. We have this experience when we choose coffee not tea or a red coat instead of a black one. Event those with strong predispositions to act in a certain way, (the alcoholic’s choice not to drink is severely restricted in a way not common to the non alcoholic), can still act in a self determing way – by choosing to eat beef not pork for instance. They recognize the limits of their freedoms but still act freely within them.

2. The second builds on this when it refers to the act of decision making itself. All of us consider the way we make our decisions. The process of decision making can vary in length, but the fact that we all do this suggests we are free to some extent. This is because we can only make decisions about what to do if (a) we do not already know what we are going to do and (b) if it is in our power to do what we are thinking. For example, if we are deciding whether to pay a bill, we may consider the implications of doing so and then decide to act. We act on the assumption that we have the money to pay! If we knew that we did not have the money to pay the bill, then the decision is not free as an external constraint (no money) has prevented this decision. In this way determinism, which rejects the existence of freewill, is itself rejected by the universal experience of decision making. 

IN RESPONSE

The determinist says that we BELIEVE we are free and this belief is supported by the decision making process. HOWEVER, this does not mean that we are ACTUALLY free. It can be an illusion. 

Benedict Spinoza puts the point succinctly – 

"Men believe themselves to be free," he writes, “because they are conscious of their own actions and are ignorant of the causes by which they are determined" 

If we were to acquire adequate ideas of our actions, since these would carry with them knowledge of their causes, we would immediately see this belief as the delusion that it is.

3. The libertarian’s third point addresses this criticism. It employs an important philosophical distinction. This is a distinction between two kinds of knowledge and accordingly, two kinds of truth or propositions which may be known to be true or false.  It draws a distinction between ANALYTICAL PROPOSITIONS such as ‘ All cats are feline’ and SYNTHETIC PROPOSITIONS such as ‘ Tom has one eye’. The first is A PRIORI fact and cannot be denied. The second however is A POSTERORI and could be found to be false. Synthetic propositions are never necessarily true. 

Another rejection of libertarianism involves the random nature of free will. 

If our choices are uncaused, then they must be random. Free will means being able to control what we choose. If our choices are random, then we don’t have free will. We need our choices to be caused, because causation is what makes events ordered and regular.

Thomas Reid responded that our choices are caused, but that 

‘The cause of the volition is the man that willed it’. (‘Letter to James Gregory’ in Philosophical Works, p. 88)

All events have causes. And making a decision is indeed an event. But libertarianism claims that we cause our choices. Because I am the cause of my choice, and nothing causes me to cause it, it is free.

A second response rejects the claim that uncaused choices must be random. Causation is not the only account of order and regularity. Our choices are ordered and regular because they respond to reasons.

We could, however, argue that reasons influence choices by causing them. However, we could then argue that this kind of causation is not deterministic, and is not subject to the laws of nature. So our choices are free, not determined.

But to this we can object that we have no concept of causation without causal necessity. Hume says that if someone manages define a cause without any necessary connexion to its effect, he will grant that libertarianism could be true (Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding, p. 159).

Free will and Dualism

One way to defend libertarianism is in terms of dualism. Dualism claims the mind is separate from the body or brain. It is not a physical thing, but completely different. The view that persons are souls is a form of dualism. We have free will because we are not completely physical, but have a non-physical mind. Making a choice is not a physical process. Because our will does not fall under the laws of nature, it can be free (if psychological determinism is false). Science only applies to physical causation, and free will is not a physical phenomenon. 

According to dualism, then, making a choice is a non-physical cause which can have physical effects (such as events in the brain or movements of the body). 

First, this still challenges science, which aims to explain all physical events in terms of physical causes. 

Second, how can something non-physical cause something physical? To move your muscles, certain neurones in your brain need to ‘fire’ (send a signal). To do this, chemicals called neurotransmitters must move between neurones. To make anything physical move takes energy. Since your will is not physical, it does not have the physical energy needed to move neurotransmitters. 

Furthermore, if your neurotransmitters move without a physical cause, this breaks the Law of the Conservation of Energy, which says that the total quantity of matter/energy in the universe always remains the same. If your will causes your neurones to fire, this doesn’t use up physical energy, but it does create movement, which is energy. So this creates new energy!

Free will and quantum theory

One interpretation of quantum theory claims that the sub-atomic world is indeterminate. Some philosophers argue that this means that causation cannot be deterministic. There are no deterministic sub-atomic causal laws, and all causal laws rest ultimately on sub-atomic causal laws (all physical events involve sub-atomic events). Because causation is not deterministic, then determinism is false. (This view doesn’t say that free will depends on a gap in causation, but that causation is not deterministic.)

We can object, first, that this is not how scientists understand the relation between macro-level causal laws and sub-atomic indeterminacy. They are quite happy to say that causal laws at the macro-level (like burst pipes and wet floors) are deterministic.

Second, sub-atomic indeterminacy can’t be enough for free will, since it applies to everything physical. What a billiard ball does next when struck is just as indeterminate as what we do. So we will need some further account of what is needed for free will.

Finally, if sub-atomic uncertainty affects the macro-level, this would undermine agency. Your action would be random, undetermined by anything – including your choice. But we do choose how to act. Whatever secures this reliability between choice and action undermines the view that sub-atomic uncertainty gives us free will.

Soft Determinism (Compatibalism)


 Thomas Hobbes – a supporter of compatabilism
The dispute between the hard determinists and the libertarians comes about because of a misunderstanding of the term ‘free’. 

It is true that freewill is incompatible with fatalism. This is the view that humans are powerless to change the course of events and that ‘what will be will be’. However, this is not incompatible with determinism – the theory of universal causation – IF AMONG THE CHOICES THAT DETERMINE OUR ACTIONS WE COUNT OUR OWN CHOICES AND DESIRES. 

To clarify this point lets look at two examples – 

(A) Signing a confession because you wanted to tell the truth and (B) Signing a confession because you are forced a gun point to do so.

A libertarian will be fair in arguing that in case A, the person has made a causally undetermined choice. They are very different however, to B where the person is causally determined to act in a given way. 

However, the soft determinist can question is A is a free choice. The soft determinist will still assert that A is determined as we could, in principle, work out all the factors (physical and psychological) that determined this choice and predict the outcome. 

The difference lies in the distinction between INTERNAL and EXTERNAL causes. A is an internal cause and B an external cause. Moral culpability can be established for A but not for B. 

According to soft determinism, this distinction between internal and external causes explains why freedom is not only compatible with determinism but actually requires it.

· All human actions are caused – here determinists are right for otherwise actions would be random …

· So when we use the word FREE we do not mean UNCAUSED but instead unhindered by EXTERNAL factors. Here we act as a free agent. This freedom then is the ability of every human to act in accordance with his or her own wishes; and the more we know of these wishes, the more we can predict their choices. 

· We cannot however, choose what we like. We cannot just decide to like carrots one day and dislike them the next. This is out of our control. If we like carrots and peas we CAN choose to have one or the other. This is not uncaused but still free in this new sense of the word.

We can therefore act as moral agents and be blamed. 

Does this solve the problem of morality?

Ought does not imply can

We can try to justify moral responsibility in terms of the benefits that come from our practice of holding people responsible for their choices and actions. We want more good actions and less bad ones. Our practices of praise (and reward) and blame (and punishment) have causal effects on people’s behaviour. They enjoy praise and dislike blame, so they will tend towards doing more praiseworthy actions and fewer blameworthy ones. So even if determinism is true, and someone could not have done otherwise, we are justified in praising or blaming them, because people will perform more good actions if we do.

But is this really moral responsibility any more? On this defence, morality and moral responsibility have become no more than a system for classifying and controlling behaviour, like the rewards and punishments we use for training animals. But animals are not moral agents; if morality is no different from training animals, this is to give up the idea that people are morally responsible for what they do. 

Strawson: ‘reactive attitudes’

Our practices of praise and blame are part of a system of attitudes that penetrates throughout our lives. These attitudes, which Peter Strawson calls ‘reactive attitudes’, include gratitude, resentment, forgiveness, love, hurt and many others: ‘essentially natural human reactions to the good or ill will or indifference of others towards us’ (‘Freedom and Resentment’). They are responses to other people as moral agents; and they distinguish our interactions with people from our interactions with animals, computers, and natural events.

Determinism wrongly associates not blaming someone when they couldn’t do otherwise to not blaming a natural event. But the reason we don’t blame someone because they couldn’t avoid doing what they did, is quite different from the reason we don’t blame computers or volcanoes, even though in both cases, the event was caused and unavoidable. Computers and volcanoes are not responsible because they are not responsible agents – never responsible. Not blaming someone on a particular occasion leaves intact our attitude to them as people – they are still responsible agents, even though they are not responsible for what happened. If we thought they were not responsible agents, e.g. if they had a brain tumour or severe psychological illness, so that they cannot make choices at all, then our reactive attitudes towards them are replaced by an ‘objective’ attitude, the kind of attitude we take towards volcanoes and computers.

So, Strawson objects, if determinism implies that we should take the objective attitude towards all human actions, then it is saying the abnormal case is normal – which is self-contradictory. If we don’t blame someone who is tied to a chair for not helping, this assumes that if they were able to help, but didn’t, we could legitimately blame them. The usual reasons for not blaming someone depend on the normal cases in which blame is appropriate. Furthermore, the objective attitude would undermine all reactive attitudes, making all normal, personal human relationships impossible.

The hard determinist might respond that it is rational to take the objective attitude and irrational to have reactive attitudes. But what standard of rationality can we use here to make this judgment? The objective attitude is an intellectual, theoretical response to human behaviour, which determinism claims is supported by its theory of causation. However, to argue that this is the only attitude to take fails to take account of our experience of ourselves and others. It fails to see people as persons, part of a community of moral agents. Given this experience of ourselves and others, which we cannot abandon, the question of ‘rationality’ fails to arise: ‘it is useless to ask whether it would not be rational for us to do what it is not in our nature to (be able to) do’. The complete absence of reactive attitudes is not humanly possible. And so the issue of moral responsibility is settled from within the perspective of reactive attitudes; we do not seek and we do not need an external justification. Determinism is irrelevant.

Objections

We can object that our reactive attitudes are only legitimate if people really are moral agents. In taking reactive attitudes for granted, Strawson has avoided the question of whether people are moral agents; he has assumed that we can legitimately treat them as such. But the hard determinist challenges this.

Second, Strawson claims that we cannot abandon reactive attitudes in favour of the objective attitude. But is this true? And even if it is, it does not show that we have moral responsibility, only that we give up the idea (illusion?) that we have.

Third, Strawson argues that it is not rational to suggest we do something – abandon reactive attitudes – that we are not capable of. But this assumes that there is such a thing as choosing and acting, in this case whether or not to abandon reactive attitudes. But determinism challenges the assumption that we have any choices. Again, the response doesn’t address the truth of the claim that determinism undermines moral responsibility. 

Moral responsibility and persons

In ‘Responsibility for Self’, Charles Taylor suggests a different way of defending moral responsibility. He argues that a person is a being who can raise the question ‘Do I really want to be what I now am?’ and evaluate the alternatives. When we evaluate how to be, we make our choices for reasons, but reasons are not themselves part of what we can choose. But this limitation doesn’t undermine responsibility for ourselves, as we still resolve to be a certain way. Because it is in the very nature of a self to be able to raise the question of how to be and to resolve to be a particular way, we are responsible for ourselves. Because people are responsible in this way, it makes sense to praise and blame them. Determinism doesn’t imply that we are not persons, so it is irrelevant to the question of moral responsibility.

Has Taylor has assumed free will in our resolution to be a certain way? If determinism is not compatible with free will, then the resolving to be a certain way rather than another is an illusion. We can raise the question of how to be, but that does not mean that we are able to respond to the question as Taylor thinks we can. So we are not responsible for how we are.

Taylor may respond that determinism does not show that we cannot respond to our thoughts about how to be. People do change how they are. As long as this remains true, then there is moral responsibility.

Freewill and Morality (Article lifted from Wikipedia for additional reading)
Moral responsibility
Society generally holds people responsible for their actions, and will say that they deserve praise or blame for what they do. However, many believe that moral responsibility requires free will. Thus, another important issue in the debate on free will is whether individuals are ever morally responsible for their actions—and, if so, in what sense.

Incompatibilists tend to think that determinism is at odds with moral responsibility. It seems impossible that one can hold someone responsible for an action that could be predicted from (theoretically) the beginning of time. Hard determinists say "So much the worse for free will!" and discard the concept.[49] Clarence Darrow, the famous defense attorney, pleaded the innocence of his clients, Leopold and Loeb, by invoking such a notion of hard determinism.[50] During his summation, he declared:

What has this boy to do with it? He was not his own father; he was not his own mother; he was not his own grandparents. All of this was handed to him. He did not surround himself with governesses and wealth. He did not make himself. And yet he is to be compelled to pay.[50]
Conversely, libertarians say "So much the worse for determinism!"[49] Daniel Dennett asks why anyone would care about whether someone had the property of responsibility and speculates that the idea of moral responsibility may be "a purely metaphysical hankering".[18] Jean-Paul Sartre argues that people sometimes avoid incrimination and responsibility by hiding behind determinism: "... we are always ready to take refuge in a belief in determinism if this freedom weighs upon us or if we need an excuse".[51] However, the position that classifying such people as "base" or "dishonest" makes no difference to whether or not their actions are determined is quite as tenable.

The issue of moral responsibility is at the heart of the dispute between hard determinists and compatibilists. Hard determinists are forced to accept that individuals often have "free will" in the compatibilist sense, but they deny that this sense of free will can ground moral responsibility. The fact that an agent's choices are unforced, hard determinists claim, does not change the fact that determinism robs the agent of responsibility.

Compatibilists argue, on the contrary, that determinism is a prerequisite for moral responsibility, and that society cannot hold someone responsible unless his actions were determined by something. This argument can be traced back to David Hume. If physical indeterminism is true, then those events that are not determined are scientifically described as probabilistic (either probable or improbable, for example random). It is therefore argued that it is doubtful that one can praise or blame someone for performing an action generated randomly by his nervous system (without there being any non physical agency responsible for the observed probabilistic outcome). Instead, it is argued that one needs to show how the action stemmed from the person's desires and preferences—the person's character— before one can hold the person morally responsible.[14] Libertarians may reply that undetermined actions, although scientifically probabilistic, are not philosophically random at all, and that they result from a substantive will whose decisions are undetermined. This argument may be considered unsatisfactory by compatibilists, as although it moves the problem from being a scientific question to a philosophical question, the question of what metaphysical agent is actually responsible still remains. Libertarians have responded by trying to clarify how undetermined will could be tied to robust agency.[52]
St. Paul, in his Epistle to the Romans addresses the question of moral responsibility as follows: "Hath not the potter power over the clay, of the same lump to make one vessel unto honour, and another unto dishonour?"[53] In this view, individuals can still be dishonoured for their acts even though those acts were ultimately completely determined by God.

A similar view has it that individual moral culpability lies in individual character. That is, a person with the character of a murderer has no choice other than to murder, but can still be punished because it is right to punish those of bad character. How one's character was determined is irrelevant from this perspective. Hence, Robert Cummins and others argue that people should not be judged for their individual actions, but rather for how those actions "reflect on their character". If character (however defined) is the dominant causal factor in determining one's choices, and one's choices are morally wrong, then one should be held accountable for those choices, regardless of genes and other such factors.[54]

 HYPERLINK "http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Free_will" \l "cite_note-54#cite_note-54" [55]
One exception to the assumption that moral culpability lies in either individual character or freely willed acts is in cases where the insanity defense—or its corollary, diminished responsibility—can be used to argue that the guilty deed was not the product of a guilty mind.[56] In such cases, the legal systems of most Western societies assume that the person is in some way not at fault, because his actions were a consequence of abnormal brain function.

Joshua Greene and Jonathan Cohen, researchers in the emerging field of neuroethics, argue, on the basis of such cases, that our current notion of moral responsibility is founded on libertarian (and dualist) intuitions.[57] They argue that cognitive neuroscience research is undermining these intuitions by showing that the brain is responsible for our actions, not only in cases of florid psychosis, but even in less obvious situations. For example, damage to the frontal lobe reduces the ability to weigh uncertain risks and make prudent decisions, and therefore leads to an increased likelihood that someone will commit a violent crime.[58] This is true not only of patients with damage to the frontal lobe due to accident or stroke, but also of adolescents, who show reduced frontal lobe activity compared to adults,[59] and even of children who are chronically neglected or mistreated.[60] In each case, the guilty party can, they argue, be said to have less responsibility for his actions.[57] Greene and Cohen predict that, as such examples become more common and well known, jurors’ interpretations of free will and moral responsibility will move away from the intuitive libertarian notion which currently underpins them.

Greene and Cohen also argue that the legal system does not require this libertarian interpretation. Rather, they suggest that only retributive notions of justice, in which the goal of the legal system is to punish people for misdeeds, require the libertarian intuition. Consequentialist approaches to justice, which are aimed at promoting future welfare rather than meting out just deserts, can survive even a hard determinist interpretation of free will. Accordingly, the legal system and notions of justice can thus be maintained even in the face of emerging neuroscientific evidence undermining libertarian intuitions of free will.
Experimental research
In recent years researchers in the field of experimental philosophy have been working on determining whether ordinary people, who aren't experts in this field, naturally have compatibilist or incompatibilist intuitions about determinism and moral responsibility.[61] Some experimental work has even conducted cross-cultural studies.[62] However, the debate about whether people naturally have compatibilist or incompatibilist intuitions has not come out overwhelmingly in favor of one view or the other, but there has been some evidence that people can naturally hold both views. For instance, when people are presented with abstract cases which ask if a person could be morally responsible for an immoral act when they could not have done otherwise, people tend to say no, or give incompatibilist answers, but when presented with a specific immoral act that a specific person committed, people tend to say that that person is morally responsible for their actions, even if they were determined (that is, people also give compatibilist answers
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