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Abstract

Compatibilists maintain that it is possible that there are free acts in deterministic universes,

whereas incompatibilists maintain that, necessarily, if determinism is true, then there are no free

acts. The most influential incompatibilist argument has been some version of the consequence

argument. Some compatibilists are tempted to respond to this argument by claiming that agents

who act freely in deterministic universes have the ability to break laws of nature. I argue that this

response is an adequate response to the consequence argument, but offers an inadequate defense

against the strongest argument for thinking determinism threatens our freedom by robbing us of

the control over what we do necessary for acting freely. I articulate such an argument—what I

dub the No Opportunity+ argument —for incompatibilism and show how it is immune to the

above described compatibilist strategy.
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response wonÕt be my object here. Here I aim to support the incompatibilist, evenif thatÕs not

where I place my bets at the end of the shuffle.

First, some general comments about CA. There is anobvious connection between possessing

the ability to do other than one does and being able to falsify a proposition. If I in fact A att,

then, if, just prior tot, I had the ability to not A att, then I had at that time the ability to render

false the proposition that I A att. This is because my not A-ing att suffices for the falsity of that

proposition and hence my possessing the ability to not A entails my possessing the ability to

render false the proposition that I A att. Intuitively, the notion of being able to render a

proposition false is serving the purpose of describing what is within an agentÕs power.

The idea behind thinking that possessing an ability to do otherwise is necessary for acting

freely can be put thus. Acting freely involves being in control of what one does. What one does

freely doesnÕt just happen. Rather, one makes it happen and is the ultimate source of its

occurrence. But if this is so, then one should be free to do other than one in fact does.If it is truly

up to me what Ido, then it seems natural to insist that I could have brought about something else

in its place. It seems that my being unable to keep something from happening is sufficient for its

having just happened beyond my control. (Although intuitively appealing, Ithink that this line of

reasoning is faulty, but shall not take the matter up here.)

Note that there is no arguing whether or not determinism is incompatible with the ability to do

other than one doesholding fixed the past and the laws. This falls directly out of the definition of

the thesis of determinism, which states that every true proposition concerning the state of the

universe is entailed by the conjunction ofp andL. So, any world in which the past and the

deterministic laws are exactly as they in fact are is a universe in which exactly the same events

occur; there is no possibility in which the laws and past are just as they in fact are and I do other

than I in fact do. Yet it would be wrong to conclude from this observation that the truth of

determinism thus entails that no one has the ability to do other than she in fact does. Thinking

such an entailment immediate is to conflate determinism with the thesisof necessitarianism,

which is the thesis that every truth is necessarily true and every falsehood necessarily false.


