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edicted with unfailing accuracy, even if all infiluences on the agent are
own. The agent chooses among different possible actions, and nothing
usally determines his choice.

Libertarians generally agree that free actions are intentional. Although
me intentional actions, such as the desert wanderer’s stagger toward a
ring, may be causally determined, the libertarian maintains that free acts
¢ within the class of intentional acts. Reflex actions, inadvertent move-
ents, neurological responses, efc., are not free acts.

. The agent of an intentional act, according to the first premise of the nec-
sitarian argument, must have a reason for performing the action. The
iruth of this premise may be granted despite the current philosophical con-
fusion concerning the concept of intention. It is unlikely that under any
nterpretation of “intention” an intentional act would have no reason

However, according to the necessitarian argument, reasons are causes,
aind, therefore, intentional actions have determining causes. If the neces-
itarian argument is sound, actions that the libertarian considers to be free
0 not exist, even among intentional acts.

II. Are Reasohs Causes? Hart and Honore vs. Davidson

Hart and Honore contend that reasons are not causes because “reason”
and “cause” are defined by different criteria (p. 52—3). According to Hart
and Honore, “A causes B” can only be supported by repeated observa-
tions during which the occurrence of “A” is followed by the occurrence of
“B.” However, “A is the reason for B” does not require precedents but
only a logical or quasi logical connection between “A” and “B.” For ex-
ample, a defendant might state, as his reason for robbing a bank, that he
wanted money to buy a giraffe. His statement does not suggest that he had
ever wanted a giraffe before or that, if ever he had wanted one, he stole in
order to finance it.

The future implications of “A causes B” and “A is the reason for B”
also differ. “A causes B” implies that “B” will continue to follow “A,” but
“A is the reason for B” bears no such implication. The defendant’s con-
fession of his reason for stealing does not indicate that his love of giraffes
will ever again induce him into robbery. A cause implies lawlike repeti-
tion, but a reason may explain one action alone.

Davidson answers that the relation of a cause to its effect need not be
understood as lawlike (pp. 698-99). One need not rely on laws to deter-
mine that a rock broke a window, if the breaking itself was observed. Even
a child who is ignorant of the properties of glass or the laws of physics
could infer the cause of the window’s shattering. The fact that laws are
invalved in the breaking of the window does not damage Davidson’s claim
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that it is possible to apply causal connections without laws; the laws are
unknown, yet causal connections are still asserted.

His claim can be supported by another example. If an artist paints one
masterpiece in his otherwise entirely mediocre life, he is still credited for
his single admirable work. It is not necessary to cite laws or to make pre-
dictions in order to establish that the painter’s talent, however fleeting, was
the cause of the artistry evident in the painting.

Davidson argues, further, that causal cxplanations of an event need not

imply laws, even if laws are implied by other causal explanations of the
same event:

Suppose a hurricane, which is reported on page 5 of Tuesday’s Times,
causes a catastrophe, which is reported on page 13 of Wednesday’s
Tribune. Then the event reported on page 5 of Tuesday’s Times caused
the event reported on page 13 of Wednesday’s Tribune. Should we look
for a law relating events of these kinds? It is only slightly less ridiculous
to look for a law relating hurricanes to catastrophes. The laws needed to
predict the catastrophe with precision would, of course, have no use for
concepts like hurricane and catastrophe (Davidson, p. 698).

A reason might thus cause an action, although the reason may not adapt
well to lawlike formulations. Nevertheless, causal laws might apply to
neurological, chemical, or physical descriptions of the action (Davidson,
p. 699),

Davidson maintains that unless reasons are understood as causes, rea-
sons cannot adequately explain actions (pp. 692-3). Consider, for exam-
ple, the relation between a driver’s intention to signal a turn and the raising
of his arm. Unless a causal connection between the intention and the arm
raising is posited, only a sequence of two events, e. g., “The driver intends
to signal,” and “the driver raised his arm,” occurs; the first event precedes
but does not explain the second. An explanation is possible only if the
driver can be said to have raised his arm because of his intention to signal.

Although it may be possible to discover a connection between reason
and action other than the causal connection, Davidson doubts that a better
can be found. In the absence of any better pattern of explanation, the cause
and effect relation should, he asserts, be employed (Davidson,
p. 692).

He maintains, however, that only “primary reasons™ can be considered
causes: “R 1s a primary reason why an agent performed the action A under
the description d only if R consists of a pro attitude of the agent toward
actions with a certain property, and a belief of the agent that A, under the

description d, has that property” (Davidson, p. 687).
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The concept of “pro attitude” is, by Davidson’s own ‘admissmn, im-
recise. A pro attitude can be a permanent ch-aracter trait, a_temporg;y
rge, a brief impulse, or a passing fam?y (I?awglson, p 686). He a\;«?l i
1re specific concepts like “want,” “drlve,_’ or “need becat'lse they limi
nnecessarily. Whatever motivates an action may be considered a pro
mit)lg?élson’s concept of primary reason is evident' in moti\iationai a'.naly~
es to be found in literary works. As Theodore Mlschell p(,),mts ou.t in th:;
ssay, “Psychology and Explanations .of Human Behavior, onvell§ts and
laywrights attempt to reveal, in their characters, personahty‘tra;.ts an
motives that produce noteworthy behavior.® Althgugh thes.e motivations—
~pro attitudes, in Davidson’s terminology—explain tt.le actions of the cha;—
- acter, no lawlike relation between motivation and action need be supposed.
The motivations render the actions intelligible, expectabile, and consistent
with the agent’s personality, but need not be formulated in laws.l

Mischel uses Shakespeare’s lago as an example. lago is motivated by
damaged pride, vindictiveness, and hunger for power to betray Eng t](: Se-
stroy Othello. But, while displaying how someone Illke lago might 1:: ave,
Shakespeare does not imply that all proud, vmdif:twe, and power . ung;};
people will generally betray their closest acquaintances. 'L?he actions
Shakespeare’s characters are not instances qf lawlike behavmr: . 1

Mischel argues that psychoanalytic studies of human motivation also
explain without use of general laws (p. 589). The psychoanalyst :)'(a}l:lll::
seemingly unintetligible behavior and attempts to make sense of it by ’
vealing hidden purposes and intentions. He alte'mpts to find purposes in :
intentions that are consistent with and best apphcat?le to the behavior, bu
his analysis need not rely upon or imply psychological Iaws‘. '

If Davidson is correct, the motivational analyses that Mischel finds in
literary works and in psychoanalysis express primary reasons. These pn—l
mary reasons are, according to Davidson, causes of behavior. But c;:ms;{li
analyses can take different forms; the forms qf causal ex.pllanatlon sd ou
be analyzed before any conclusions concermng determinism are drawn

from Davidson’s theory.

IIL. Causes That Do Not Determine Their Effects

Under one interpretation of the concept of cause, the characterization of
reasons as causes would justify the necessitarian argument. If causes gn:
regarded as compelling irresistible determinants, 1t would. fgllow tha
causes would render their effects certain and necessary. l?ut this interpreta-
tion is not the only one that is consistent with Davidson ] accountl.

Often, explanations of why an event occurred are entirely satisfactory
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when they show only that the event was likely or probable, but not neces-
sary. Explanations of this kind succeed by showing that an event was not
surprising or unexpected but was, instead, consistent with the conditions
under which it took place.

Consider, for example, the deceptive game of chance. My friend and |
are among fifty guests at a party. My friend offers to bet me that at Jeast
two of the guests have the same birth date. Wrongly assuming that such a
coincidence of birthdays would be unlikely, [ accept his offer. When 1 lose
my bet, | accuse him of prior knowledge of the birthdays of the guests, but
he assures me that he has never met any of the partygoers but me. I then
blame bad luck for my fate, but here, too, I am wrong. My friend explains
the probabilities involved and shows me that my defeat is not really im-
probable but likely. My loss is now intelligible; it was not a result of mere
chance, but of mathematical probability. Although my defeat was not
shown to be inevitable, it was adequately explained.

Similar examples are easy enough to imagine. A habitually careless
driver is judged to be the victim of several accidents: however, his driving
record indicates that his recklessness leads him into situations in which
accidents are likely to occur. He is, despite appearances, the true cause of
his dismal record. His driving habits do not necessitate any one, or even
ail, of his mishaps but explain why his record is not really accidental.

Motivations can explain behavior in the same probabilistic manner.
Iago’s pride, vindictiveness, and hunger for power render his behavior
intelligibie, unsurprising, and likely, but not inevitable. His personality
traits can be understood as the causes of his behavior but not necessarily
as determining causes. Davidson’s primary reasons may be regarded as
causes if they relate a person’s behavior to his character traits or personal
whims, but causes of this kind need not determine behavior, _

“But,” one might respond, “are explanations that leave nothing to
chance not better than those that only establish likelihood?” I answer that

explanations must be true to whatever they purport to explain; if an event:

is no more than likely, an explanation that renders the event necessary is
inaccurate. To accept only explanations that imply necessity is to presup-
pose determinism and to beg the question.

The necessitarian argument is not saved by Davidson’s analyzing of pri-
mary reasons as causes. His analysis strengthens the second premise, “A
reason is a cause,” at the expense of the fourth, “Every intentional action
is causally determined.” Causal explanation does not necessarily entail
causal determination. Psychologists may someday establish determinism
by discovering inviolable psychological laws or by predicting human be-
havior with unfailing accuracy, but the necessitarian argument, unaided by
external support, proves nothing.
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