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DETERMINISM’'S DILEMMA
JAMES N. JORDAN

-
A\um: A ot apceaENTs acainsl the justifiabitity of believing
that determinism is tene, there i one of which wearly everyone
coems 1o bave heard. but about which little has been written,

e to show that any argoment

Thix is the line of avgument profe
for deteriinism ix “sell-defeating™ in the sense that, il il were
cound. the soumdness of no aroument whalever could bhe estab-
hird

lished . Something al least very much like it occars in the ']
Section of Nant's Foundations of the Melaphysics of Morals.
sis of the passage, indicales

11, 0. Paton, in his approving exeg
that this was indeed what Rant had in mind. Use ol iU is made,
without referenee to Kant, in articles by Ao B Taylor and Fionel
Keaner. Al il has lately been eriticized by AU 00 Ayver?

Here T propose to undertake a briel survey of the statements of
the argument given by these proponents, formulating and qualify-
ine us 1o what seems Lo me a sound sersion of il capable of
withstanding hoth \ver's eriticism and others thal | have develops
e, There mins=t be additional wass in which the same ar similar
point= can he expressed. Another review of kant, Paton, Tavlor,
and Kenoer would no doubt produce o somewhat different result,

U Raat, Foundations of the Melaphysics of Morals. trans. L. W, Beck
dadinnapotis. 1959 pp. 66-67. 0. b Palon, The Calegorical Imperafive,
Hlh Londan, 1HGSY, ppo 2080 2410 245, 248, 2, 2 L.
\. whor, “EFrecdony and Personality,” Phitosophy, NIV, 55 ol
passine: “Freedouy and Personality \gain.” Philosophy. AVHL 65 o104z
passim. L. Keoner, “Causality, Determinism, and Freedon of the Wi
Philusophy, NNXIN U CLOG0 L ppo 72180 A J0 Avers “Fatalism, " The
Coneept of a Person and Ofher Essays (London, 1463) . pp. 20 There
is o heiel statorend of the argument in b Garvin, 4 Modern Iullurhu tion lo
Ethies (Boston, 18531, po 73, whivh iz approvingly quoted by F. L Madden,
The Structure of Seientific Thought (Boston, 1960Y, p, 328 ()nl_\ Kenner's
arlticle is fisled as containing this arguoent in P Fdwards and A\ Pap’s
extensive hitlingraphy of writings on the problem of determinisn in their
Viodera Tntroduction (o Philasophy, vevised edition (New York, 165y,
pp. 05 Fhe above are all the published explicil statements of the
arrawent that 1 have been able to discover.
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Ayl that = clatmed Aln-r(‘ is that the argument advanced in this paper
i~ =ound and that it was suggested by certain statentents of theirs

There are many ways in which the thesis of delerminism k'i\.I;
he stated. The one taken here is perhaps the most common, viz.
that every event, including in partienlar every event in the ]‘ife o;

each person, has sullicient—-not only nee CRRATY— ~p(1tm Llensporal

or temporal antecedent or concomitant comditions (“eauses b,
Tosay thatan event of Lype A i a safficient condition of an eyent of
e Nis, as usaal, understood to wean that, at least as o malter
{uct, whenever an event ol type A happens, an event of Lipe X
ppens, cither simultancously or shortly afterwards. Aud to
~ay thal an event of 1ype B oix a neecessary condition of an event
ol hype Vissas usual, understood o wean thal events of tape v
never, al leastas o mattor of fact, occur without being .'u-vum{.):miml
i preceded by events of type B3
trront the deterministic thesis as so formulated, il follows not
onhy that the particular events in a person's hife have sufficient
canses, bul also thal they have sofficienl eanses that anledale his
Cheth I evers event has a suflicient cause. then the sufficient

secovents that oceur during one's lifeline are mienshers of one
rore series of sufficient canses which commenced long hefore
cwas horn, - Such is the view Lthal is of concern here, ‘Thm‘e is
aocneed 1o elaborate it further. For il is a matter of indifference
oo the determinisme-is-self-defeating arcmment how esact)y Lthe
“heredity and ensiron-

thesis is explicated, whether in terms of
. “eharacter and civeums-
ur any of the other factors that determinists have adineed
tecindicate the sort_of sufficient causes in tuestion.

ament,” Thrain and nervous  svstem
Sfane

Determinism is not consteued hore as predictability for the rea-
vothat, while iU may he log

taee

ally impossible o predict some

cach prediction, advances in human knowledoe *—
evoevent stll misrht be “determined”
Bewnt and neces

n the sense of having

=ary causal conditions. And thal there can
" . - VN . . - .
fonnestification for believing that all events are <o dotermined. if

“ Ve argument that not every prediction can be predicted is viven

Ve 2 il

,| P 260 RKarl Popper’s argument that the detailed crowth of
.\.IU\\|<‘L1,L'(‘ cannol be prediclted is sketched in The Porerly of

cismecBoston, 1957), pp. ixex. )
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