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1. (30%)

... Suppose someone-Black, let us say-wants Jones, to perform a certain action.
Black is prepared to go to considerable lengths to get his way, but he prefers to avoid
showing his hand un- necessarily. So he waits until Jones, is about to make up his
mind what to do, and he does nothing unless it is clear to him (Black is an excellent
judge of such things) that Jones, is going to decide to do something other than what
he wants him to do. If it does become clear that Jones, is going to decide to do
something else, Black takes effective steps to ensure that Jones, decides to do, and
that he does do, what he wants him to do. Whatever Jones,'s initial preferences and
inclinations, then, Black will have his way.

Now suppose that Black never has to show his hand because Jones,, for reasons of
his own, decides to perform and does perform the very action Black wants him to
perform. In that case, it seems clear, Jones; will bear precisely the same moral
responsibility for what he does as he would have borne if Black had not been ready to
take steps to ensure that he do it. It would be quite unreasonable to excuse Jones, for
his action, or to withhold the praise to which it would normally entitle him, on the
basis of the fact that he could not have done otherwise. (Frankfurt 1969, 835-836)

Reference: Frankfurt, Harry (1969), “Alternate Possibilities and Moral Responsibility,”
The Journal of Philosophy, 66, 829-839.

2. (30%)

Suppose that Smith and Jones have applied for a certain job. And suppose that
Smith has strong evidence for the following conjunctive proposition:
(d) Jones is the man who will get the job, and Jones has ten coins in his pocket.
Smith's evidence for (d) might be that the president of the company assured him that
Jones would in the end be selected, and that he, Smith, had counted the coins in
Jones's pocket ten minutes ago. Proposition (d) entails:

(e) The man who will get the job has ten coins in his pocket.

Let us suppose that Smith sees the entailment from (d) to (e), and accepts (e) on the
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grounds of (d), for which he has strong evidence. In this case, Smith is clearly
justified in believing that (e) is true.

But imagine, further, that unknown to Smith, he himself, not Jones, will get the
job. And, also, unknown to Smith, he himself has ten coins in his pocket. Proposition
(e) is then true, though proposition (d), from which Smith inferred (e), is false. In our
example, then, all of the following are true: (i) (e) is true, (ii) Smith believes that (e) is
true, and (iii) Smith is justified in believing that () is true. But it is equally clear that
Smith does not know that (e) is true; for (e) is true in virtue of the number of coins in
Smith's pocket, while Smith does not know how many coins are in Smith's pocket,
and bases his belief in (e) on a count of the coins in Jones's pocket, whom he falsely
believes to be the man who will get the job. (Gettier 1963, 122)

Reference: Gettier, Edmund (1963), “Is Justified True Belief Knowledge?,” Analysis,
23, 121-123.

3. (40%)

Consider next this imaginary case. A certain hedonist cares greatly about the
quality of his future experiences. With one exception, he cares equally about all the
parts of his future. The exception is that he has Future-Tuesday-Indifference.
Throughout every Tuesday he cares in the normal way about what is happening to him.
But he never cares about possible pains or pleasures on a future Tuesday. Thus he
would choose a painful operation on the following Tuesday rather than a much less
painful operation on the following Wednesday. This choice would not be the result of
any false beliefs. This man knows that the operation will be much more painful if it is
on Tuesday. Nor does he have false beliefs about personal identity. He agrees that it
will be just as much him who will be suffering on Tuesday. Nor does he have false
beliefs about time. He knows that Tuesday is merely part of a conventional calendar,
with an arbitrary name taken from a false religion. Nor has he any other beliefs that
might help to justify his indifference to pain on future Tuesdays. This indifference is a
bare fact. When he is planning his future, it is simply true that he always prefers the
prospect of great suffering on a Tuesday to the mildest pain on any other day.

This man’s pattern of concern is irrational. Why does he prefer agony on Tuesday
to mild pain on any other day? Simply because the agony will be on a Tuesday. This is
no reason. If someone must choose between suffering agony on Tuesday or mild pain
on Wednesday, the fact that the agony will be on a Tuesday is no reason fro preferring
it. Preferring the worse of two pains, for no reasons, is irrational. (Parfit 1984,
123-124)

Reference: Parfit, Derek (1984), Reasons and Persons, Oxford: Clarendon Press.



