
 

 

  
Economists are often viewed as deterministic 

compatibilists meaning that they believe in free 

will in an otherwise predetermined world. This 

philosophical view is fought by many and in this 

paper the arguments both for and against this 

point of view are examined. David Hume – a 

famous compatibilist – and his arguments are 

reviewed, and afterwards there is a look at the 

arguments of the opposition. The conclusion is 

that compatibilists’ arguments often are disputed 

and they have to rely entirely on their definition 

of free will, a definition which’s applicability 

seems questionable in deterministic world.  
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1. Introduction  
As long as there has been philosophers and philosophy there has been a question about whether or not man 

has a free will. This paper will not provide a universal answer to that question. But the concept of free will, 

how it is defined and some of the assumptions that have to be made in order to conclude if it exists in certain 

versions of the universe will be examined in this paper. Because your perceived ability of choosing one 

option over another does not prove that there is a free will; the true debate resides in what determined what 

you choose – perhaps you, yourself chose to have the chicken rather than the burger tomorrow at the 

restaurant, or perhaps it was decided at the very beginning of time itself. The latter is an example of what 

would be called determinism: a view that everything in the universe up until the present was decided through 

a chain reaction starting at the very beginning of time as we know it (Hoefer, 2003). It is difficult to know 

whether Homo Economicus is a determinist in that sense, but his behavior is deterministic (Morey, 2016, p. 

130). When Homo Economicus chooses a bundle over another it is completely determined by his ranking 

which in turn is based on his preferences and constraints. He is not free to choose a lower ranked bundle 

and even though Homo Economicus would argue that his choice is based on rationality, his behavior is just 

as determined as someone who’s choice is based upon the configuration of atoms at the beginning of time. 

Albert Einstein, Stephen Hawking, Denis Diderot, Voltaire, John Locke and David Hume are all examples 

of determinists, but not all of them believe – as you might think – that having a free will and being a 

determinist is at odds with each other (Morey, 2016, p. 127). Both Hume and Locke are compatibilist 

meaning that they believe in a deterministic world but with free will and moral responsibility (Nichols, 

2007, p. 261). On the surface, free will seems contradictory to a universe where every action is determined 

the first second of its existence and many incompatibilists, like philosopher Shaun Nichols (2007, p. 261), 

would perhaps describe compatibilists and their views as:  

“It’s wishful thinking! Philosophers embrace compatibilism because they want it to be true. This view is, I 

think, common among incompatibilists. […] We can put the incompatibilists’ motivational hypothesis 

somewhat more precisely as follows: Philosophers embrace compatibilism despite its counter-

intuitiveness because compatibilism is motivationally attractive.” 
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This seems logical (because to many of us, not having a free will is an unpleasant thought) but it does not 

provide a sufficient enough answer to the question as to why there are compatibilists. The purpose of this 

paper is to use Edward Morey’s book Behavior, Choice and Ethics: Is Homo Economicus Happy? (2016) 

as a starting point to further examine the arguments of the compatibilists in order to find out why and how 

they believe free will exists in a deterministic world – which is not necessarily the one we live in – and 

ultimately see whether the deterministic Homo Economicus can have a free will or not. In order to do that 

there will first be a short summary on the concepts of free will, determinism and compatibilism, followed 

by a review of arguments for and against compatibilism, after that a discussion of the findings and their 

impact on Homo Economicus and lastly suggestions as to what to change or add in Morey’s book.  

2. Background 
In order to provide a sufficient answer to the question considering whether free will is compatible with 

determinism and its effect on Homo Economicus, there will first be some brief explanations and definitions 

of the terms that will be used in this paper.  

2.1 Free Will 

Because much of what decides whether compatibilism and determinism are able to be coexist is the 

definition of free will. In the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, Timothy O’Connor defines free will as: 

a philosophical term of art for a particular sort of capacity of rational agents to choose a course of action 

from among various alternatives (O’Connor, 2010). This is slightly vague and in order to make an argument, 

a more refined definition is necessary. One definition of free will is a “deliberative choosing on the basis of 

desires and values” (O’Connor, 2010). This definition includes having a choice and also includes the 

requirement that the choice is somewhat based on your preferences – you are not just choosing to choose 

but you do it for a reason. However, there are some problems associated with this definition: consider an 

addict who chooses to keep consuming whatever he is addicted to even though, based on his values, he 

knows the consumption to be bad –  is he still acting of free will? Another, perhaps more widely accepted, 

definition defines free will as The Ability to do Otherwise; the ability to select an action but having the 

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/freewill/
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/freewill/#1.2
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option not to do it (Timpe, 2015). As we move into the analysis of this paper, this ability to “do otherwise” 

will become an important area of discussion. According to Morey (2016, p. 120), economists define free 

will as having more than one option and not enough external constraints to determine which option will be 

chosen. In the introduction Homo Economicus’ decision was described as being just as constrained as a 

fully deterministically decided decision, but with that definition of free will, these are two different things 

– internal constraints like preferences are compatible with free will while external constraints are not. Since 

this is the argument compatibilists also often use, this will service as our definition of free will: having more 

than one option and not a sufficient amount of external constraints to determine which option will be chosen. 

This definition is not uncontroversial neither and many regular people would probably disagree with it. 

2.2 Determinism  

Determinism or causal determinism as it is also known as, is the view that everything that ever has and will 

happen was decided the moment that the universe started (Hoefer, 2003). The Stanford Encyclopedia of 

Philosophy (2004) offers a more well-articulated definition: 

“The facts of the past, in conjunction with the laws of nature, entail every truth about the future” 

Expanding on this idea, determinism focuses on how every moment in time acts as a direct cause (together 

with the laws of nature) for the next. Thus if I am craving a cheeseburger, that is probably going to decide 

what I am going to have for lunch, or if there is a ball falling from a rooftop, its velocity in the next moment 

is a direct function of the velocity it had the moment before (along with the laws of physics). And if we 

move back in time a couple of moments, the fact that I am craving a cheeseburger is caused by me seeing a 

guy eat one, and the ball is falling of a rooftop because I just dropped it. Determinists argue that for each 

and every event that ever has and ever will occur, a similar chain of cause and effect can be found. There 

has been much debate amongst philosophers over the implications of determinism on the human race, as 

well as debate over whether we actually live in a deterministic world (Hoefer, 2003). These debates will not 

be investigated further in this paper and instead we will assume that we live in a deterministic world. 

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/compatibilism/#Det
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2.3 Compatibilism 

But can you have a free will in a deterministic world? Imagine again the cheeseburger I was craving. When 

I get to the cafeteria, you could argue that even though I really want a cheeseburger I still could choose 

something different – merely my craving is not enough to force me to choose the burger. But what if I once 

before craved a cheeseburger but I chose a salad instead which made me unsatisfied to the point that I am 

destined to never repeat that mistake again – do I still have a choice? What if there has been three months 

since I last ate a cheeseburger and I rarely wait more than two? The philosophers and thinkers who argue 

that we do not have a choice in a deterministic world – the incompatibilists – would say “no”. They would 

claim that for every decision you make there are enormous amounts of inputs from previous experiences 

and events to the point where your decision is predetermined before you ever know that you are going to 

make it. Just like you might say I did not really have a choice when selecting the cheeseburger because of 

previous events, incompatibilists would argue that this is true for all of us, all the time. 

Compatibilism is the opposing view and its’ advocates believe that free will and moral responsibility can 

coexist with determinism (Nichols, 2007, p. 120). They offer an explanation to the free will problem by 

stating that free will can exist in a deterministic world when a decision can be made without it being impeded 

by external constraints (Coates & McKenna, 2004). This goes back to the definition used in this paper for 

free will and the basis of the argument is that determinism can decide many things, however, if it does not 

pose an external constraint, it is still compatible with an individual having a free will. Thus they would 

argue that even though my choice of a cheeseburger is decided by previous events, as long as it is made 

entirely in my head and not by being forced by something external like a gun to my chest, it is still free.  

3. Analysis 
Before we move into the analysis one thing must be made clear. There is no definite proof we live in a 

deterministic world. Many philosophers and other intellectual people believe that we do, but we can 

probably never be sure. However, for the purposes of this paper we will assume that we live in a 
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deterministic world. This is emphasized because this paper does not attempt to answer whether there is a 

free will or not; it examines the arguments of people claiming that there is free will in a deterministic world.  

Now that our definitions and premises are set up, it is time to move on to see what evidence there is to prove 

that compatibilism can be right and that Homo Economicus can have a choice. Free will is defined in this 

paper as the ability to select a course of action from more than one option without external constraints. The 

arguments presented in this paper only apply to this broad definition since compatibilists will argue that it 

is how free will and determinism can exist together. In this analysis that statement will be tried – what are 

the arguments compatibilists use to prove their theory? What are the arguments against it? And are there 

arguments for a situation where external constraints in a deterministic world cannot decide a decision?  

3.1 Arguments for Compatibilism 

Economists are deterministic compatibilists and they, just like other compatibilists, assume that free will 

exists when there are more than one choice and not enough external constraints to imply which will be 

experienced (Morey, 2016, p. 120). Interpreting this, the conclusion ought to be that if I break both my legs, 

I am likely to choose to use a wheelchair (or some other type of help) in order to move around for the next 

few weeks, but it is not really my decision since it was determined by external events. However, when faced 

with a grand decision like deciding whether I want to spend a semester abroad, where pros and cons are 

weighed against each other and previous events cannot truly determine what my choice will be, then 

economists would argue that I have free will. But where do these arguments originate from? In order to find 

that out, the views of renowned compatibilist David Hume will be examined along with his major arguments 

when it comes to why he believes incompatibilists are wrong and why he is correct. 

3.1.1 David Hume 

David Hume was a philosopher and one of the major compatibilists. He first mentions his views on free will 

and compatibilism in his book A Treatise of Human Nature (1738) and then follows that up with additional 

thoughts in Enquiries Concerning the Human Understanding and Concerning the Principles of Morals 

(1748). Hume’s compatibilist view incorporates multiple layers that together form the basis of his argument 
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and they are interpreted by Paul Russell for the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy as three different parts: 

The Spontaneity Part, The Anti-Incompatibilist Part and The Necessity Part1. These parts are not completely 

standalone aspects of Hume’s view since they are intertwined and often serve to explain one another, but 

they have been separated in this paper in order to divide and clarify his arguments slightly.  

1. The Spontaneity Part – This part of Hume’s view is the basis for the definition of free will used by 

both economists and compatibilists today. Within this argument Hume explains the importance of 

a distinction between internal and external constraints on an individual’s free will (Hume, 1738).  

2. The Anti-Incompatibilist2 Part – This part again explains an important distinction between two 

different concepts. However, now it is the difference between a compelled and caused action, 

something that Hume argues that incompatibilists have not fully understood (Hume, 1748). 

3. The Necessity Part – The final part of Hume’s view states that there are events and actions that are 

necessary, and by necessary Hume means that they are bound to happen; like a clock that has been 

constructed to tick every second is going to tick every second unless it is broken (Hume, 1738). 

Necessary events are closely related to what we would call pre-determined events, however, this 

paper will not investigate the arguments concerning this part since it is subject to an extremely 

intricate debate that falls outside the spectrum of providing a basic understanding of Hume’s views. 

In The Spontaneity Part of his view, Hume argues that there are external events that can cause voluntary 

and involuntary actions, but only those that are voluntary are the ones for which an individual can be held 

accountable (Russell, 2007). If I see a guy eating a cheeseburger and I then choose to eat one myself, that is 

an external event that has caused a voluntary action. However, if someone points a gun at my head and tells 

me to have a cheeseburger, that is an involuntary action for which I cannot be held responsible. This line of 

thought is further progressed through The Anti-Incompatibilist Part in which Hume argues against a 

common misconception amongst incompatibilists. Hume claims that incompatibilists only see true free will 

                                                           
1 Paul Russell uses the word “argument” rather than “part”. 
2 The term used by Hume to describe incompatibilists was “libertarian” and thus Paul Russell refers to this part as The Anti-

Libertarian Part, however, for the purpose of clarity, the word has been changed in this paper to “incompatibilist” instead.   

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/hume-freewill/#HumNewLigNecWitFor
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if an individual is the ultimate source of an action, and if there is a different cause – like previous experiences 

or events, the individual is not responsible (Russell, 2007). And since incompatibilists argue that all actions 

are caused by previous events and experiences, no one is the ultimate source of their actions and thus free 

will does not exist. Hume argues that this is wrong and that in order for someone to be responsible there 

must be a cause of an action (Hume, 1748). If you slip, there is no arguing that I am not responsible for that 

occurring and Hume argues that it is the same if I push you without cause (internal or external). If I have no 

desire to push you, if I have no reason to push you and if I still do, Hume argues that I cannot be held 

responsible because responsibility in some form lays within the cause. Even in society we do place value in 

whether something was done with cause or by accident; the punishment is different if you mean to murder 

a person or if you accidentally kill someone. Incompatibilists would say that if an action is caused by 

something other than you, that something is responsible, however, Hume argues that incompatibilists 

confuse the difference between cause and compel (Russell, 2007). Just because an action is caused by a 

previous event, does not mean that it is compelled. Compelled in this sense means that an action is forced 

by previous events (an external constraint), as opposed to when an action is caused meaning that a previous 

event incentivizes an action. Just because I see a guy eating a cheeseburger does not mean I am compelled 

to choose the cheeseburger myself. If I do choose it and the fact that I saw a guy eating one before influenced 

that decision, that would be an example of an action being caused. Hume argues that when incompatibilists 

hear the word caused, they think it means compelled and therefore no one can be responsible for their actions 

(Russell, 2007). But if I see someone beating a stranger, that does not mean I am compelled to kill the 

attacker – nothing forces me to do that. However, if I am a wannabe vigilante, it might be a cause for me to 

become upset, take my gun and fire it at him. An action is compelled when there are external constraints 

that forces an individual towards a decision and otherwise an action is caused, and causation is necessary, 

according to Hume, in order to hold anyone responsible for their actions.  

In order to visualize how the different parts of Hume’s view come together – as far as I interpret it – you 

can imagine a long line of rocks lying in a mild slope where the end rock symbolizes your decision in a 
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particular dilemma. From the moment you were born, the first rock in the line was pushed and subsequently 

pushed every single rock in its path to start rolling down the gentle slope. At last, the chain reaction arrives 

at the end rock with just enough force to make it move – this is the cause. However, since the slope is not 

too steep, the push is not enough to decide whether the rock will tumble to the right or left and that is up to 

the shape of the rock – your internal constraints or – as compatibilists would describe it – your free will. If 

one particular slope is steeper and the push is too hard, the shape of the rock will not matter and then the 

action is compelled by the slope – an external constraint. In conclusion, Hume argues that a person has free 

will if there are no external constraints that compel him to select a course of action, but if there are internal 

constraints or previous events that merely cause him to select an action, that person still has free will and 

can make choices. This arguably functions as a more specific explanation as to how the definition of free 

will set up by The Spontaneity Part3 of Hume’s view – and used for this paper – actually works.  

3.2 Arguments against Compatibilism 

The incompatibilist view can, for the purposes of this paper, be summed up as follows: a deterministic world 

allows for no free will, and the fact that we believe we have a free will can either be due to wishful thinking, 

or that we are programmed to think our will is free. If you were to ask; “But why does not a deterministic 

world allow for free will?”, the answer to that has been hinted at several times but it is perhaps best summed 

up through The Source Incompatibilist Argument. This is a basic example of an incompatibilist’ argument 

against compatibilism and it is described by D. Justin Coates and Michael McKenna (2004) in the Stanford 

Encyclopedia of Philosophy as follows:  

“A person acts of her own free will only if she is the ultimate source, if determinism is true, no one is the 

ultimate source of her actions and therefore, if determinism is true, no one acts of her own free will.” 

This is also known as the Origination Argument (Timpe, 2015). Even to compatibilists, the second premise 

of this argument (if determinism is true, no one is the ultimate source of her actions) is considered analytical 

                                                           
3 The definition that you have free will if your decisions are not forced upon you by an external event. 

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/compatibilism/#SouModSouWor
http://www.iep.utm.edu/freewill/#SH4b
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truth if one defines ultimate as having impact on the decision made, and few attempt to argue against it. 

However, compatibilists reject the notion that being the ultimate source is required for free will (Coates & 

McKenna, 2004). 

If we move on to some of the counterarguments used against Hume, most of them center around The 

Spontaneity Part4of Hume’s view. Critics argue that this part about types of causes is too broad since it 

would include animals other than humans (Russell, 2007). There are causations when it comes to the actions 

animals take yet Hume does not seem interested in granting them the same power of free will as humans. 

Secondly, many have argued that The Spontaneity Part also is lacking because it assumes that our wills are 

somehow not impacted enough by previous events (Russell, 2007). Why should that be? There is no 

evidence to support the fact that our wills are less impeded than a volcano is from previous events, and if 

we were to briefly return to the example of rocks in a slope, how can we assume that the slope in the volcano-

line is more steep than it is in our decision-line5? Lastly, other critics have claimed that The Spontaneity 

Part of Hume’s view only gives an individual freedom of action when nothing outside his body can control 

his actions. However, it does not give the individual freedom of will since incompatibilists describe that as 

the freedom of choosing amongst open alternatives (Russell, 2007).  

This freedom to choose amongst open alternatives would not fit with the compatibilist definition of free will 

set up by The Spontaneity Part, but it is closely related to a definition that is probably more widely accepted: 

The Ability to do Otherwise. The latter definition makes no difference between external and internal 

constraints and instead it requires someone – in order to have free will – to be able to change their mind 

given the exact circumstances inside and outside of your head (Russel, 2007). Many incompatibilists would 

argue that this is a truer definition and it is as close as you can come to a unanimous incompatibilist definition 

of free will since this idea also has become an important incompatibilist argument. Incompatibilists claim 

that we can never have this power to choose otherwise because all of our actions are predetermined by 

                                                           
4 The argument that makes the difference between external and internal constraints – closely related to our definition of free will. 
5 This analogy refers to the previous example of a line of rocks in a slope where a steep slope indicates that an action is compelled 

and a mild slope indicates that an action is merely caused. 
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previous events, and thus we can never have free will nor moral responsibility (Russell, 2007). However, 

another compatibilist named Harry Frankfort argues against this notion of responsibility and the ability to 

choose otherwise and claims that it is not necessary (Timpe, 2015). Imagine a person who chooses to take 

an action; starting to smoke for instance. However, without her knowing it, a large cigarette company, in 

order to keep people smoking, has implanted a computer chip in her brain that activates should she choose 

not to start smoking. Thus, without her knowledge, she does not have the ability to do otherwise. But does 

that mean she is not morally responsible for starting to smoke? Logically, Frankfort argues, if she decides 

to start smoking without the chip activating, she still is morally responsible for making the decision, even 

though she could not do anything else. Thus the ability to do otherwise is not necessary for moral 

responsibility. Hume also mentions moral responsibility quite often in his arguments and it can be easy to 

conflate it with free will (Hume, 1738). However, this example highlights the difference between the two 

since our smoker still does not have a free will because her options are narrowed down to one. 

Finally, one last incompatibilist argument will be examined: The Consequence Argument (Coates & 

McKenna, 2004). This argument takes on a slightly larger scope than both The Source Incompatibilist 

Argument and The Ability to do Otherwise. The Consequence Argument instead focuses on causation and it 

stipulates that there exist power necessities which are truths that no person can act to alter, like the laws of 

physics. Then if a person has no power over a certain fact, then that person cannot influence the impact or 

creation of a new fact caused by the original fact. The argument is then that: no one has power over the facts 

of the past and the laws of nature, then if determinism is true no one has power over that the facts of the past 

and the laws of nature that entail every fact of the future and in turn, no one has power over the facts of the 

future (Coates & McKenna, 2004). To simplify this argument, imagine The Big Bang and assume that it 

was caused by the laws of physics. No one could nor can control those laws. The laws of physics created 

the fact that the universe exists and ever since the universe has been evolving from that first moment of 

existence in conjunction with those laws. Together they created our solar system, the earth and mankind. 

Together they created our legs, our spines, our thumbs and our brains. Those are some of the facts of the 
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past that we have no control over. Some other facts of the past are that we were all born and are currently 

reading this paper, and if determinism is true, we have no power over those facts either. Thus The 

Consequence Argument tells us that if we, as determinism stipulates, have no control over the facts of the 

past nor the laws of physics we can have no control over the facts of the future (Coates & McKenna, 2004). 

There has been contemporary debate concerning this argument where compatibilists often suggest the first 

premise to be untrue, the one that says that no person has impact over the fact of the past (Coates & 

McKenna, 2004). Say for instance that I had studied Spanish in middle school instead of French, then I 

would now be able to speak basic Spanish. Compatibilists would then argue that I indeed did have some 

impact on the fact that I do not speak Spanish and they argue that with this interpretation of the premise the 

entire argument falls (Coates & McKenna, 2004). Incompatibilists would argue that my decision to choose 

French was predetermined and even if you were to accept the compatibilists’ argument, it does not prove 

that free will exists but merely that one argument against it might falter (Coates & McKenna, 2004).  

4. Discussion 
The discussion concerning a free will in a deterministic world has gone on for centuries and to summarize 

every argument and counterargument would take more time than most would want to spend. By providing 

some of the arguments of Hume which are still debated to this day and to provide the incompatibilists 

answers, this paper attempts to give the reader both insight to the debate as well as a brief background on 

where both points of view come from. And after reading through many of the compatibilists arguments it 

seems clear that in many aspects – concerning the ability to do otherwise for instance – their side seems to 

be the weaker one and they have to rely upon their definition of free will. But the question becomes, can 

what they describe really be interpreted as having a free will? Is having more than one option and no external 

constraints enough to provide an individual with free will? Homo Economicus is deemed to have a choice 

if he is not being impeded by external constraints but incompatibilists have described this definition to 

provide freedom of action – not free will. It is not possible to disprove a definition, however, when taken to 

its limits, the compatibilist definition of free will seems problematic. Imagine if I, like in a previous example, 
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were to have chip in my brain that prevented me from selecting all but one course of action, do I still have 

a choice? You could argue that an implanted chip is an external constraint and that my free will is impaired 

within the definition. But what about a tumor? Or a disease that prevents me from choosing to eat anything 

but cheeseburgers without me being aware of it? Are those external constraints? Are they altering my state 

of mind? Perhaps they are, but how could I know if I have had the tumor or disease since birth? I would say 

that those are internal constraints yet the individual is not acting of free will – which is impossible in a 

compatibilist world. Many incompatibilists have also questioned the notion of internal constraints in a 

deterministic world. Our brains are made from the same parts as everything else in the world, the same parts 

that all are subject to the idea of determinism. And determinism does not make any exceptions for human 

decisions nor for anything else: it is all caused by previous events. Is there truly any difference between 

internal and external constraints then? You can define will to be free as long as it is not externally forced 

upon you, but if there is no difference between external and internal constraints, what usefulness does the 

definition serve? I could define free will as: “All decision made inside dogs’ heads are due to free will” and 

it would suffer all the same issues as the compatibilist definition of free will. In order for any of us to have 

a choice in a deterministic world, there must be a difference between internal and external constraints. This 

is a topic for further research but as far as I have found, compatibilists do not seem to be able to answer 

what that difference is. Neither do economists. But they have to. Because within this question lies the answer 

to whether Homo Economicus actually has a choice or not. And as of right now, his chances look slim. 

5. Conclusion 
As long as there has been philosophers and philosophy there has been a question about whether or not man 

has a free will. And as long as there has been man, we have tended to set us apart from other species on the 

planet. Free will is one example of this where we do not extend the abilities of choices to other animals. 

Maybe because we feel special, or maybe because the idea that not having a free will terrifies us. Because 

the evidence for free will is bleak, and as Samuel Johnson (according to Boswell) put it:  

“All theory is against the freedom of will; all experience is for it.” 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/27669968?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents
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We will never know if we live in a deterministic, incompatibilistic or compatibilisitic world, and there will 

always be those who believe a free will has been bestowed upon us. But after researching many of the 

arguments for both sides I cannot help but feel like Shaun Nichols was right in the end, and that a cornerstone 

of the compatibilist arguments actually is wishful thinking. Despite that the quote holds a lot of truth, it is 

not sufficient to describe the mindset of the entire compatibilist thinking process. In order to fully understand 

the quote, I would argue that one first has to understand the basics of the compatibilist argument presented 

in this paper, and that is what I would add to Edward Morey’s book. There is no stand taken in Behavior, 

Choice and Ethics: Is Homo Economicus Happy? (2016) about whether the compatibilists’ definition of 

free will is actually compatible with free will in a deterministic world, and that is not needed. However, the 

book also leaves little room for the reader to personally interpret both sides of the compatibilist argument. 

Maybe exploring these arguments to the extent to which they are examined in this paper is too specific and 

resource costing for the book, but in that case I believe the book should at least voice some of the problems 

with the compatibilist’ definition of free will. A first reading of the book, I believe, gives the reader the idea 

that free will is an issue of definition and therefore the compatibilists (and economists) are right as long as 

they define free will as they do. This is not wrong, but I would at least add the issues of the definition that 

incompatibilists point to: mainly the argument of freedom of action and the fact that the definition includes 

animals. Doing this ought to be particularly important since we as economists are viewed as deterministic 

compatibilist. The meaning of this and the debate concerning this most important issue is significant for 

both choice theory and Homo Economicus since if one were to find the compatibilist’ definition of free will 

insufficient, it changes whether Homo Economicus has a choice or not. Is him being both internally and 

externally fully constrained still compatible with him making choices and having free will? If economists 

want to assume that we are living in a deterministic world, they have to face the consequences and answer 

that question. 
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