Leibniz si paradoxul
determinismului
moral
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Planul prezentarii

* Determinismul moral — formularea lul Jean Buridan; problema
alegerii rationale intre alternative ”la fel de bune”; observatii

* Relevanta problemei pentru Leibniz (principiul ratiunii
suficiente)

* Patru solutii initiale propuse de Leibniz
* Cazul alegern celer mai buni lumi de catre Creator

* Teoria leibniziana a deciziei rationale in cateva interpretari
(Rescher, Hintikkaa s.a.)

* O rezolvare leibniziana a paradoxului determinismului moral?



‘Il

Determinism “mora

* ”[...] daca sunt disponibile doud sau mai multe lucruri, dintre care unul pare
a f1 mai eligibil, e imposibil sa fie ales vreunul dintre celelalte. Prin urmare,
ceea ce ?are sa ocupe primul loc este ales din necesitate.” (Toma din Aquino,
Summa theologica, Il, 1, 13.6)

* Ideea este ca intelectul dicteaza intotdeauna vointei. Aceasta din urma nu
poate alege o alternativa fara ca intelectul sa o considere mai buna decat
celelalte alternative.

* ”Mai bun” aici nu trebuie sa aiba neaparat o semnificatie morald. Poate avea
s1 0 semnificatie practica.

* Sursa acestel conceptil pare sa fie Aristotel (v. ceea ce spune despre alegere
deliberata in Etica nicomahica)



-ormularea standard: Jean
Buridan (circa 1295-1358)

”A defender of the principle of causality, Buridan asserted a modified version
of traditional moral determinism, declaring that men must will what presents
itself as the greater good but that the will 1s free to delay the reason’s
judgment by suggesting a more thorough inquiry into the value of motives.
The dilemma of a particular kind of moral choice, between two evidently
1dentical 1items, 1s 1llustrated by the celebrated allegory of “Buridan’s ass,”
though the animal mentioned in Buridan’s commentary on Aristotle’s De
caelo is actually a dog, not an ass. His discussion centres on the method by
which the dog chooses between two equal amounts of food placed before him.
Discerning both a symmetry of information and a symmetry of preference
about the two items, he concludes that the dog must choose at random; this
outcome leads to the investigation of theories of probability.” (L. Minio-
Paluello, articolul despre Buridan in Encyclopedia Britannica, editia din
1956)




Cateva observatii

Sursa problemei (Aristotel respingLe ipoteza ca Pamantul se afla in
centrul Cosmosului datorita echilibrului indiferent): “Dar chiar daca
acesta [locul Pamantului] nu este un astfel de loc natural, ci din
necesitate ramane in repaus prin echilibru indiferent (precum este
explicatia ca parul, a carui intindere este la fel din toate partile, nu se va
rupe, sau cel foarte flamand si la fel de insetat, avand aceeasi departare

de hrana si1 de bautura, este necesar sa ramana nemiscat), [...]” (De
caelo, 295b 30-35)

*Paradoxul determinismului "moral”; (1) A are de ales intre alternative
dintre care nici una nu este “mai buna”, date fiind preferintele lui A (sau
scopurile urmarite de catre A); (11? A trebuie sa aleaga una dintre
alternative; (i11) potrivit principiului determinismului moral”, s-ar parea
ca e imposibil ca A sa aleaga intre alternative.

* Problema nu vizeaza libertatea de vointa a agentului (v. pentru Buridan,
vointa este libera sa se supuna sau nu intelectului, amanand aplicarea
unei decizii etc.; mai tarziu, Leibniz va aborda ’problema libertatii”
reiterand ideea lui Buridan si distingand intre necesitate metafizica si
necesitate morala)



Leibniz: PRS

* ”’N1hil sine ratione”

* O Interpretare: pentru tot ceea ce se intAmpla trebuie sa poata fi
oferita 0 explicatie (in principiu, vezi Philosophical Essays.
Translated and edited by Roger Ariew and Dan Garber.
Indianapolis: Hackett, 1989, apud Look, Brandon C., "Gottfried
Wilhelm Leibniz", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy
(Spring 2014 Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.))

* Prin “explicatie” Leibniz are in vedere fie o explicatie cauzala a
evenimentelor naturale, fie o explicatie teleologica a actiunilor
omenesti.



Aplicatii

* The Principle of the Best éDum_nezeu alege Tntotdeauna cea mai
buna alternativa) decurge din principiul ratiunii suficiente (PRS).

* Principiul identitatii indiscernabililor poate justificat pe baza PRS
- vezi Look, Brandon C., "Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz", The
Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Spring 2014 Edition),
Edward N. Zalta (ed.):

(1) Su%ose there were two indiscernible individuals, a and b, in our
world, W.

(2) If this were the case, then there must also be a possible world, W*,
in which a and b are “switched.”

3) But if this were the case, then God could have had no reason for
choosing W over W,

(4) But God must have a reason for acting as he does. (PRS)

(5) Therefore, our original supposition must be false. There are not
two indiscernible individuals in our world. (PI1I)



Leibniz despre magarul [ul
Buridan

”We [humans] are so determined as to choose with the preponderance of
reasons or grounds. And it Is just here that our action is voluntary, for
otherwise it is not deliberate. Thus while these determinations do not
strictly speaking necessitate, they do not fail to incline. And we will
always adopt that choice where there is greater inclination or disposition.
For the situation of a perfect indifference—as with the ass of Buridan,
dying between two bales—Is something imaginary, because a perfect
equality on two sides is never to be found.” (Gaston Grua (editor), G. W.
Leibniz: Textes inédits, Presses Universitaires de France, Paris, 1948, p.
479. Citat dupa Nicholas Rescher, Choice without Preference: The
Problem of "Buridan's Ass", in Scholastic Meditations, The Catolic
University Of America Press, 2005, p. 27.)



Prima solutie

“Toate actiunile noastre nedeliberate sunt rezultate ale unui concurs
de mici1 perceptii si1 chiar deprinderile si pasiunile noastre, care au
atata greutate in deliberarile noastre, sunt datorate acestora; caci
aceste deprinderi se nasc putin cate putin si, drept urmare, fara micile
perceptil nu s-ar ajunge la aceste dispozitil importante. Am facut deja
observatia ca acela care ar nega aceste efecte in morala, i-ar imita pe
oamenii prost instruiti care neaga corpusculil insesizabili in fizica; si
totusi vad ca exista printre acestia unii care vorbesc despre libertate si
care, neluand aminte la aceste impresii insensibile, capabile sa incline
balanta, is1 inchipuie o totala indiferenta in actiunile morale, ca aceea
a magarului lui Buridan, nehotarat intre doua capite.” (G. W. Leibniz,
Noi eseuri asupra intelectului omenesc, Editura All, Bucuresti, 2003,
Cartea a Il-a, Capitolul 1, §15, p. 60)



A doua solutie

> Ceea ce face ca s1 cazul magarului lui Buridan aflat intre doua pajisti in egala _
masura atras de una s1 de ceaﬁtlté sa fie o ndscocire care nu s-ar putea petrece intocmai
in acest univers, in ordinea naturii, desi dl. Bayle are alta parere. Daca situatia ar fi
posibild, e drept ca ar trebui sd spunem ca animalul ar muri de foame; in fond insa,
}():roblema vizeaza ceva imposibil, doar daca Dumnezeu n-a facut-o in mod intentionat.

aci universul nu ar putea fi impartit in doud bucati egale printr-un plan tras prin
mijlocul magarului, taiat vertical in lungime, in asa fel incat cele douad parti sa fie egale
s1 asemanatoare. [...] caci nici partile universului, nici viscerele animalului nu sunt
asemanatoare, nici echidistant situate de cele doua parti ale acestui plan vertical! Desi
noud nu ni se pare evident, intotdeauna vor exista, in magar si-n afara lui, multe lucruri
ce-1 vor determina sa mearga intr-o parte mai curand decat in alta; des1 omul este liber,
spre deosebire de magar, nu este mai pufin adevarat, din acelasi motiv, ca in om cazul
unui echilibru perfect intre cele doua parti este imposibil i ca un inger ori macar
Dumnezeu ar putea sa dea intotdeauna socoteala de hotararea omului, atribuindu-1 0
cauza or1 o rafiune care sa-l predispuna spre acea hotarare, intrumandu-l cu adevarat sa
0 1a, cu toate ca pentru noi aceasta ratiune ar fi deseori cu totul artificiala si1 de
neconceput, pentru ca inlantuirea cauzelor legate una de alta merge departe.” (G. W.
Leibniz, Eseuri de teodicee, Editura Polirom, Tasi, 1997, §49, pp. 112-%)



A treia solutie

”C’est ce que M. Bayle tout subtil qu’il a esté n’a pas assez consideré lorsqu’il a
cril qu’un cas semblable a celuy de I’ Ane de Buridan, fut possible, et que
I’homme posé dans des circonstances d’un parfait equilibre pourroit neantmoins
choisir. Car 1l faut dire que le cas d’un parfait equilibre est chimerique, et
n’arrive jamais, I’univers ne pouvant point ester ny parti ny coup¢ en deux
parties egales et semblables. L’univers n’est pas comme une Ellipse ou autre
telle Ovale, que la ligne droile meneée par son centre peut couper en deux parties
congruentes. L’univers n’a point de centre, et ses parties sont infiniment varices;
ainsi jamais le cas arrivera, ou tout sera parfaltement egal et frappera egalement
de part et d’autre; et quoyque nous ne soyons pas tousjours capables de nous
appercevoir de toutes les petites impressions qui contribuent & nous
determiner, il y a tousjours quelgue chose qui nous determine entre deux
contradictorires, sans que le cas soit jamais parfaitement egal d’un part et
d’autre.” (Scrisoarea catre Pierre Coste din 19.12.1707)



A patra solutie

’In things which are absolutely indifferent there can be no
choice and consequently no election or will, since choice must
have some reason or principle. [...] To say that the mind may
have good reasons for acting when it has no motives, and when
things are absolutely indifferent [...] is a manifest
contradiction. For if there are good reasons for the course it
adopts, the things are not indifferent to it.” (A patra scrisoare
catre Clarke, §1, A cincea scrisoare catre Clarke, §1. Apud
Nicholas Rescher, Choice without Preference: The Problem of
"Buridan's Ass", in Scholastic Meditations, The Catolic
University Of America Press, 2005, p. 29)



Pe scurt

Avem:

(1) Solutia psihologica (dar in cadrul acesteia se trece de la o explicatie
teleologica la o explicatie cauzald).

(2) Cazul este imposibil fizic (dar pe noi ne intereseaza valoarea practicaa
alternativelor; ele ar putea fi mijloace la fel de bune pentru atingerea unul
scop chiar daca nu ar fi identice / situate in jumatati 1dentice ale universului
etc.).

(3) O combinatie intre (1) si (2).

(4) Cazul nu este conceptibil Tn mod necontradictoriu (sau este imposibil
metafizic?) (dar de ce?)

- In mare, Leibniz pare si incerce si arate ci un caz de tipul “migarului lui
Buridan” care ar reprezenta o exceptie de la aplicarea PRS, e imposibil.

* O posibila solutie: justificam tipul de actiune -> Leibniz nu ar fi de acord —
justificdm o actiune particulara, nu generica (v. A4 cincea scrisoare catre

Clarke, §17)



A patra solutie (din nou)

“1. In privinta lucrurilor absolut indiferente nu exista nici o putinta de
alegere s1, in consecintd, nici decizie, nici vointa; caci alegerea trebuie sa
aibad un anumit temei sau un principiu.

2. O vointa simpla, lipsita de orice motiv, este o fictiune nu numai
contrard perfectiunii lui Dumnezeu, dar si himerica si contradictorie,
incompatibila cu definitia vointei; falsitatea e1 a fost dovedita suficient in
Teodicee.

3. Este indiferenta ordinea in care randuim tre1 corpuri egale si in toate
privintele la fel; si, prin urmare, ele nu vor fi randuite niciodata in vreun
fel de acela care nu face nimic decat cu intelepciune. Dar, 1arasi, fiind
autorul a toate, el nu va produce astfel de lucruri s1, prin urmare, atari
lucruri nu se gasesc in natura.

4. Nu exista doi indivizi indiscernabili. [...]” (G. W. Leibniz, Opere
filosofice, I, Editura Stiintifica, Bucuresti, 1972, pp. 564-5)



Doua lumi posibile la fel de
bune?

* Chiar daca se accepta principiul identitatii indiscernabililor,
putem concepe lumi posibile distincte, dar la fel de bune (v. H.
Putnam, “Meaning and Reference”, Journal of Philosophy,
volume 70 (1973), pp. 699-711.

* Fie doua astfel de lumi posibile, w, (lumea noastra) si w, (lumea
in care exista Twin Earth — ”apa” lor nu este H,O, ci1 are alta
formula chimica, ceva mai complicata, cu aceleasi proprietati
macroscopice; pe scurt, XYZ)

* Pus in situatia de a alege daca sa creeze w, sau w,, Dumnezeu s-
ar afla intr-o situatie similara celei a magarului lui Buridan.

» Cazul nu pare imposibil metafizic sau inconceptibil. Prin urmare,
avem nevoie de o solutie diferita.



Cum alege Dumnezeu cea mai
ouna lume posibila? (dupa
Rescher)
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“World w; is very orderly but lacks variety (it may, for example,
be a vast sphere of copper suspended in alrgl. World w; may be
highly variegated - a virtually chaotic mixture of things - but
lacking in order. World w, affords a much better mix. Here
the order/variety combination value is as large as can be realized
within the realm of realizability.” (N. Rescher, “Leibniz on
Creation and the Evaluation of Possible Worlds”, Tn N. Rescher,
Leibniz's Metaphysics of Nature, D. Reidel Publishing Company,
Dordrecht, Boston, Londra, 1981, p. 10)

» De ce nu alege Dumnezeu sa creeze o lume 1n care ”apa” are o
formula chimica mai complicata (XYZ e doar o prescurtare a
acestela)? Pentru ca poate sa obtina aceleasi rezultate cu mijloace
mai simple (H,0)

* (Vezi si referinta lui Rescher la Tentamen Anagogicum)



Cum alege Dumnezeu cea mai
ouna lume posibila? ( dupa Jaakko
intikka)

[ 4

» Hintikka citeaza urmatorul pasaj din Pierre Costabel,
Leibniz and Dynamics: The Texts of 1692, Methuen,
London 1973, p. 97: ”The simultaneous application of the
motions will be an action obliging that material point
to "satisfy" those "various tendencies" all together, for it
Is definitely understood that there Is no motion without
"tendency", the "power to act" ... The total action to
which the material point Is subject is a summation of
the power to act of the various component
"tendencies".”

* Pe marginea acestuia gloseaza astfel:



”This was the model of Leibniz's conception of human (and
divine) action. Leibniz's new model of human action is In
fact a dynamic one. An agent's action is not a consequence of
a practical syllogism, but the resultant of a number of vector-
like forces Tpullln? the agent (so to speak) in different
directions. These forces are termed by Leibniz "appetites”, and
at one point he goes as far as to say that there Is nothing in
the monads except perceptions and appetites. Human action is
thus always law-governed in that the resultant (the deciding
Impulse or will) I1s a function of its components, and hence iIn
a sense determinate. (As we saw, Leibniz argues forcefully to
rule outthe possibility of a Buridanesque balance between
opposite "forces".) This determination IS not a metaphysical
one, however, but a matter of the lawlike necessity that
characterizes our world.” (Jaakko Hintikka, Was Leibniz’s Deity
an Akrates?” in Simo Knuuttila (editor), Modern Modalities,
Kluwer, Dordrecht, 1988, p. 99)



Fast forward

» Simo Knuuttila, ”’Old and New in Lebniz's View of Rational
Decision”, Tn Stephen F. Brown (editor), Meeting of the
Minds: The Relations Between Medieval and Classical
Modern European Philosophy, Brepols, 1998. [sustine ca
teoria vectoriala a deciziei rationale e cea mai importanta
contributie a lui Leibniz la o conceptle asupra ratiunii
practice]

» Markku Roinila, ”Leibniz on Rational Decision-Making”,
Philosophical Studies from the University of Helsinki 16,
Vantaa, 2007. [apara interpretarea lui Rescher impotriva
criticilor, sustine compatibiliteatea acesteia cu interpretarea
lui Hlntlkkaa dezvolta interpretarea lui Hintikkaa]



“Presuming that a man has wisdom of the third degree and power in the
fourth, his total estimation would be twelve and not seven, since wisdom
be of assistance to power.” SG. W. Leibniz, Scrisoare catre Arnauld din
1671, citat Tn Markku Roinila, ”Leibniz on Rational Decision-Making”,
Egélc))sophlcal Studies from the University of Helsinki 16, Vantaa, 2007, p.

“When we are deliberating in complex situations involving multiple
values we reflect on the situation and choose the most important relevant
criteria constituting the good in question. Then we make a judgement
based on the vectorial model. After determining the good In question
we employ moral calculus and consider which of the proposed actions
best brings about the desired good. In the last phase of deliberation we are
able to compare the overall value of different proposed courses of action
and choose from them.” gMaljkku Roinila, ”Leibniz on Rational Decision-
Making”, Philosophical Studies from the University of Helsinki 16,
Vantaa, 2007, p. 261)



(V)

Rezolva teoria vectoriala a
deciziei problema lui Buridan?

”We might take a few simple criteria as the basis of our choice. A good
combination of values in this case would be quality and price. |
might compare different washing machines by taking into consideration
their alleged goodness (for example the amount of water and
electricity used or the speed of the ?_rocess we hear from friends or read
about it in magazine) and their relative cheapness. (...) If we think of
buying a washing machine as an ethical action, we could extend the
metaphor to include moral calculus. We could assume that a virtuous
Pe_rson buys the machine that is least harmful to the ecosystem and in
his way promotes general well-being. After having determined which

machines offer a good combination of quality and price, he or she is
then able to compare them and to choose the one that is likely to produce
the least harm to the ecologwal balance of the world. If the chosen
machine is optimal, it has the property of being the most ecological.
Having taken these two independent considerations into account the
moral agent could be said to have deliberated rationally, and while
the outcome is perhaps not the best possible in an objective sense, it is the
best possible within the limits of his or her abilities.”” (idem, pp. 261-262)



* Dar masinile de spalat sunt produse de serie. Daca ma aflu in magazin si
in fata mea se afla doud exemplare ale aceleia masini de spalat (sau 10
‘Ibqr%ane_:dde ’gnu§tar pe un raft) nu ma aflu in aceeasi situatie ca s1 magarul

ul buridan:

* Un calcul vectorial al apetentelor mele (cauzate, eventual, de diferente
in inputul senzorial de care nu sunt constient) ar putea sa explice de ce
aleg, totusi, una dintre masinile de spalat (sau un anumit borcan de
mustar). Dar care este justificarea?

* Pentru o justificare poate ca am nevoie de o evaluare in termeni de
scopurl, nu de apetente. Ideea calcululu1 vectorial imi poate sugera ca nu
urmaresc niciodata un singur scop, ci mai multe scopuri care au ponderi
diferite (in ce priveste urgenta de a le realiza etc.).

* De asemenea, poate ca justificarea nu priveste obiectul pe care il aleg, ci
actiunea pe care urmeaza sa o fac (cat individuez actiunile prin
descrierile pe care le dau?)



Concluzii?

* Poate exista o justificare rationald pentru alegerea dintre doua mijloace

la fel de bune in realizarea unui complex de scopuri (cu ponderi / urgente
stabilite)?

* Nu e limpede cum am putea da o astfel de justificare pornind de la ceea
ce spune Leibniz (chiar daca acceptam exegeza care 1i atribuie o teorie
vectoriala a alegerii rationale).

* Pare insa preferabil, in loc sa sustinem cd un asemenea caz e imposibil
(solutiile initiale oferite de Leibniz), sd acceptdm ca ar fi in principiu
posibil s1 sa rafindm teoria deciziei rationale la care apelam.

* (De pilda, un agent care urmareste sa is1 formeze deprinderi prin care sa
is1 optimizeze actiunile, ar putea alege rational intre doud borcane de
mustar “identice” oferind o justificare de tipul urmator: ”Am observat ca
in asemenea cazurl mi se poate intampla sa ezit intre doua exemplare ale
aceluiasi produs, asa ca, pentru a evita asemenea ezitari care imi_
consuma 1nutil din timp, am decis ca in fiecare situatie de acest tip sa
aleg produsul din dreapta.”)



