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0. Introduction

Having free will, according to many philosophers, entadsihg the power
to do otherwise. This contention is sustained by the follgaintuition. Sup-
pose that Max shaves himselftaarguably, Max is performing a free action
— acting free-willingly — on condition that he could have @ootherwise,
namely, could have, df refrained from shaving himselé.g., by deciding
shortly beforet to refrain from shaving himself &t If no alternative is
available at to Max other than shaving himself — so the intuition goes —
hardly does he deserve the title of a free agent. In whatvisllove shall
stick to this intuition, and thus discuss of free will in teyrof power to act
otherwise, which is alleged to constitute (at least) a resmgscondition for
free will.

1. Kinds of Fatalism, and Free Will

According to quite a deal of theorists, power to do otherussacompatible
with physical determinismi.e., the claim that the laws of nature, given a
set of initial conditions of a world, entail everything thatthe case in that

1 That free will entails power to do otherwise does not go utested, Frankfurt 1969
counting for a good deal of theorists as a powerful case agthat entailment. For argu-
ment’s sake, in what follows we shall avoid entering into e debate about so-called
Frankfurt cases, and assume the entailment as correct.h&augh investigations about
Frankfurt cases, see McKenna-Widerker 2002.
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world.2 So, according to these philosophers, there is no power tatdo o
erwise if physical determinism holds. In what follows, hawe we shall
not address the so-called “incompatibilist” claim that glegl determinism
is inconsistent with power to do otherwise; what we set ouadsess is,
rather, whether power to do otherwise is consistent withitagether differ-
ent threat, namely, a family of different theses about tHeabiour of truth
and truth-bearers with respect to time.

Also this topic has a long tradition in the literature. Mamyjheors, in par-
ticular, have tried to establish the claim that power to deowise is incom-
patible with the claim, known as Omnitemporalism or Bilatesempiter-
nalism, that a proposition never acquires or loses itsvathe. According
to this view, if a proposition is true (false), it is true @a) throughoutll
the times. This incompatibilist claim, to differentiatefidom the claim that
power to do otherwise is incompatible with God’s infalliadenniscience,
often goes under the popular label of Logical FatalfsrBince we believe
that the qualifiefogical is somewhat misguiding, as it tends to conceal the
relevance of the behaviour of truth to the argument for tkediét conclusion
under consideration, we shall callemantid-atalism (hereafter SF). In a
nutshell, the standard argument for SF is the following.

Consider any propositioR, describing the event that a subj&performs
a given actiora at a future time™. ForSto dispose of power to do otherwise
with respect ta, it must be possible for her so to act thats true, and so
to act thatP is false. However, according to Omnitemporalism, the truth
value ofP is already settledow, as it is settled since eternity: if true (false),
P is true (false)now, will be true (false) at anyuturetime t* and was true
(false) at anypasttimet—. Accordingly, forSto have within her power to act
otherwise, it must be possible so to act tRatvas nottrue, if it has always
been true, or so to act th® wastrue, if it has always been false. Yet, so
acting in fact amounts to changing the past, and this is dinwegenerally
regarded as impossible. So, Omnitemporalism is incomgistéh power to
do otherwise: for any actios, either it has always been settled taatvill
be performed, and there is nothing one could do to avoid it las always
been true thaa will not be performed, and there is nothing one could do to
perform it.

As the claim that power to do otherwise is incompatible witlygical de-
terminism, also the claim that power to do otherwise is ingatible with
Omnitemporalismij.e. SF, has not stayed unchallenged. Three main strate-
gies stand out within the debate.

2The standard argument for incompatibility is widely knovatGonsequence Argument
and is due to van Inwagen 1983. Earlier formulations of timsl lof argument can be found
in Ginet 1966, Wiggins 1973, Lamb 1977.

3 See, for instance, Rice 2010.
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The first strategy to rebut SF has been to deny Omnitempuoraéiad to
argue that a proposition never acquires nor loses its traltie because truth
has no dealing with time and tense. This view is known as Atealsm.
According to Atemporalism, “if something is true, there &ther a time in
which it is true nor a time in which it is not trué”.(A fortiori, there is no
time in which a proposition becomes true, or becomes faldee)allegation
of the proponents of this strategy is that, once Atemparalssassumed, the
claim thatP wastrue in the past becomes meaningless, or false altogether.
Were it so, the argument above would obviously count as ursou

The second line of resistance to SF is known as OckhamismpHileso-
phers who belong to this tradition have tried in various waydistinguish
betweenhard factsabout the past, which are fixed and thereby inalterable,
andsoft factsabout the past, which are not fixed and thereby not inaltefabl
The fundamental claim put forward by the Ockhamists is thatgast fact
that

(F) it was true thaP would have been true in the future

should be counted as a soft fact; so the premise of the argushene,
saying that this fact is inalterable because is past, is t@jeeted; and so is
the argument, which turns out unsound on account of its falsmise about
the inalterability of a soft fact.

The third and most radical strategy against SF consiststraigstforward
revision of the very notion of power to do otherwise. The angat above
presupposes that an ag&hactually performinga att, had within her power
to act differently only if, att, refraining from performinga constituted a
genuine possibility. Since (a) changing the past is alldgatbt constitute a
genuine possibility, but (b) acting otherwise involvesmiag the past, the
conclusion is supposed to follow that, if Omnitemporalisitrue, therShas
not within her power to act differently. The same conclustoowever, does
not necessarily follow if one understands power to do otisin counter-
factualterms. A suggestion for so interpreting the notion of poveedd
otherwise could be, for instance, the following:

4Kiinne 2002: 289. It is widely held that Frege is the main sewfthis thesise.g.,
Frege 1918. A contemporary upholder of this thesis is varatjem 1983: chap. 2.

5Philosophers belonging to this tradition are, among othktsCord Adams 1967,
Plantinga 1986, Widerker 1989. Notice that, by the Ockhaam@rding, a hard (softjact
about the past is justtaue hard (soft)propositionabout the past. Throughout this paper we
shall stick to this nomenclature.



88 NICOLA CIPROTTI AND TOMMASO PIAZZA

(C-PDO) For any agen, timet, action-tokerg, such thak performsa at
t, x has within her power to do otherwisgywerex to intend before to not
performa, x would not performa.®

Once C-PDO is in place, the following reply to the argumemivaseems
to become available. If the past at a wondentails the future atv, and the
past is unalterable, then in a clear sense it is true thatghetavas always
going to do one thing rather than another, say performairtgpwever, it can
still be true that in the nearest possible world in which terd intends to
do otherwise, she does succeed, thereby fulfilling the4rotiditions of the
counterfactual encapsulating her actually being endowigd power to do
otherwise with respect ta.

Having in view this possible reply, it is often suggested & DO indeed
gives an account of what it takes for an agent to be endoweddpaeiver to
act otherwise, one though that is strongly biasetavour of the possibility
of free will. Our fundamental aim, in this paper, is to courites suggestion.
We shall put forth a novel argument to the effect that, if@iartheses about
truth and time are correct, no one could be endowed with ptavdo other-
wise evenin the counterfactual sense captured by C-PDO. (Termimcabg
remark: hereafter, power to do otherwise will be systerafljiaeferred to
in the sense specified by C-PDO.)

Not only, though, does our argument purport to rebuttkirel anti-SF-ist
strategy; it also features additional virtues. On the onahaur argument
is for the conclusion that even Atemporalism is incompatibith power to
do otherwise, thus rebutting thiest anti-SF-ist strategy. (Notice, moreover,
that since a parallel and simpler argument can be run to feetehat Om-
nitemporalism is incompatible with power to do otherwisar oconclusion
achieves greater generality, and the possible shift fraciaim that truth is
omnitemporal to the claim that it is atemporal becomes ssdfiar the pur-
pose to resist it.) On the other hand, our argument for thelasion that
both Atemporalism and Omnitemporalism are incompatiblé ywower to
do otherwise will be shown independent of the debated assumihat the
past is inalterable. So our argument goes through indepdgds the sec-
ond anti-SF-ist strategy, namely, whether Ockhamists are figmsisting
that the soft facts about the past are alterable.

To differentiate our argumentative strategy from the statdbne men-
tioned above, and to convey more immediately the higherrgéityeof the
conclusion it is aimed to establish (namely, the thesis liodt Omnitem-
poralism and Atemporalism are inconsistent with power tootherwise),
we propose the labellethic Determinisim{hereafter AD). In order to save
space, we shall only argue for the claim that Atemporalisimdsnsistent

6The counterfactual approach is commonly associated witbrmM@912.

“O6ciprotti_piazz
2013/3/3
page 88

e



“O6ciprotti_piazz
2013/3/3
page 89

e

ALETHIC DETERMINISM 89

with power to do otherwise, the parallel claim that Omnitengtism too is
inconsistent with power to do otherwise being a simpler ¢asa the same
argument.

2. The Argument for AD

This said, let us step back to the opening example. Take thopition that
Max shaves himself d&f and assume that it is true (that is, true in the actual
world — hereafter referred to also as @). For Max to have wittis power

to act otherwise, namely, to refrain from shaving himself #&must be the
case that:

(C-PDOys) were Max to intend, beforg to not shave himself &t he
would refrain from shaving himself &t

In many worlds in which Max exists and intends, befgr® not shave, he
does not shave &t Just consider the following two examples (that could be
multiplied at will). In a worldw;, the Government has introduced a law that
forbids shaving oneself; since Max is willing to abide by ke, some time
beforet he deliberates to not shave himselt,aand ends up not shaving at
t. In a different worldw, Max dates Una; for some < t, he recalls to his
mind att™ that Una is only driven crazy by designer stubble. He theeefo
decides to not shave himself because he believes that besigved will
maximise his odds with Una. Max sticks to this decision anesdwot shave
himself att.

Is the existence ofv; or wy sufficient to conclude that C-PD@is true?
Notoriously, the semantics for counterfactuals is a veugige matter, two
alternative theories — Stalnaker’'s and Lewis’'s — standingas the more
palatable options. In what follows we shall assume, with&bBtalnaker,
the claim that the similarity relation has a limit, while dteg neutral on the
guestion as to whether there is a unique world that is clasé tthan any
other world, or there is a set of worlds such that (a) any wirlthe set is
as similar to @ as any other world in the set and (b) any wortdide the
set is less similar to @ than any world in the set. So, we skalime that a
counterfactual of the form

(C) if P were the caseQ would be the case
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is true if and only if no member of the closest’sef worlds verifyingP fails
to satisfyQ, and false otherwise.

That said, we can proceed to address the question abovelynarmether
eitherw; or wo make C-PDQy true. As noted, both worlds verify both the
antecedent and the consequent of C-RR®owever, are thegloserto @
than any other world in which, though the antecedent of C-p0O€&Xrue, its
consequent is false? Hardly so, as the following consiaeratmanage to
show.

Just consider the second examplewhMax decides to not shave himself,
and successfully sticks to his decision. His intention,artipular, is due to
the fact that inw, Max has dated Una, and he is willing to please her by
looking rougher. In @, however, Max doast date Una. Since refraining
from dating Una is consistent with forming the intention ta shave himself
att, a whole class of possible worlds exists in which Max intetodsefrain
from shaving himself at, yet he does not date Una therein. Many worlds
within this class will probably diverge from @ more thamn. This, however,
does not prevent from there existing a third possible wagdhat is a mem-
ber of the class, and is such that, under every respect teuteldth Max’s
dating Una, is at least as similar to @vas Arguably,ws is more similar to
@ thanw,, and this is sufficient to conclude that the latter is not tosest
possible world in which Max intends to not shave himself.

More in general, it seems that, for any pair of propositi®nand Q and
worldsw; andw, such that in @ it is true tha& and it is true thaQ, w; is
not the closest world to @ in whidQ is false, ifw; is also a world in which
P is falsebut Pis consistent with~Q. In this case, there will exist a different
possible worldwv, in which Q is false that will be more similar to @ thawn
because, in itP will be true as it is in @. This line of reasoning seems to
be available for any propositioR whatsoever. So, it seems to suggest the
following principle:

(SP) For any everg, timet and worldw, such thak occurs at in w: the
closest worldv* to w in which e does not occur atis such that any proposi-
tion P, that (i) makes essential reference to a tifhe: t and (i) is such that
P is consistent witle's failing to occur at, is true inw iff it is true in w*.®

Along with SP, the worldv (or class of worlddV) that comes in consider-
ation when one wants to evaluate C-P[RG— namely, the closest world(s)
in which Max intends to not shave at— must have a past that is as similar

"This way of spelling the truth-conditions for (C) is coméei with the truth of the
Uniqueness Assumption (UA), though not committal to it. &EIA correct, the closest set
of P-worlds would simply be a singleton.

8Consistency is here conceived in the broad sense encomgadsgical, metaphysical
and nomic modalities.
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as possible to @.Let us call the relevant world($Yyp asT (WpasT). As is
clear, C-PDQ;y is true only if, inwpas7 (Wpas7), Max ends up not shav-
ing att. (As we shall shortly see, SP is a debatable principle. Itiquéar,
we shall illustrate and discuss the objection thaty s should comply with
a weaker principle — to be labelled SP* — which requires itéaify only a
subset of the past propositions that it should verify adogrdo SP. For the
time being, however, let us uncover what follows from SP eJand defer
the discussion of SP* to the next section.)

Our fundamental suggestion is that Atemporalism imposesamclusion
that wp a7 is such thatMax does shave himself thereirConsequently,
if Atemporalism forces to concluding that Max does shavedgilinatt in
Wp 451, then actual Max has no power to do otherwise. Since the argtm
can be easily generalised so to apply to any agent, worle, ttmd action-
token whatsoever, our intended conclusion is indeed AlZesias assumed
at the outset, it is a widely held conviction that power to tleowise is nec-
essary for free will, the conclusion is that Atemporalisnnisonsistent with
free will.

Let us now proceed with the argument for AD. To begin with, wedto
focus on the following principle:

(B) for any propositionP, timet, speakerx: (a) if P is true, thenx can
truthfully asserP att; (b) if P is false, therx can truthfully denyP att.°

(B) seems both meaningful and plausible: it merely says {leaen) if
truth is timeless, namely, even if there is no time in whichr@ppsition is
true (false), any time in which one assdftsandP is true (false), is a time
in which one is making a true (false) assertion. In a way, (@jvers the
means for embedding timeless truth into temporal mattés:proposition
is true (false) at no particular time, then it is truthfullyssrtable (deniable)
at any time.

Let us now put (B) into work. Assume that the proposition #ak shaves
himself att is true in @. In order to vindicate AD, we need to show that,
in wpast, the proposition that Max does not shave himselt & false.
Let us now consider the following argument, whérestands for any time
antecedent to the instant in which Max forms or does not fdrenrtention
to shave himself:

g'According to the above proviso about consistengycannot be required to verify a
past propositiorP that is true in @ ifP’s truth is logically, metaphysically or nomically
inconsistent witte's failing to occur therein.

10Thus spelt, this principle is already found in Ciprotti 2012
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1. that Max shaves himself ais true in @ [assumption]
2. that Max shaves himself tis false inwp 457 [reductioassumption]

3. inwpagr, att™ it is truthfully assertable that Max does not shave
himself att [(B), 2, semantic bivalence]

4. iIn @, att™ itis truthfully assertable that Max shaves himself #B),
1]

5. any propositiorP, relative to times up to, which is consistent with
Max’s intending to not shave himself ftis true in @ iff it is true in
Wpast [SP, df. ofwp 4s7]

6. the proposition that dt” it is truthfully assertable that Max shaves
himself att is relative to a time earlier thanand is consistent with
Max’s intending to not shave himself gfpremise]

7. the proposition that dt” it is truthfully assertable that Max shaves
himself att is true in @ iff it is true inwp 457 [5, 6]

8. the proposition that dt” it is truthfully assertable that Max shaves
himself att is false inwp 457 [3]

9. the proposition that dt” it is truthfully assertable that Max shaves
himself att is true in @ [ES, 4]

10. the proposition that dt it is truthfully assertable that Max shaves
himself att is true in @ and in it is false iwp 457 [8, 9]

11. 1 [7,10]
12. - that Max shaves himself &is true inwp 4g7.

The intuitive thrust of the argument above is the followid§SP is ac-
cepted, the most similar world to @ in which Max does intenddbshave
att must bewp 457, namely, a world that satisfies the condition that, for
any timet™ < t and propositiorP describing a possible state of the world
att™ consistent with Max’s intending to not shavetaP is true in @ iffP
is true inwp457. ONcewp 457 IS recognised as the relevant world for the
purpose to evaluating C-PD@ there is no escaping the conclusion that this
counterfactual is false, as the assumption that s differs from @ over
whether Max shaves himself tlieads to a contradiction.

As should be clear, a parallel and simpler argument is dlaileo show
that Omnitemporalism is inconsistent with power to do othee. The ar-
gument, in particular, will replace premises 3 and 4 witkpeztively,
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3*. in wp g7 it was true at~ that Max would not shave himself gt
and
4*, in @ it was true at~ that Max would shave himself &t

The argument runs, then, in a parallel way, by showing thabddwthat
diverges from actuality in that it falsifies 1 — being a wothét also falsifies
the past truth conveyed by 4* — could notWe 4 57.

3. The Main Obijection to AD

As anticipated, a way in which one could attempt to circuniwke conclu-
sion of thereductio— and the attendant generalisation that Atemporalism is
inconsistent with power to do otherwise — is to deny SP. Onddoobserve,

in particular, that SP is an excessively demanding priegcifar its require-
ment thatwp 457 agree with @ over as many past propositions as possible
does range ovegvery true propositiorthat makes reference to times up to
t. If this principle is accepted, oweductiogoes through. However, a slight
weakening of the principle is sufficient to block it. For iaste, one could
require thatwp 497 simply share a sub-set of the set of truths relative to
times up tot, namely, the set of those truths that do not entail proprssti
being time-indexed later thari*

It is easy to see that, premised with this amended principdadceforth,
SP*), ourreductiono longer goes through. Once SP is replaced with SP*,
Wp 457 IS N0 more required to share with @ future-entailing past ptopo-
sitions. So, in particular, the world that is more similardg and in which
Max does intend to not shavetats no more required to be one in which, as
in @, the following proposition is true:

(i) att™ itis truthfully assertable that Max shaves himself.at

Being so, however, neither is the world that is more simita@, and in
which Max does intend to not shave tatrequired to be one in which, as
in @, Max shaves himself at So, the counterfactual encapsulating Max’s

Yan anonymous referee has suggested that SP could be weattersedthe relevant
propositions to be reckoned with by SP should not numberethegorting factive proposi-
tional attitudes whose content makes essential refereneétre times. To achieve greater
generality, we consider the following weakening of SP: thelesion from the relevant past
propositions of those entailing propositions that makeeet$al reference to future times.
The argument that we shall propose against this second sabwill be rephrased, with just
minor reformulation, to specifically address the first one.
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power to do otherwise with respect to shaving himself — ngn@IPDOy,
— is possibly true under SP*,

The question that naturally comes next is whether one shepldce SP
with SP*. The answer that we shall argue for in what followshiat one
should not replace SP with SP*. So, even if we grant the point that our
reductiowould fall, if SP* were accepted, we shall stick to its actc@ahclu-
sion, as we believe that SP is better supported than its weakiant SP*.

4. Countering the Main Objection

Suppose, to explain, that the following proposition is tiéD:
(ii) at t Max buys the winning ticket of the State’s lottery.
(ii) entails, relative td, the future truth that, for some > t,

(iii) at t* the number written on Max’s ticket is picked by chance as the
winning ticket.

If one assumes SP*, it follows that, if (ii) is true in @, themotworlds
w; andw, may bear thesamesimilarity to @ even if (ii) is true in one of
them and false in the other, and every other proposkiotime-indexed to a
time up tot, is such thaP is true inwy iff P is true inw,. We think that this
is scarcely credible, as the only difference betwegrandws,, in the case
at issue, is that the happy event reported by (iii) occursni@ of them, as
in @, and not in the other. It is intuitive that a world in whi@h) is true,
and so at Max does buy the winning ticket, is more similar to @ — where
Max is now a wealthy fellow — than a world in which Max buys atticket
with the very same number, yettat it is the number of the ticket bought by
Thomas — Max’s archenemy — that is picked up by chande at

Admittedly, one could reply that the above argument doesyabshow
that the most similar world to @ must coincide with it also iotre past re-
porting factive propositional attitudes whose contenesiadexed to future
times. To counter this objection, we invite to consider thkofving propo-
sition:

(iv) having seen the weather forecasts, Max knewthat it would have
rained in the afternoon.

This proposition reports Max’s factive attitude towards {relative tot)
future-oriented proposition that:
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(v) it rains in the afternoon.

Suppose now that the meteorological event reported by @rsan @.
The further weakening of SP under consideration allows tossile worlds
w; andws, to bear the same similarity to @ even if:

(a) (v) is true in one of them and false in the other;

(b) every other propositioR, whose content is time-indexed to a time up
tot, is such thaP is true inw; iff Pis true inws.

We believe that this consequence is also counterintuitiver, it seems
that a world in which (v) is true, and so Max did possess kndgéeatt, is
more similar to @ — where Max is caught in an afternoon raimsteell-
prepared — than a world in which Max hastatnly a justified belief that
it will rain in the afternoon, yet it does not rain in the afteon and Max,
sadly looking at his bulky umbrella, regrets having trusted more time the
weather forecasts.

The above reply, in fact, is available on account of a featdireur argu-
mentative strategy that deserves emphasis. SP* diffems B in that it says
that the similarity between two worldg, andws, varies with the number of
propositions, which describe the pastd have no implication about the fu-
ture, that get the same truth value in each of them. SP, imastnsays that
the similarity between two worlda;, andw, varies, without further quali-
fications, with the number of propositions, which descritbe past, that get
the same truth-value in each of them. Both principles pmwdecipe that
allows determining, when one places oneself at a given tifnethe his-
tory of wy, how the history up td of the worldw, that is most similar to
w; must be constituted. However, it should not be overlookad #P* and
SP arenot provided as principles governing the similarity betweernld®
relativeto t. In other words, SP* and SP are being considered as guides
for the selection of the set of worlds which comes into quesfor the pur-
pose to evaluate counterfactuals from the point of view ofvargworld;
hence, they are meant as guides for the selection of the sevrids that
aretout courtmore similar to the target world. Once the aim of SP* and
SP is correctly understood, their plausibility must be sssé against the
principles thain generalconstrain the similarity between worlds; and there
is no denying that, among such principles, one says that, &indw, are
indistinguishable (save for the fact that verifies a truth of @ that is falsi-
fied byw,), ws should count as less similar to @ tham. SP requires that
also the future-entailing past of the most similar world be same as the
future-entailing past of the target world. So, it has a twlg-advantage over
SP*: first, it guarantees the congruence between both wavittisrespect to
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the truth-value of the future-entailing past propositicsecond, it also guar-
antees congruence with respect to the truth-value of thedyiropositions
that the former propositions entail. Therefore, set adalis general prin-
ciple governing the similarity between worlds, there is enying that SP*
is worse sustained than SP.

It is worth stressing, in conclusion, that the same conatit®rs sustain the
contention, anticipated above, that the Ockhamist distindetween a hard
and a soft past is irrelevant to the success of our argumemight be help-
ful, in the present context, to illustrate this point by iaspng the possible
suggestion that the Ockhamist distinction indesativateghe weakening of
SP considered above, and by showing that this suggesti@etisfwrong.

As briefly rehearsed above, the most central tenet of Ocldrans the
thesis that the past at a world is constituted by two diffecategories of
facts, the hard facts about the past and the soft facts aheydast. Though
the Ockhamists grant the point that no one could be endowttiné power
to make it the case that a hard fact about the past had notebtastill
they contend that someone could be endowed with the poweake ihthe
case that a soft fact about the past had not obtained. In asgeae, then,
the Ockhamists can be read as trying to differentiate betvaegenuine and
a less-than-genuine past: to the extent fhaty is regarded as a constitu-
tive feature of the genuine past, there is no denying thatrafined past
should count as less-than-genuine a past. Having in viesdiktinction be-
tween a genuine and a less-than-genuine past, it might appaaal that
two worlds’ failing to share their soft past should count iaterial to ques-
tioning whether these worlds are close enough; for, in aeseghese worlds
would be simply failing to share features of their histottieat are not gen-
uine constituents of them.

How, exactly, the distinction between hard and soft factsualthe past
should be drawn is a debated quesfibhe general idea, however, is clear
enough: a soft fact about the past is a true proposition, &/boatent is in-
dexed to a past time and whose truth depends on a futur&f&at instance,
the suggestion is that the past fact that

(vi) one million years ago it was truthfully assertable tkatler would
have invaded Poland on Septembgy 1939

is a fact only in virtue of the truth that

(vii) Hitler invades Poland on Septembe¥, 11939.

12E0r a well-informed survey of the debate, see Fischer 1989.
13Fjscher-Todd-Tognazzini 2009.
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Given that (vi)'s truth depends on (vii)’s, there is a cleanse in which
one can change the past fact reported by (vi). For instandéridould
have invaded Poland on Septembgy 1940, thereby making it the case that
(vi) had not been a fact. In a clear sense, then, (vi) is boarappear as a
less-than-genuine a feature of the past of a world.

Now, take again the second weakening of SP. According thetctosest
worlds to share the past with @ need not coincide over praposiwhich,
like (vi), report factive propositional attitudes whosentent is indexed to
future times. This qualification might appear entirely aygprate in view
of the Ockhamist distinction; for, apparently, the quadifion could now be
illuminated as sustained by the suggestion that a lessgbanine element
of the history of a world should not be something in terms ofohlits sim-
ilarity with other worlds is assessed.

The problem with this line of reasoning is that it is based guieocation.
Even if, on account of its flexible nature, a soft fact like) (gould easily
be disqualified as less-than-genuine when compared witle modaust ele-
ments of the past, like (vii), the reason why the coincidebetveen two
worlds over their flexible past should be regarded as iregleto their sim-
ilarity is not apparent. In other words, there seems to beuzwantee that
what counts as less-than-genuine — when compared agamstathdard of
a fixed past — should count as less-than-genuine for the paroevaluate
the similarity between worlds. The more so once it is redltbat, in effect,
the coincidence over the flexible past guarantees the additcoincidence
over facts that, once they will have obtained, will be ovett done with.

5. Concluding Remarks

We therefore believe that, even granting that the Ockhadtrgshctionhard—
softis unproblematically clear-cut, the foregoing considerat support our
claim that such a distinction fails to defeat our argumenttie inconsistency
of Atemporalism (and Omnitemporalism) and free will. If weeaight on
this count, to sum up, our paper successfully establishefottowing con-
clusions: (a) Atemporalism has no edge over Omnitempongdis a way-out
of SF — indeed, it falls prey to it none the less —, (b) no way-ouSF
is provided by counterfactualist analyses of free will,lsas C-PDO, and
(c) Ockhamism is of no help against SF.

It needs to be eventually stressed that our argument for 8éniditional:
it does not pretend to qualify assaunddefence of SF, for the good reason
that Atemporalism might well be an unsound view about tri8lemewhat
indirectly, our main objective in this paper could be seeswggporting the
contention that the only way to escape SF is to endorse thethi truth is
temporal.
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