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Robert Lockie      
 
Transcendental Argumentation as a Methodology in the 
Free Will Debates 
 
(This handout only gives the worked example of the Indirect Epistemic Transcendental 
Argument I’ll be working from – it isn’t the point to this talk, which concerns the 
methodology of TA’s, with this as its worked example) 

1. ‘Ought’ implies ‘can’. So, if one ought to argue, reflect, ratiocinate, generally: reason, r, it 

must be within one’s power to reason r. And if one ought not to reason, r', it must be within 

one’s power not to reason r'.  

2. Necessarily, given a complete state of the world at some time in the remote past and all the 

laws of nature, then p, for any arbitrary p. [Df: Determinism] 

3. We are powerless to avoid or alter the remote past or the laws of nature.  

4. We are powerless to avoid or alter p, for any arbitrary p. 

5. We are powerless to argue, reflect, ratiocinate, generally: reason, r, for any argument, 

course of reasoning or conclusion that we do not actually undertake or accept; and we are 

powerless to refrain from reasoning r' for any argument, course of reasoning or conclusion 

that we do actually undertake or accept. 

6. So, if determinism is true, it is, will be, and has always been, on all occasions false that 

anyone ought to argue, reason or conclude otherwise than they do. Whether by omission or 

commission, no one can ever be or has ever been, (deontically) irrational, unreasonable, 

epistemically unjustified, intellectually blameworthy.  

7. Because determinism globally denies us the negative, ‘irrational’, ‘unjustified’ aspect of 

any internalist value terms, it removes from us the ability to distinguish and use the positive 

‘rational’ ‘justified’ aspect of such terms. (If one affects to make no sense of anything being 

not red one cannot distinguish and use the predicate red). 

8. If determinism were true there could be no internalist, oughts-based, epistemic theory. 

(This as a totalising thesis). 
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9. But then, of no argument for determinism or the entailment from it to externalism, or for 

that externalism direct, could it be said that we ought to believe it – that we are required to 

believe it. And no course of reasoning against determinism, or against the entailment from 

determinism to externalism, or against externalism direct, can be seen as such that that we 

ought not to believe it – that in accepting it we would be (deontically) irrational or 

unjustified. There would be no libertarianism, internalism, or whatever else, such that we 

ought not to believe it. (The determinist’s opponents could however, consistently maintain 

that one ought to accept their libertarian internalism, and ought not to accept determinism).   

This is a wholly unsustainable position for the determinist to be in. 

 

Summary: 

If determinism is true, then no-one can do otherwise [2-4] and therefore no-one may reason 

otherwise [5]. Assuming that the ability to reason otherwise is necessary for someone to be 

held epistemically irresponsible [1] no-one may then be held responsible for their 

intellectually wrong actions or unjustified, irrational, cognition [6]. But if no-one is 

responsible for their unjustified cognition then no-one is epistemically justified either [7] – in 

the intended, internalist, sense [8]. If no-one is ever, under any circumstances, epistemically 

justified (in the intended, internalist, sense) then one who contends that determinism is true is 

without epistemic justification [9]. So, one cannot be epistemically justified in claiming that 

determinism is true. So, determinism is an intrinsically unjustified theory.  
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