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 جغرافيدانان .1

 آمريكايي سمپل چرچيل الن  .1/1
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 آمريكايي هانتينگتن الزورت  .2/1

٬٬

 استراليايي تيلر گريفيت تامس  .3/1

 شناسانروان .2

 آمريكايي کتل ريموند  .1/2
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 اتريشي فرويد زيگموند  .2/2

 اتريشي آدلر آلفرد  .3/2

 آلماني هورناي کارن  .4/2
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 آلماني فروم اريش  .5/2

 ٔ

What characterizes medieval in contrast to modern society is its lack of individual freedom…But 
altogether a person was not free in the modern sense, neither was he alone and isolated. In having a distinct, 
unchangeable, and unquestionable place in the social world from the moment of birth, man was rooted in a 
structuralized whole, and thus life had a meaning which left no place, and no need for doubt…There was 
comparatively little competition. One was born into a certain economic position which guaranteed a livelihood 

determined by tradition, just as it carried economic obligations to those higher in the social hierarchy.[13 

 آمريكايي موراي هنري  .6/2
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 آمريكايي راجرز کارل  .7/2

Freedom of choice – not being shackled by the restrictions that influence an incongruent 
individual, they are able to make a wider range of choices more fluently. They believe that they play a role in 

determining their own behavior and so feel responsible for their own behavior 

 آمريكايي راتر جوليان  .8/2

 آمريكايي کلي جرج  .9/2
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Kelly's personality theory was distinguished from drive theories (such as psychodynamic 
models) on the one hand, and from behavioral theories on the other, in that people were not seen as solely 
motivated by instincts (such as sexual and aggressive drives) or learning history but by their need to characterize 
and predict events in their social world. Because the constructs people developed for construing experience 
have the potential to change, Kelly's theory of personality is less deterministic than drive theory or learning 

theory 

 آلپورت گوردون  .10/2

 آمريكايي اسکينر اف بي  .11/2

As understood by Skinner, ascribing dignity to individuals involves giving them credit for their 
actions. To say "Skinner is brilliant" means that Skinner is an originating force. If Skinner's determinist theory is 
right, he is merely the focus of his environment. He is not an originating force and he had no choice in saying 
the things he said or doing the things he did. Skinner's environment and genetics both allowed and compelled 
him to write his book. Similarly, the environment and genetic potentials of the advocates of freedom and dignity 
cause them to resist the reality that their own activities are deterministically grounded. J. E. R. Staddon (The 
New Behaviorism, 2nd Edition, 2014) has argued the compatibilist position; Skinner's determinism is not in any 

way contradictory to traditional notions of reward and punishment, as he believed.[75 

 آمريكايي اريکسون اريک  .12/2



9 

 آمريكايي بندورا آلبرت  .13/2

His inclusion of such mental phenomena as imagery and representation, and his concept of 
reciprocal determinism, which postulated a relationship of mutual influence between an agent and its 
environment, marked a radical departure from the dominant behaviorism of the time. Bandura's expanded array 
of conceptual tools allowed for more potent modeling of such phenomena as observational learning and self-
regulation, and provided psychologists with a practical way in which to theorize about mental processes, in 

opposition to the mentalistic constructs of psychoanalysis and personology 
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Bandura was initially influenced by Robert Sears' work on familial antecedents of social 
behavior and identificatory learning. He directed his initial research to the role of social modeling in human 
motivation, thought, and action. In collaboration with Richard Walters, his first doctoral student, he engaged in 
studies of social learning and aggression. Their joint efforts illustrated the critical role of modeling in human 

behavior and led to a program of research into the determinants and mechanisms of observational learning 

In 1986, Bandura published Social Foundations of Thought and Action: A Social Cognitive Theory 
(see article), in which he re-conceptualized individuals as self-organizing, proactive, self-reflecting, and self-
regulating, in opposition to the orthodox conception of humans as governed by external forces. He advanced 
concepts of triadic reciprocality, which determined the connections between human behavior, environmental 
factors, and personal factors such as cognitive, affective, and biological events, and of reciprocal determinism, 
governing the causal relations between such factors. Bandura's emphasis on the capacity of agents to self-

organize and self-regulate would eventually give rise to his later work on self-efficacy 

Bandura's social learning theory contributes to students and teachers within the field of 
education. In 1986, Bandura changed the name of the social learning theory to social cognitive theory.[24] The 
social cognitive theory still focuses on how behavior and growth are affected by the cognitive operations that 
occur during social activities.[24] The key theoretical components of the social cognitive theory that are applied 

in education are self-efficacy, self-regulation, observational learning, and reciprocal determinism 

The social cognitive theory research offers support that modeling can be useful for 
incorporating new strategies into training for teachers.[25][27] According to Bandura's observational learning 
theory, students acquire self-regulative functions from observing models.[28] Observational learning occurs 
when students or teachers observe a well-trained model and experience increases in their knowledge and 
understanding.[28] Lastly, the mutual relationship between a student or teacher, their environment, and their 
behavior is pointed out as key components in Bandura's triadic reciprocal determinism theory.[24] The mutual 
relationships within reciprocal determinism point out what influences behavior and the results that will affect 
future thoughts.[24] In other words, when a student or teacher decides to replicate an observed behavior, that 
student or teacher's self-efficacy provides them with the confidence to attempt to perform the observed 
behavior. Self-regulation is the process he or she will use to set goals to perform the observed behavior. If the 
performed behavior leads to successful results, it will encourage them to perform similar behaviors again and 

validate their use of high self-efficacy.[27 

Reciprocal determinism is the theory set forth by psychologist Albert Bandura that a person's 
behavior both influences and is influenced by personal factors and the social environment. Bandura accepts the 
possibility of an individual's behavior being conditioned through the use of consequences. At the same time he 
asserts that a person's behavior (and personal factors, such as cognitive skills or attitudes) can impact the 
environment.[1] These skill sets result in an under- or overcompensated ego that, for all creative purposes, is 
too strong or too weak to focus on pure outcome. This is important because Bandura was able to prove the 

strong correlation between this with experiments 

Bandura was able to show this when he created the Banduras Box experiment. As an example, 
Bandura's reciprocal determinism could occur when a child is acting out in school. The child doesn't like going 
to school; therefore, he/she acts out in class. This results in teachers and administrators of the school disliking 
having the child around. When confronted by the situation, the child admits he/she hates school and other peers 
don't like him/her. This results in the child acting inappropriately, forcing the administrators who dislike having 
him/her around to create a more restrictive environment for children of this stature. Each behavioral and 

environmental factor coincides with the child and so forth resulting in a continuous battle on all three levels 

Reciprocal determinism is the idea that behavior is controlled or determined by the individual, 
through cognitive processes, and by the environment, through external social stimulus events. The basis of 
reciprocal determinism should transform individual behavior by allowing subjective thought processes 

transparency when contrasted with cognitive, environmental, and external social stimulus events 

Actions do not go one way or the other, as it is affected by repercussions, meaning one’s 
behavior is complicated and can’t be thought of as individual and environmental means. Behavior consist of 
environmental and individual parts that interlink together to function.[2] Many studies showed reciprocal 

associations between people and their environments over time.[3][4 
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 رياضيدانان .3

 فرانسوي لاپلاس يرپي  .1/3

 آلماني لايبنيتس گوتفريد  .2/3
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 هافيزيكدان .4

 انگليسي نيوتن آيزاک  .1/4
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 آلماني هايزنبرگ ورنر  .2/4

 آمريكايي کامپتون آرتور  .3/4

Compton was one of a handful of scientists and philosophers to propose a two-stage model of 
free will. Others include William James, Henri Poincaré, Karl Popper, Henry Margenau, and Daniel Dennett.[39] 
In 1931, Compton championed the idea of human freedom based on quantum indeterminacy, and invented the 
notion of amplification of microscopic quantum events to bring chance into the macroscopic world. In his 
somewhat bizarre mechanism, he imagined sticks of dynamite attached to his amplifier, anticipating the 

Schrödinger's cat paradox, which was published in 1935.[40 

Reacting to criticisms that his ideas made chance the direct cause of people's actions, Compton 
clarified the two-stage nature of his idea in an Atlantic Monthly article in 1955. First there is a range of random 

possible events, then one adds a determining factor in the act of choice.[41 

A set of known physical conditions is not adequate to specify precisely what a forthcoming 
event will be. These conditions, insofar as they can be known, define instead a range of possible events from 
among which some particular event will occur. When one exercises freedom, by his act of choice he is himself 
adding a factor not supplied by the physical conditions and is thus himself determining what will occur. That he 
does so is known only to the person himself. From the outside one can see in his act only the working of physical 
law. It is the inner knowledge that he is in fact doing what he intends to do that tells the actor himself that he is 

free.[41 

 فيلسوفان .5



14 

 آلماني کانت ايمانوئل  .1/5
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 فرانسوي كنت آگوست  .2/5

 ٔ

 ٔ

 ٔ
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 اسكاتلندي هيوم ديويد  .3/5

 آلماني نيچه فردريش  .4/5

 آلماني هگل گئورگ  .5/5
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 انگليسي راسل برتراند  .6/5

Bertrand Russell’s views on determinism and moral responsibility (from his Elements of Ethics) 
are worth quoting at length. “The grounds in favor of determinism appear to me overwhelming, and I shall 
content myself with a brief indication of these grounds,” he writes. “The question I am concerned with is not 
the free will question itself, but the question how, if at all, morals are affected by assuming determinism.” He 

goes on 

Among physically possible actions, only those which we actually think of are to be regarded as 
possible. When several alternative actions present themselves, it is certain that we can both do which we 
choose, and choose which we will. In this sense all the alternatives are possible. What determinism maintains is 
that our will to choose this or that alternative is the effect of antecedents; but this does not prevent our will 
from being itself a cause of other effects. And the sense in which different decisions are possible seems sufficient 

to distinguish some actions as right and some as wrong, some as moral and some as immoral 

It would seem, therefore, that the objections to determinism are mainly attributable to 
misunderstanding of its purport. Hence, finally it is not determinism but free will that has subversive 
consequences. There is therefore no reason to regret that the grounds in favor of determinism are 

overwhelmingly strong 

 انگليسي ميل استوارت جان  .7/5

Mill is a determinist and assumes that human actions follow necessarilyfrom antecedent 
conditions and psychological laws. This apparently commits him to the claim that humans are not free; for if 
their actions occurred necessarily and inevitably, then they could not act otherwise. With perfect knowledge of 

antecedent conditions and psychological laws, we could predict human behavior with perfect accuracy 

But Mill is convinced that humans are free in a relevant sense. In modern terminology, this 
makes him a compatibilist, someone who believes in the reconcilability of determinism and free will. Part of his 
solution to the problem of compatibility is based on the discovery of a “misleading association”, which 
accompanies the word “necessity”. We have to differentiate between the following two statements: On the one 
hand, that actions occur necessarily; on the other hand, that they are predetermined and agents have no 
influence on them. Corresponding to this is the differentiation of the doctrine of necessity (determinism) and 

the doctrine of fatalism. Fatalism is indeed not compatible with human freedom, says Mill, but determinism is 

He grounds his thesis that determinism is reconcilable with a sense of human freedom, first, (i) 
with a repudiation of common misunderstandings regarding the content of determinism and, second, (ii) with a 

presentation of what he takes to be the appropriate concept of human freedom 

i) With regard to human action, the “doctrine of necessity” claims that actions are determined 

by the external circumstances and the effective motives of the person at a given point in time. Causal necessity 
means that events are accompanied not only factually without exception by certain effects, but would also be 
under counter-factual circumstances. Given the preconditions and laws, it is necessary that a person acts in a 
certain way, and a well-informed observer would have predicted precisely this. As things were, this had to 

happen 

Fatalism advocates a completely different thesis. It claims that all essential events in life are 
fixed, regardless of antecedent conditions or psychological laws. Nothing could change their occurrence. If 
someone’s fate is to die on a particular day, there is no way of changing it. One finds this kind of fatalism in 
Sophocles “Oedipus”. Oedipus is destined to kill his father and marry his mother and his desperate attempts to 
avoid his foretold fate are in vain. The determinists of his day, Mill suggests, were “more or less obscurely” also 
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fatalists – and he thought that this explains the predominance of the belief that human will can be free only if 
determinism is false 

ii) Mill now turns to the question of whether determinism – correctly understood – is indeed 

incompatible with the doctrine of free will. His central idea is, firstly, that determinism in no way excludes the 
possibility that a person can influence his or her character; and secondly, that the ability to have influence on 

one’s own character is what we mean by free will 

Actions are determined by one’s character and the prevailing external  circumstances. The 

character of a person is constituted by his or her motives, habits, convictions and so forth. All these are governed 
by psychological laws. A person’s character is not given at birth. It is being formed through education; the goals 
that we pursue, the motives and convictions that we have depend to a large degree on our socialization. But if 
it is possible to form someone’s character by means of education, then it is also possible to form one’s own 
character through self-education: “We are exactly as capable of making our own character, if we will, as others 

are of making it for us 

 آلماني هايدگر مارتين  .8/5

 انگليسي هابز توماس  .9/5

 فرانسوي دكارت رنه  .10/5
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 ايرلندي بارکلي جرج  .11/5

George Berkeley believes as well that humans don't have free will. He believes in Determinism, 
that everyone's choices are controlled by God telephatically George Berkeley's Cognitive Theory. George 
Berkeley believes that sensory perceptions brings up certain ideas and perceptions depending on which sensory 
organ is used. Also each sense is separate and distinct from each other and are innate. As well our experience is 

postulated through our experience. As well the only access to reality that we have is through our ideas 

 انگليسي لاك جان  .12/5
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 آلماني فيشته يوهان  .13/5

 انگليسي بنتام جرمي  .14/5

The Utilitarian philosopher Jeremy Bentham lived from 1748 to 1832 and he is famous for his 
belief in the greatest happiness principle, which upholds that we should maximise pleasure and minimize pain. 
Therefore, the greatest happiness of the greatest number should be our first priority. This theory had its critics, 

since it did not accommodate the rights of the individual 

His philosophy also follows a deterministic path. In his book History of Western Philosophy, 
Bertrand Russell says 

He bases his whole philosophy on two principles, the ‘association principle’ and ‘the greatest 

happiness principle,'” says Russell 

The association principle, which is less well-known, is the theory that leads Bentham to 
determinism. “He recognizes association of ideas and language, and also association of ideas and ideas. By 
means of this principle, he aims at a deterministic account of mental occurrences. In essence, the doctrine is the 

same as the more modern theory of the ‘conditioned reflex 

 آمريكايي پرس چارلز  .15/5

Peirce's idea of Tychism was inspired by the writings of Charles Renouvier and Alfred Fouillée, 
who were proponents of irreducible chance and indeterminism decades before quantum mechanics 

But Renouvier and Fouillée were neo-Kantians who saw indeterminism and determinism as 
antinomies needing to be reconciled. Both speculated about free will somehow based on indeterminism. Peirce 
also would follow a sort of neo-Hegelian Aufhebung, reconciling the two moments, tychastic and anancastic, 
with his agapastic evolutionary love which he also called continuity or synechism. What he did say in was 
somewhat obscure and equivocal. He talks vaguely about two sides to the free-will question that he does not 

resolve 

T]he question of free-will and fate in its simplest form, stripped of verbiage, is something like 

this: I have done something of which I am ashamed; could I, by an effort of the will, have resisted the temptation, 
and done otherwise?... it is perfectly true to say that, if I had willed to do otherwise than I did, I should have 
done otherwise. On the other hand, arranging the facts so as to exhibit another important consideration, it is 
equally true that, when a temptation has once been allowed to work, it will, if it has a certain force, produce its 

effect, let me struggle how I may 

In his "Doctrine of Necessity Examined," Peirce attacks the determinism of Democritus, and 
says that "Epicurus, in revising the atomic doctrine and repairing its defenses, found himself obliged to suppose 
that atoms swerve from their courses by spontaneous chance." Peirce notes that Aristotle and Epicurus both 

admitted free will, but does not give us a cogent explanation for their beliefs 
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He (correctly) reads Aristotle as espousing absolute chance and offering a tertium quid beyond 
chance and necessity. Aristotle, he says, holds that events come to pass in three ways, namely 

by external compulsion, or the action of efficient causes, (2) by virtue of an inward nature, 

or the influence of final causes, and (3) irregularly without definite cause, but just by absolute chance; and this 
doctrine is of the inmost essence of Aristotelianism. It affords, at any rate, a valuable enumeration of the 

possible ways in which anything can be supposed to have come about 

Peirce used the theory of errors in his thirty years of scientific work for the U.S. Coast Survey, 
and his father had developed an important criterion for rejecting observational data when it was too far from 
the standard deviation of errors. For Peirce, necessity and determinism were merely assumptions. That there is 
nothing necessary and logically true of the universe, Peirce learned from discussions of the work of Alexander 
Bain in the famous "Metaphysical Club" of the 1860's, although the ultimate source for the limits on logic was 

no doubt David Hume's skepticism 

 آمريكايي جيمز ويليام  .16/5

William James simply asserted that his will was free. As his first act of freedom, he said, he 
chose to believe his will was free. He was encouraged to do this by reading Charles Renouvier. In his diary entry 

of April 30, 1870, he wrote 

I think that yesterday was a crisis in my life. I finished the first part of Renouvier's second Essais 

and see no reason why his definition of free will — 'the sustaining of a thought because I choose to when I might 
have other thoughts' — need be the definition of an illusion. At any rate, I will assume for the present — until 

next year — that it is no illusion. My first act of free will shall be to believe in free will 

James later coined the terms "hard determinism" and "soft determinism" in his essay on "The 
Dilemma of Determinism," delivered as an address to Harvard Divinity School students in Divinity Hall, on March 

13, 1884 at 7:30pm, and published in the Unitarian Review for September 1884 

Old-fashioned determinism was what we may call hard determinism. It did not shrink from such 
words as fatality, bondage of the will, necessitation, and the like. Nowadays, we have a soft determinism which 
abhors harsh words, and, repudiating fatality, necessity, and even predetermination, says that its real name is 

freedom; for freedom is only necessity understood, and bondage to the highest is identical with true freedom 

James described chance as neither of these, but "indeterminism." He said 

The stronghold of the determinist argument is the antipathy to the idea of chance. As soon as 

we begin to talk indeterminism to our friends, we find a number of them shaking their heads. This notion of 
alternative possibility, they say, this admission that any one of several things may come to pass is, after all, only 
a roundabout name for chance; and chance is something the notion of which no sane mind can for an instant 
tolerate in the world. What is it, they ask, but barefaced crazy unreason, the negation of intelligibility and law? 
And if the slightest particle of it exists anywhere, what is to prevent the whole fabric from falling together, the 

stars from going out, and chaos from recommencing her topsy-turvy reign 

James was the first thinker to enunciate clearly a two-stage decision process, with chance in a 
present time of random alternatives, leading to a choice which grants consent to one possibility and transforms 

an equivocal ambiguous future into an unalterable and simple past. (ibid., p.158 
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There is a temporal sequence of undetermined alternative possibilities followed by adequately 
determined choices 

What is meant by saying that my choice of which way to walk home after the lecture is 

ambiguous and matter of chance?...It means that both Divinity Avenue and Oxford Street are called but only 
one, and that one either one, shall be chosen 

James was considering a case where his two choices were essentially equivalent, the so-called 
"liberty of indifference" (the scholastic liberum arbitrium indifferentiae). He also imagined his actions repeated 
in exactly the same circumstances, which is regarded today as one of the great challenges to libertarian free will 

Imagine that I first walk through Divinity Avenue, and then imagine that the powers governing 
the universe annihilate ten minutes of time with all that it contained, and set me back at the door of this hall 
just as I was before the choice was made. Imagine then that, everything else being the same, I now make a 
different choice and traverse Oxford Street. You, as passive spectators, look on and see the two alternative 
universes,--one of them with me walking through Divinity Avenue in it, the other with the same me walking 
through Oxford Street. Now, if you are determinists you believe one of these universes to have been from 
eternity impossible: you believe it to have been impossible because of the intrinsic irrationality or accidentality 
somewhere involved in it. But looking outwardly at these universes, can you say which is the impossible and 
accidental one, and which the rational and necessary one? I doubt if the most ironclad determinist among you 
could have the slightest glimmer of light on this point. In other words, either universe after the fact and once 
there would, to our means of observation and understanding, appear just as rational as the other. (ibid., p.155 

 هلندي اسپينوزا باروخ  .17/5

 فرانسوي سارتر پل ژان  .18/5
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 آمريكايي دنت دنيل  .19/5

 آلماني هولباخ دِ بارون  .20/5

 انگليسي هاندريچ دت  .21/5
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In A Theory of Determinism: The Mind, Neuroscience and Life-Hopes and in the precis-book 
How Free Are You?, Honderich expounds a theory of causation as well as other lawlike connections. This he uses 
to formulate three hypotheses of a deterministic philosophy of mind. They are argued to be true, mainly on the 
basis of neuroscience. The clarity of determinism is contrasted with the obscurity of the doctrines of free will or 

origination 

The centuries-dominant philosophical traditions of determinism and freedom, Compatibilism 
and Incompatibilism, are examined. According to the first, determinism is consistent with our freedom and 
moral responsibility; according to the second, it is inconsistent with them. Honderich considers Compatibilism's 
argument that our freedom consists in voluntariness, doing what we desire and not being coerced; hence its 
conclusion that determinism and freedom can go together. He also examines Incompatibilism's argument that 
our freedom consists in origination or free will, our choosing without our choosing's being caused; hence the 

conclusion that determinism and freedom are inconsistent 

Honderich argues that both views are mistaken, since freedom as voluntariness and freedom 
as origination are each as fundamental to our lives. The real problem of the consequences of determinism is not 
choosing between the two traditional doctrines, but a more practical one: trying to give up what must be given 
up, since we do not have the power of origination. Honderich's rejection of both traditions has been taken up 

by other philosophers, many of whom find his criticisms decisive 

Honderich's Union Theory of mind and brain is defended in A Theory of Determinism. The Union 
Theory takes it as possible that conscious events like our choices and decisions are in a way subjective but are 
nevertheless physical rather than near-physical events. They stand in a kind of lawlike connection with neural 
events, sometimes called the supervenience of mental events on neural events. These psychoneural pairs, as 
Honderich calls them, are just effects of certain causal sequences, and are causes of our actions. This sort of 
physicalism, a predecessor to the notion of supervenience, has since been succeeded in Honderich's writings by 
the near-physicalism of Radical Externalism. Radical Externalism holds that perceptual consciousness does not 
have a nomic sufficient condition in a head but only a necessary one. Honderich argues that reflective and 
affective consciousness are different again. He also argues that this is consistent with contemporary 
neuroscience, rescues us from the argument from illusion or brain in a vat, and also from the dubious conclusions 

of sense-data theory and phenomenalism 

 انگليسي برلين آيزا  .22/5

 آمريكايي باربور ايان  .23/5
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 آمريكايي پاپكين ريچارد  .24/5
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 آلماني كارناپ رودلف  .25/5

 فرانسوي لکيهفو پل  .26/5

 آلماني رايشنباخ هانس  .27/5

 آلماني ماركس كارل  .28/5
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 آلماني انگلس فريدريش  .29/5

 آمريكايي چيشولم رودريك  .30/5

 آمريكايي فرانکفورت هري  .31/5

 ٔ

 ٔ
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 ٔ

 ٔ

 آمريكايي ولف سوزان  .32/5

Wolf's work centres on the relation between freedom, morality, happiness and meaningfulness 
in life. Her book Freedom Within Reason (Oxford, 1990) argues for a view of free will as the ability to do what 
one reasonably thinks is the right thing. This allows a deterministic universe to nevertheless contain 

responsibility and the feeling of autonomy for us 

 آمريكايي كين برترا  .33/5

Kane is one of the leading contemporary philosophers on free will.[2][3] Advocating what is 
termed within philosophical circles "libertarian freedom", Kane argues that "(1) the existence of alternative 
possibilities (or the agent's power to do otherwise) is a necessary condition for acting freely, and (2) determinism 
is not compatible with alternative possibilities (it precludes the power to do otherwise)".[4] It is important to 
note that the crux of Kane's position is grounded not in a defense of alternative possibilities (AP) but in the 
notion of what Kane refers to as ultimate responsibility (UR). Thus, AP is a necessary but insufficient criterion 
for free will. It is necessary that there be (metaphysically) real alternatives for our actions, but that is not enough; 

our actions could be random without being in our control. The control is found in "ultimate responsibility 

Ultimate responsibility entails that agents must be the ultimate creators (or originators) and 
sustainers of their own ends and purposes. There must be more than one way for a person's life to turn out (AP). 

More importantly, whichever way it turns out must be based in the person's willing actions. As Kane defines it 

An agent is ultimately responsible for some (event or state) E's occurring only if (R) the 
agent is personally responsible for E's occurring in a sense which entails that something the agent voluntarily (or 
willingly) did or omitted either was, or causally contributed to, E's occurrence and made a difference to whether 
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or not E occurred; and (U) for every X and Y (where X and Y represent occurrences of events and/or states) if the 
agent is personally responsible for X and if Y is an arche (sufficient condition, cause or motive) for X, then the 

agent must also be personally responsible for Y 

In short, "an agent must be responsible for anything that is a sufficient reason (condition, cause 
or motive) for the action's occurring."[5 

What allows for ultimacy of creation in Kane's picture are what he refers to as "self-forming 
actions" or SFAs — those moments of indecision during which people experience conflicting wills. These SFAs 
are the undetermined, regress-stopping voluntary actions or refrainings in the life histories of agents that are 
required for UR. UR does not require that every act done of our own free will be undetermined and thus that, 
for every act or choice, we could have done otherwise; it requires only that certain of our choices and actions 
be undetermined (and thus that we could have done otherwise), namely SFAs. These form our character or 
nature; they inform our future choices, reasons and motivations in action. If a person has had the opportunity 

to make a character-forming decision (SFA), he is responsible for the actions that are a result of his character 

Kane is one of several philosophers and scientists to propose a two-stage model of free will. 
The American philosopher William James was the first (in 1884). Others include the French mathematician and 
scientist Henri Poincaré (about 1906), the physicist Arthur Holly Compton (1931, 1955), the philosopher Karl 
Popper (1965, 1977), the physicist and philosopher Henry Margenau (1968, 1982), the philosopher Daniel 
Dennett (1978), the classicists A. A. Long and David Sedley (1987), the philosopher Alfred Mele (1995), and most 
recently, the neurogeneticist and biologist Martin Heisenberg (2009), son of the physicist Werner Heisenberg, 

whose quantum indeterminacy principle lies at the foundation of indeterministic physics.[8 

Kane's model goes beyond Daniel Dennett's by trying to keep indeterminism as late as possible 
in the process of deliberation, indeed as late as the decision itself in the SFAs (Self-Forming Actions). Kane's 
followers, Laura Waddell Ekstrom, Richard Double, and Mark Balaguer, as well as the philosopher Peter van 
Inwagen, agree that chance must be the direct cause of action. This makes them all radical libertarians, as 
opposed to those who limit chance to the early deliberative stages of the decision process, such as James, 
Popper, Margenau, Doyle and Martin Heisenberg, who are conservative or modest libertarians, following the 

two-stage models proposed by Dennett and Mele 

In his 1985 book Free Will and Values, aware of earlier proposals by neurobiologist John Eccles, 
Popper, and Dennett, but working independently, Kane proposed an ambitious amplifier model for a quantum 
randomizer in the brain - a spinning wheel of fortune with probability bubbles corresponding to alternative 

possibilities, in the massive switch amplifier (MSA) tradition of Compton 

What I would like to do then, is to show how an MSA model, using Eccles' notion of critically 
poised neurons as a working hypothesis, might be adapted to the theory of practical, moral and prudential 

decision making.[9 

But Kane was not satisfied with his solution. In the end he did not endorse it. He said it did not 
go far enough because it does not fully capture the notion of ultimate responsibility (UR) during rare "self-
forming actions (SFAs). It is merely a "significant piece in the overall puzzle of a libertarian freedom." [10] He 

explains that the main reason for failure is 

locating the master switch and the mechanism of amplification...We do not know if 

something similar goes on in the brains of cortically developed creatures like ourselves, but I suspect it must if 
libertarian theories are to succeed." [11][12 

Kane admits his basic failure is his location of indeterminism in the decision process itself. This 
makes chance the direct cause of action. He was actually quite bleak about the possibilities for a satisfactory 

libertarian model. He felt 

that any construction which escaped confusion and emptiness was likely to fall short of 

some libertarian aspirations - aspirations that I believe cannot ultimately be fulfilled." [13 

But Kane claims that the major criticism of all indeterminist libertarian models is explaining the 
power to choose or do otherwise in "exactly the same conditions," something he calls "dual rational self-
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control." Given that A was the rational choice, how can one defend doing B under exactly the same 
circumstances?" [14] Kane is concerned that such a "dual power" is arbitrary, capricious, and irrational 

Kane's latest suggestion for his occasional self-forming actions argues that the tension and 
uncertainty in our minds stirs up "chaos" that is sensitive to micro-indeterminacies at the neuronal level 

All free acts do not have to be undetermined on the libertarian view, but only those acts by 
which we made ourselves into the kinds of persons we are, namely the "will-setting" or "self-forming actions" 

(SFAs) that are required for ultimate responsibility. [15 

Now I believe these undetermined self-forming actions or SFAs occur at those difficult times 
of life when we are torn between competing visions of what we should do or become. Perhaps we are torn 
between doing the moral thing or acting from ambition, or between powerful present desires and long-term 

goals, or we are faced with difficult tasks for which we have aversions.[16 

Since he is primarily interested in cases of "liberty of indifference," the strong indeterminism 
he introduces raise the objection of loss of agent control, but Kane says the agent can beforehand decide to 
assume responsibility whichever way she randomly chose. This seems more like rationalization than reason, but 

Kane defends it 

Suppose we were to say to such persons: 'But look, you didn't have sufficient or conclusive 

prior reasons for choosing as you did since you also had viable reasons for choosing the other way.' They might 
reply. 'True enough. But I did have good reasons for choosing as I did, which I'm willing to stand by and take 
responsibility for. If these reasons were not sufficient or conclusive reasons, that's because, like the heroine of 
the novel, I was not a fully formed person before I chose (and still am not, for that matter). Like the author of 
the novel, I am in the process of writing an unfinished story and forming an unfinished character who, in my 

case, is myself.'" [17 

ۀ

 آمريكايي واتسون بي جان  .34/5
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 انگليسي اسپنسر هربرت  .35/5

 روسي پلخائف گئورکي  .36/5

٬

٬

In the words of historian Leopold Haimson, Plekhanov "denounced terrorism as a rash and 
impetuous movement, which would drain the energy of the revolutionists and provoke a government repression 
so severe as to make any agitation among the masses impossible."[9] Plekhanov was so certain of the 
correctness of his views that he determined to leave the revolutionary movement altogether rather than to 

compromise on the matter.[9 

Throughout the 1890s, Plekhanov was involved in three tasks in revolutionary literature. First, 
he sought to reveal the inner link between pre-Marxist French materialism and the materialism of Marx. His 
"Essays on the History of Materialism (1892-1893)"[30] dealt with the French materialists—Paul Holbach and 
Claude-Adrien Helvètius. Plekhanov defended both Helvètius and Holbach from attacks by Friedrich Albert 
Lange, Jules-Auguste Soury and the other neo-Kantian idealist philosophers.[31] In this series of writings, 
Plekhanov was careful to place special emphasis on the revolutionary nature of the Marxists' philosophy.[32] 
Plekhanov not only found materialism to be the motor force in history, but went on to outline a particular type 
of materialism—the "economic determinism model of materialism as the specific element that moved 

history."[33 



35 

Secondly, Plekhanov outlined a history of materialism and its struggle against bourgeois 
ideologists.[34] Bourgeois philosophers of the "great man theory of history" came under attack from Plekhanov 
from the economic determinist point of view in his 1898 book entitled "On the Individual's Role in History."[35] 
Thirdly, Plekhanov defended revolutionary Marxism against the revisionist critics—Eduard Bernstein, Pyotr 

Struve, etc.[36 

During the Russian Revolution of 1905, Plekhanov was unrelenting in his criticism of Lenin and 
the Bolsheviks, charging that they failed to understand the historically-determined limits of revolution and to 
base their tactics upon actual conditions.[38] He believed the Bolsheviks were acting contrary to objective laws 
of history, which called for a stage of capitalist development before the establishment of socialist society would 
be possible in economically and socially backwards Russia and characterized the expansive goals of his radical 

opponents' "political hallucinations."[38 

 آمريكايي اينواگن ون پيتر  .37/5

His 1983 monograph An Essay on Free Will[5] played an important role in rehabilitating 
libertarianism with respect to free will in mainstream analytical philosophy.[6] In the book, Van Inwagen 
introduces the term incompatibilism about free will and determinism, to stand in contrast to compatibilism - 

the view that free will is compatible with determinism.[7 

Van Inwagen's central argument (the Consequence Argument) for this view says that "If 
determinism is true, then our acts are the consequences of the laws of nature and events in the remote past. 
But it is not up to us what went on before we were born, and neither is it up to us what the laws of nature are. 

Therefore, the consequences of those things (including our present acts) are not up to us."[8 

Van Inwagen also added what he called the Mind Argument (after the philosophical journal 
Mind where such arguments often appeared). "The Mind argument proceeds by identifying indeterminism with 
chance and by arguing that an act that occurs by chance, if an event that occurs by chance can be called an act, 
cannot be under the control of its alleged agent and hence cannot have been performed freely. Proponents of 
[this argument] conclude, therefore, that free will is not only compatible with determinism but entails 

determinism."[9 

The Consequence Argument and the Mind Argument are the two horns in the classic dilemma 
and standard argument against free will.[10] If determinism is true, our actions are not free. If indeterminism is 

true, our actions are random and our will can not be morally responsible for them.[11 

Van Inwagen concludes that "Free Will Remains a Mystery."[12] In an article written in the third 
person called "Van Inwagen on Free Will,"[13] he describes the problem with his incompatibilist free will if 
random chance directly causes our actions.[14] He imagines that God causes the universe to revert a thousand 
times to exactly the same circumstances[15] that it was in at some earlier time and we could observe all the 
"replays." If the agent's actions are random, she sometimes "would have agent-caused the crucial brain event 
and sometimes (in seventy percent of the replays, let us say) she would not have... I conclude that even if an 
episode of agent causation is among the causal antecedents of every voluntary human action, these episodes 

do nothing to undermine the prima facie impossibility of an undetermined free act."[16 

In a paper submitted to The Journal of Ethics entitled "How to Think about the Problem of Free 
Will," Van Inwagen worries that the concept "free will" may be incoherent. He says "There are seemingly 
unanswerable arguments that (if they are indeed unanswerable) demonstrate that free will is incompatible with 
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determinism. And there are seemingly unanswerable arguments that ... demonstrate that free will is 
incompatible with indeterminism. But if free will is incompatible both with determinism and indeterminism, the 

concept 'free will' is incoherent, and the thing free will does not exist."[17 

 پزشكان .6

 فرانسوي متري لا دو ژولين  .1/6

La Mettrie believed that man worked like a machine due to mental thoughts depending on 
bodily actions. He then argued that the organization of matter at a high and complex level resulted in human 
thought. He did not believe in the existence of God. He rather chose to argue that the organization of humans 

was done to provide the best use of complex matter as possible.[9 

La Mettrie arrived at this belief after finding that his bodily and mental illnesses were associated 
with each other. After gathering enough evidence, in medical and psychological fields, he published the 

book.[12 

He further expressed his radical beliefs by asserting himself as a determinist, dismissing the use 
of judges.[8] He disagreed with Christian beliefs and emphasized the importance of going after sensual pleasure, 
a hedonistic approach to human behavior.[11] He further looked at human behavior by questioning the belief 
that humans have a higher sense of morality than animals. He noted that animals rarely tortured each other and 
argued that some animals were capable of some level of morality. He believed that as machines, humans would 

follow the law of nature and ignore their own interests for those of others.[9 


