
  
    
      
    
  


  


  Robert Kane


  
    Print publication date: Sep 2012

    Print ISBN-13: 9780195399691

    Published to Oxford Handbooks Online: Sep-12 Subject: Philosophy

    DOI: 10.1093/oxfordhb/9780195399691.001.0001
[UNTITLED]
  


  


  [image: ]


  • Oxford University Press, Inc., publishes works that further

  • Oxford University's objective of excellence

  • in research, scholarship, and education.


  • Oxford New York

  • Auckland Cape Town Dar es Salaam Hong Kong Karachi

  • Kuala Lumpur Madrid Melbourne Mexico City Nairobi

  • New Delhi Shanghai Taipei Toronto


  • With offices in

  • Argentina Austria Brazil Chile Czech Republic France  Greece

  • Guatemala Hungary Italy Japan Poland Portugal Singapore

  • South Korea Switzerland Thailand Turkey Ukraine Vietnam


  • Copyright © 2011 by Oxford University Press, Inc.


  


  • Published by Oxford University Press, Inc.


  


  • 198 Madison Avenue, New York, New York 10016


  


  • www.oup.com


  


  • Oxford is a registered trademark of Oxford University Press


  • All rights reserved. No part of this publication may be reproduced,

  • stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted, in any form or by any means,

  • electronic, mechanical, photocopying, recording, or otherwise,

  • without the prior permission of Oxford University Press.


  • Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

  • The Oxford handbook of free will / edited by Robert Kane. — 2nd ed.

  • p. cm. — (Oxford handbooks)

  • Includes bibliographical references and index.

  • ISBN 978–0–19–539969–1 (alk. paper)

  • 1. Free will and determinism. 2. Philosophy, Modern—20th century.3. Ethics, Modern—20th century. I. Kane, Robert, 1938–

  • BJ1461.F74 2011

  • 123'.5—dc22 2010032533


  • 1 3 5 7 9 8 6 4 2


  


  • Printed in the United States of America


  


  • on acid-free paper


  


  [image: ]


  


  Robert Kane


  
    Print publication date: Sep 2012

    Print ISBN-13: 8011

    Published to Oxford Handbooks Online: Sep-12 Subject: Philosophy

    DOI: 10.10�xfordhb/8011.001.0001
Contributors
  


  • Mike Almeida is professor of philosophy and chair of the department of philosophy and classics at the University of Texas at San Antonio. He works primarily in metaphysics and philosophy of religion. He is the author of The Metaphysics of Perfect Beings (2008) and many articles in philosophy of religion, ethics, and metaphysics.

  • Harald Atmanspacher has been head of the Department for Theory and Data Analysis at the Institute for Frontier Areas of Psychology in Freiburg, Germany, since 18. He has been a faculty member of the C. G. Jung-Institute Zurich since 2004 and a faculty member of the Parmenides Foundation in Capoliveri, Italy, since 2005 and has been an associate fellow of Collegium Helveticum, ETH, in Zürich, Switzerland, since 200�-in-chief of the journal Mind and Matter and writes and teaches in such areas as nonlinear dynamics, complex systems, psychophysical problems, and selected topics in the history and philosophy of science.

  • Mark Bernstein is the Joyce and Edward E Brewer Chair in Applied Ethics at Purdue University, and a founding fellow of the Oxford Centre of Animal Ethics. He has written Fatalism (12) and numerous articles on facets of the free will problem in Mind, Philosophical Studies, The Monist, and other journals. Most of his current research focuses on animal ethics. In addition to On Moral Considerability (18), Without a Tear (2004), and several articles, he has a forthcoming book provisionally entitled Human-Animal Relations (Palgrave Macmillan) that argues for a robust moral status of animals grounded on the fact that humans and animals share a loving relationship.


  • Bernard Berofsky is professor emeritus of Philosophy at Columbia University. His principal areas of interest are free will and moral responsibility, philosophy of mind, and metaphysical topics, including causation and the self. His major works are: Liberation from Self, Freedom from Necessity, Determinism, Free Will and Determinism (an anthology) and numerous articles in major philosophical periodicals. He is a member of the executive committee of the editorial board of the Journal of Philosophy and has taught at the University of Michigan, Vassar College, and the Hebrew University of Jerusalem.

  • Robert C. Bishop is associate professor of Physics and Philosophy and the John and Madeleine McIntyre Professor for the Philosophy and History of Science at Wheaton College. He has published numerous articles on reduction and emergence, nonlinear dynamics, complexity, determinism and free will. His most recent book is The Philosophy of the Social Science.

  • Randolph Clarke is professor of philosophy at Florida State University. He is the author of Libertarian Accounts of Free Will (2003) and a number of articles on agency, free will, and moral responsibility, including “Toward a Credible Agent-Causal Account of Free Will” (1993), “Modest Libertarianism” (2000), and “Dispositions, Abilities to Act, and Free Will: The New Dispositionalism” (2009).

  • Daniel C. Dennett is university professor and Austin B. Fletcher Professor of Philosophy at Tufts University. He is also the co-director of the Center for Cognitive Studies there. His most recent book on free will is Freedom Evolves (2003) and among his recent articles are “Toward a Science of Volition,” with W. Prinz and N. Sebanz, in Disorders of Volition, edited by N. Sebanz and W. Prinz (2006), and “Some Observations on the Psychology of Thinking about Free Will,” in Are We Free? Psychology and Free Will, edited by John Baer, James C. Kaufman, Roy F. Baumeister (OUP, 2008).

  • Laura W. Ekstrom is chair of the Department of Philosophy at the College of William & Mary. She is a graduate of Stanford University (B.A., Philosophy) and the University of Arizona (Ph.D., Philosophy). She is the author of Free Will: A Philosophical Study (2000) and the editor of Agency and Responsibility (2001). Her published articles include “A Coherence Theory of Autonomy” (1993), “Free Will, Chance, and Mystery” (2003), “Alienation, Autonomy, and the Self” (2005), and “Ambivalence and Authentic Agency” (2010). She is currently writing a book on luck and free will.


  • John Martin Fischer is distinguished professor and chair of the Department of Philosophy, University of California, Riverside, where he holds a University of California President's Chair. He is the author of The Metaphysics of Free Will: An Essay on Control (1994); (with Mark Ravizza), Responsibility and Control: A Theory of Moral Responsibility (1998); and Four Views on Free Will, coauthored with Robert Kane, Derk Pereboom, and Manuel Vargas (2007). He is the author of a trilogy of collections of his essays with Oxford University Press: My Way: Essays on Moral Responsibility (2006); Our Stories: Essays on Life, Death, and Free Will (2009); and Deep Control: Free Will and Values (forthcoming 2011).

  • Ishtiyaque Haji is professor of philosophy at the University of Calgary. He has research interests in action theory, ethical theory, metaphysics, and philosophical psychology. His publications include Moral Appraisability (OUP, 1998). Deontic Morality and Control (2002), Moral Responsibility, Authenticity, and Education (2008, with Stefaan Cuypers), Freedom and Value (2009), and Incompatibilism's Allure (2009).

  • William Hasker (Ph.D., Edinburgh) is professor emeritus of philosophy at Huntington University, where he taught from 1966 until 2000. His main interests in philosophy are philosophy of religion and philosophy of mind. He is the author of Metaphysics (1983), God, Time, and Knowledge (1989), The Emergent Self (1999), Providence, Evil, and the Openness of God (2004), and The Triumph of God over Evil (2008), and is coauthor or coeditor of several other volumes. He has authored numerous articles in journals and reference works. He was the editor of Faith and Philosophy from 2000 until 2007.

  • David Hodgson is a Judge of Appeal of the Supreme Court of New South Wales, Australia. Although his career has been in the law, he has had a long interest and involvement in philosophy. He has published two philosophical books through Oxford University Press, Consequences of Utilitarianism (1967) and The Mind Matters (1991), and many articles on philosophical topics including consciousness, probability, plausible reasoning, and free will.

  • Ted Honderich is Grote Professor Emeritus of the Philosophy of Mind and Logic, University College London. He takes an adequate understanding of real causation to be plain and not to include probabilistic causation, determinism to be unrefuted, thinking about determinism and freedom to require more philosophy of mind, both compatibilism and incompatibilism to be false, the problem of the consequences of determinism to be mainly attitudinal, but new thinking about freedom in connection with the nature of consciousness to be needed or desirable. His small book, How Free Are You? The Determinism Question (OUP, 1993), is the mosttranslated modern book on the subject.

  • Robert Kane is University Distinguished Teaching Professor of Philosophy Emeritus and Professor of Law at the University of Texas at Austin. He is author of Free Will and Values (1985), Through the Moral Maze (1994), The Significance of Free Will (OUP, 1996), A Contemporary Introduction to Free Will (OUP, 2005) and Ethics and the Quest for Wisdom (2010), among other works on mind and action, free will, ethics, and value theory.

  • Tomis Kapitan is professor of philosophy at Northern Illinois University. He has also taught at Birzeit University, East Carolina University, the American University of Beirut, and Bogazici University. He is the author of several articles dealing with the free will problem, practical thinking, propositional attitudes, indexical reference, logical form, the semantics of variables, abduction, terrorism, self-determination, and political rhetoric. He has also edited or coedited three volumes, including The Phenomeno-Logic of the I (1999), and coauthored The Israeli-Palestinian Conflict: Philosophical Essays on Self-Determination, Terrorism, and the OneState Solution (2008).

  • Joshua Knobe is an assistant professor at Yale University, appointed both in the Program in Cognitive Science and in the Department of Philosophy. He is one of the founders of the “experimental philosophy” movement, and he has therefore published widely in both philosophy and psychology. He is coeditor, with Shaun Nichols, of the volume Experimental Philosophy (OUP, 2008).

  • Shaun Nichols holds a joint appointment in philosophy and cognitive science at the University of Arizona. He is author of Sentimental Rules: On the Natural Foundations of Moral Judgment, coauthor (with Stephen Stich) of Mindreading: An Integrated Account of Pretense, Self-Awareness and Understanding Other Minds, and coeditor (with Joshua Knobe) of Experimental Philosophy (OUP, 2008).

  • Michael McKenna is professor of philosophy and the Keith Lehrer Chair in the Department of Philosophy and the Freedom Center at University of Arizona. He writes primarily on the topics of free will and moral responsibility. His book, Conversation and Responsibility (OUP, forthcoming), proposes a new theory of moral responsibility, one that understands responsibility in terms of a conversation between a responsible agent and those who hold her accountable for her actions. McKenna has held tenured positions at Florida State University and Ithaca College, as well as visiting positions at University of Colorado, Boulder, and Bryn Mawr College.

  • Alfred R. Mele is the William H. and Lucyle T. Werkmeister Professor of Philosophy at Florida State University and director of the Big Questions in Free Will Project (2010–13). He is the author of Irrationality (1987), Springs of Action (OUP, 1992), Autonomous Agents (1995), Self-Deception Unmasked (2001), Motivation and Agency (OUP, 2003), Free Will and Luck (OUP, 2006), and Effective Intentions: The Power of Conscious Will (OUP, 2009). He also is the editor or coeditor of The Philosophy of Action (1997), Mental Causation (1993), The Oxford Handbook of Rationality (OUP, 2004), Rationality and the Good (2007), and Free Will and Consciousness: How Might They Work? (2010).

  • Eddy Nahmias is associate professor in the Philosophy Department and the Neuroscience Institute at Georgia State University. He specializes in philosophy of mind and cognitive science, free will, moral psychology, and experimental philosophy. He has published two dozen chapters and articles in these areas, is coeditor of Moral Psychology: Historical and Contemporary Readings and is completing a book, Rediscovering Free Will (OUP), which develops a naturalistic theory of free will and considers scientific challenges to, and explanations of, free will.

  • Timothy O'Connor is professor and chair of the Department of Philosophy at Indiana University, Bloomington. He has published numerous articles in metaphysics, philosophy of mind and action, and philosophy of religion. He is the editor of Agents, Causes, and Events: Essays on Indeterminism and Free Will (OUP, 1995) and coeditor of Philosophy of Mind: Contemporary Readings (2003), Downward Causation and the Neurobiology of Free Will (2009), Emergence in Science and Philosophy and A Companion to the Philosophy of Action. He is the author of Persons and Causes (OUP, 2000) and Theism and Ultimate Explanation (2008).

  • Derk Pereboom is professor of philosophy at Cornell University. He received his Ph.D. from University of California, Los Angeles in 1985, and subsequently taught at the University of Vermont for twenty-two years. He is the author of Living without Free Will (2001), Consciousness and the Prospects of Physicalism (2011), and a coauthor of Four Views on Free Will (with Robert Kane, John Martin Fischer, and Manuel Vargas) (2007). He has published articles on free will, philosophy of mind, philosophy of religion, and history of modern philosophy.

  • Thomas Pink is professor of philosophy at King's College, London. He is the author of The Psychology of Freedom (1997), and Free Will: A Very Short Introduction (OUP, 2004) and articles on ethics and the history of philosophy. He is currently completing a two-volume study of the ethical significance of action, The Ethics of Action (OUP), dealing both with freedom and with moral normativity. He is preparing an edition of Hobbes's Questions Concerning Liberty, Necessity, and Chance for the Clarendon edition of the works of Thomas Hobbes, and an edition of Francisco Suarez's ethical and political works for Liberty Fund.

  • Paul Russell is professor in philosophy at the University of British Columbia, where he has taught since 1987. He has held research and teaching positions at Cambridge University, University of Virginia, Stanford University, University of Pittsburgh, and University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. His publications include Freedom and Moral Sentiment (OUP, 1995) and The Riddle of Hume's Treatise (2008). He has also edited, with Michael McKenna, Free Will and Reactive Attitudes (2008). His current and forthcoming projects include an edited collection The Philosophy of Free Will (with Oisin Deery) and The Limits of Free Will, which is a study of the contemporary debate.

  • Daniel Speak is associate professor of philosophy at Loyola Marymount University. He received his Ph.D. from the University of California, Riverside in 2002. His published work on free will and moral responsibility includes “Fanning the Flicker of Freedom” (American Philosophical Quarterly, 2001), “Toward an Axiological Defense of Libertarianism” (Philosophical Topics, 2004), and “The Impertinence of Frankfurt-Style Argument” (The Philosophical Quarterly, 2007). He is also interested in more general issues in metaphysics and the philosophy of religion.

  • Saul Smilansky is a professor at the department of philosophy in the University of Haifa, Israel. He is the author of Free Will and Illusion (OUP, 2000) and 10 Moral Paradoxes (2007), and numerous articles on free will and normative ethics.

  • Christopher Taylor is Paul Collins Professor of Piano Performance at the University of Wisconsin, Madison, maintaining an active career as a concert pianist and recording artist. He graduated with a B.A., summa cum laude, in mathematics from Harvard University (1992) collaboration with Daniel Dennett, the first fruit of which appeared in the first edition of The Oxford Handbook of Free Will (2002). He maintains active interests in the domains of causation and temporality, as well as in mathematical logic, computer science, and linguistics.

  • Peter van Inwagen is the John Cardinal O'Hara Professor of Philosophy at the University of Notre Dame. He has delivered the Maurice Lectures at King's College, London, the Wilde Lectures at Oxford University, the Stewart Lectures at Princeton University, and the Gifford Lectures at St Andrews University. His books include: An � (OUP, 1� Material Beings, Metaphysics (2002 [2nd ed.]), God, Knowledge, and Mystery, Ontology, Identity, and Modality, and The Problem of � (2006). He is at work on a book called Being: A Study in Ontology. He was elected to the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in 2005, and was president of the Central Division of the American Philosophical Association, 2008– 200�

  • Manuel Vargas is professor of philosophy at the University of San Francisco. With John Fischer, Robert Kane, and Derk Pereboom, he coauthored Four Views on Free Will (200�


  variety of topics including practical reason, psychopaths, evil, and Latin American philosophy.


  • Henrik Walter is professor for psychiatry, psychiatric neuroscience and neurophilosophy at the Charité in Berlin, Germany. He is board certified in neurology, psychiatry, and psychotherapy and holds doctoral degrees in medicine and philosophy. He is author of Neurophilosophy of Free Will (2001) and “Neurophilosophy of Moral Responsibility” (Philosophical Topics, 2004), and editor of several German books including The Nature of � (2003), Morality, Rationality and the � (2004), and From Neuroethics to Neurolaw? (200�


  basis of higher mental functions, in particular emotion regulation, the theory of mind, and volition.


  • David Widerker is professor at Bar-Ilan University in Israel. He has published widely on the topics of free will and moral responsibility. He is a coeditor (with Michael McKenna) of Moral Responsibility and Alternative Possibilities (2003). His recent articles include “Libertarianism and Frankfurt's Attack on the Principle of Alternative Possibilities” (Philosophical Review, 15), collaboration with Daniel Dennett, the first fruit of which appeared in the first edition of The Oxford Handbook of Free Will (2002). He maintains active interests in the domains of causation and temporality, as well as in mathematical logic, computer science, and linguistics.

  • Peter van Inwagen is the John Cardinal O'Hara Professor of Philosophy at the University of Notre Dame. He has delivered the Maurice Lectures at King's College, London, the Wilde Lectures at Oxford University, the Stewart Lectures at Princeton University, and the Gifford Lectures at St Andrews University. His books include: An � (OUP, 1� Material Beings, Metaphysics (2002 [2nd ed.]), God, Knowledge, and Mystery, Ontology, Identity, and Modality, and The Problem of � (2006). He is at work on a book called Being: A Study in Ontology. He was elected to the American Academy of Arts and Sciences in 2005, and was president of the Central Division of the American Philosophical Association, 2008– 200�

  • Manuel Vargas is professor of philosophy at the University of San Francisco. With John Fischer, Robert Kane, and Derk Pereboom, he coauthored Four Views on Free Will (200�


  variety of topics including practical reason, psychopaths, evil, and Latin American philosophy.


  • Henrik Walter is professor for psychiatry, psychiatric neuroscience and neurophilosophy at the Charité in Berlin, Germany. He is board certified in neurology, psychiatry, and psychotherapy and holds doctoral degrees in medicine and philosophy. He is author of Neurophilosophy of Free Will (2001) and “Neurophilosophy of Moral Responsibility” (Philosophical Topics, 2004), and editor of several German books including The Nature of � (2003), Morality, Rationality and the � (2004), and From Neuroethics to Neurolaw? (200�


  basis of higher mental functions, in particular emotion regulation, the theory of mind, and volition.


  • David Widerker is professor at Bar-Ilan University in Israel. He has published widely on the topics of free will and moral responsibility. He is a coeditor (with Michael McKenna) of Moral Responsibility and Alternative Possibilities (2003). His recent articles include “Libertarianism and Frankfurt's Attack on the Principle of Alternative Possibilities” (Philosophical Review, 15), “Frankfurt's Attack on the Principle of Alternative Possibilities: A Further Look” (Philosophical Topics, 2000), “Agent-Causation and the Control-Problem” (Faith and Philosophy, 2005), “Libertarianism and the Philosophical Significance of Frankfurt Scenarios” (The Journal of Philosophy, 2006), and “A Defense of Frankfurt-Friendly Libertarianism” (Philosophical Explorations, 2009).


  [image: ]


  


  Robert Kane


  
    Introduction: The Contours of Contemporary Free-Will Debates (Part 2)
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article describes the contours of contemporary debates about free will and provides an overview of the topics in this volume. It considers the following issues: free will and conflicting views about persons; the determinist question and modern science; the compatibility question and arguments for incompatibilism; classical compatibilism; new compatibilist approaches to freedom and responsibility; moral responsibility and alternative possibilities; libertarian or incompatibilist theories of free will; further views and debates on hard determinism, hard incompatibilism, free-will skepticism, illusionism, revisionism, promises, and rollbacks; neuroscience, psychology, experimental philosophy, and free will; divine foreknowledge, human freedom, and theological dimensions of free-will debates.


  moral responsibility, incompatibilist theories, free will, illusionism, neuroscience, psychology, human freedom, divine foreknowledge


  This second edition of the Oxford Handbook of Free Will, like the first edition published a decade ago, is meant to be a sourcebook or guide to current work on free will and related subjects. The first edition focused on writings of the last forty years of the twentieth century, in which there was a resurgence of interest in traditional issues about the freedom of the will in light of new developments in the sciences, philosophy, and humanistic studies. This second edition continues that focus, but adds discussion of debates about free will from the first decade of the twenty-first century. All the essays of this second edition have been newly written or rewritten for this volume. In addition, there are new essayists and essays surveying topics that have become prominent in debates about free will since the publication of the first edition.


  What is often called “the free-will issue” or “the problem of free will,” when viewed in historical perspective, is related to a cluster of philosophical issues—all of them dealt with to some degree in this volume.1 These include issues about (1) moral agency and responsibility, dignity, desert, accountability, and blameworthiness in ethics; (2) the nature and limits of human freedom, autonomy, coercion, and control in social and political theory; (3) compulsion, addiction, self-control, self-deception, and weakness of will in philosophy and psychology; (4) criminal liability, responsibility, and punishment in legal theory; (5) the relation of mind to body, consciousness, the nature of action, and personhood in the philosophy of mind and the cognitive and neurosciences; (6) the nature of rationality and rational choice in philosophy and social theory; (7) questions about divine foreknowledge, predestination, evil, and human freedom in theology and philosophy of religion; and (8) general metaphysical issues about necessity and possibility, determinism, time and chance, quantum reality, laws of nature, causality, and explanation in philosophy and the sciences. Obviously, this volume does not discuss every aspect of these complex issues, but it does attempt to show how contemporary debates about free will are related to them.


  In this introduction, I describe the contours of contemporary debates about free will and in the process provide an overview of the essays of the volume.


  


  Free Will and Conflicting Views about Persons


  The problem of free will arises when humans reach a certain higher stage of self-consciousness about how profoundly the world may influence their behavior in ways of which they are unaware (Kane 1996, 95–96). The advent of doctrines of determinism or necessity in the history of ideas is an indication that this higher stage of awareness has been reached—which accounts for the importance of such doctrines in the long history of debates about free will (Woody 1998).


  Determinist or necessitarian threats to free will have taken many historical forms—fatalist, theological, physical or scientific, psychological, social, and logical—all of which are discussed in this volume. But there is a core notion running through all forms of determinism that accounts for why these doctrines appear to threaten free will. Any event is determined, according to this core notion, just in case there are conditions (e.g., the decrees of fate, the foreordaining acts of God, antecedent physical causes plus laws of nature) whose joint occurrence is (logically) sufficient for the occurrence of the event: It must be the case that if these determining conditions jointly obtain, the determined event occurs. Determination is thus a kind of conditional necessity that can be described in variety of ways. In the language of modal logicians, the determined event occurs in every logically possible world in which the determining conditions (e.g., antecedent physical causes plus laws of nature) obtain. In more familiar terms, the occurrence of the determined event is inevitable, given these determining conditions.


  Historical doctrines of determinism refer to different kinds of determining conditions, but they all imply that every event (including every human choice or action) is determined in this general sense.2 To understand why such doctrines might seem to pose a threat to free will, consider that when we view ourselves as agents with free will from a personal standpoint, we think of ourselves as capable of influencing the world in various ways. Open alternatives seem to lie before us. We reason or deliberate among them and choose. We feel it is “up to us” what we choose and how we act; and this means that we could have chosen or acted otherwise—for, as Aristotle (1915, 1113b6) succinctly put it, “when acting is ‘up to us,’ so is not acting.” This “up to us-ness” also suggests that the origins or sources of our actions lie in us and not in something else over which we have no control—whether that something else is fate or God, the laws of nature, birth or upbringing, or other humans.


  Historical doctrines of determinism may seem to pose a threat to either or both these conditions for free will. If one or another form of determinism were true, it may seem that it would not be (a) “up to us” what we chose from an array of alternative possibilities, since only one alternative would be possible; and it may seem that (b) the origin or source of our choices and actions would not ultimately be “in us” but in conditions, such as the decrees of fate, the foreordaining acts of God or antecedent causes and laws, over which we had no control. Yet these apparent conflicts can only be the first word on a subject as difficult as this one. Many philosophers, especially in modern times, have argued that, despite intuitions to the contrary, determinism (in all of its guises) poses no threat to free will, or at least to any free will “worth wanting,” as Daniel Dennett (1984) has put it.3 As a consequence, debates about free will in the modern era since the seventeenth century have been dominated by two questions, not one— the “Determinist Question”: “Is determinism true?” and the “Compatibility Question”: “Is free will compatible or incompatible with determinism?” Answers to these questions have given rise to two of the major divisions in contemporary free will debates, between determinists and indeterminists, on the one hand, and between compatibilists and incompatibilists, on the other. There are other questions central to modern debates about free will, as we shall see. But let us look at these two first.


  The Determinist Question and Modern Science


  One may legitimately wonder why worries about determinism persisted at all in the twentieth century, when the physical sciences—once the stronghold of determinist thinking—seemed to turn away from determinism. Modern quantum physics, according to its usual interpretations, has introduced indeterminism into the physical world, giving us a more sophisticated version of the Epicurean chance “swerve of the atoms” than the ancient philosophers could ever have conceived. We have come a long way since the eighteenth century when Pierre Simon, Marquis de Laplace, could claim that discoveries in mechanics and astronomy unified by Newton's theory of gravitation, have made it possible


  to comprehend in the same analytical expressions the past and future states of the system of the world…. Given for an instant an intelligence which could comprehend all the forces by which nature is animated and the respective situation of the beings who compose it—an intelligence sufficiently vast to submit these data to analysis—it would embrace in the same formula the movements of the greatest bodies of the universe and those of the lightest atom; for it, nothing would be uncertain and the future, as the past, would be present to its eyes (Laplace 1951, 3–4).


  Twentieth-century physics threatened this Laplacean or Newtonian determinist vision in several related ways. Quantum theory, according to its usual interpretations, denies that elementary particles composing the “system of the world” have exact positions and momenta that could be simultaneously known by any such intelligence (i.e., Heisenberg's “uncertainty principle”); and it implies that much of the behavior of elementary particles, from quantum jumps in atoms to radioactive decay, is not precisely predictable and can be explained only by probabilistic, not deterministic, laws. Moreover, the uncertainty and indeterminacy of the quantum world, according to the orthodox view of it, is not merely due to our limitations as knowers but to the nature of the physical world itself.


  In the light of these indeterministic developments of twentieth-century physics, one may wonder why physical or natural determinism continues to be regarded as a serious threat to free will. That it continues to be so regarded is evident from many of the essays of this volume. Indeed, it is an important fact about the intellectual history of the past century that, while universal determinism has been in retreat in the physical sciences, determinist and compatibilist views of human behavior have been thriving while traditional anti-determinist and incompatibilist views of free will continue to be on the defensive.


  What accounts for these apparently paradoxical trends? There are four reasons, I believe, why indeterministic developments in modern physics have not disposed of determinist threats to free will, all of them on display in this volume. First, there has been, and continues to be, considerable debate about the conceptual foundations of quantum physics and much disagreement about how it is to be interpreted. Orthodox interpretations of quantum phenomena are indeterministic, but they have not gone unchallenged. These issues about determinism and indeterminism in physics and the physical sciences generally—and their implications for the free-will problem—are the subject of essays of this volume by David Hodgson, Robert Bishop, and Harald Atmanspacher.


  Hodgson's essay, “Quantum Physics, Consciousness, and Free Will,” begins with an account of how quantum physics represents physical systems and how it differs from classical physics, focusing on three features of quantum theory that have been thought to be relevant to free will: indeterminism, nonlocality, and observer-participation. Hodgson critically examines various interpretations of quantum theory, including deterministic interpretations, such as the “many-worlds” interpretation and hidden variable interpretations (of Bohm and others). In the process he discusses, among other topics, puzzles about Schrodinger's cat and a recent challenge to deterministic interpretations of quantum theory in the form of a theorem devised by mathematicians John Conway and Simon Kochen, which they provocatively call “the free will theorem” (Conway and Kochen 2006, 2009). Hodgson then turns to the possible relations between quantum physics, consciousness, and free will, discussing the views of three thinkers who have argued in different ways for the relevance of quantum theory to both consciousness and free will: mathematician Roger Penrose, physicist Henry Stapp, and neuroscientist and Nobel laureate John Eccles. The essay concludes with a discussion of Hodgson's own distinctive view about the relation of quantum physics, consciousness, and free will.


  Robert Bishop's essay, “Chaos, Indeterminism, and Free Will,” begins with a discussion of modern efforts to clarify and define the meaning of physical determinism. Four features of the Laplacean vision of physical determinism are distinguished—differential dynamics, unique evolution, value determinateness, and absolute prediction—and the relevance of each to free-will debates is discussed. Bishop then turns to the role of indeterminism in quantum mechanics and discusses current philosophical debates about the nature of indeterministic or probabilitic causation. He also considers debates about the possible relevance of chaos theory and nonlinear dynamics in physical systems to free will as well as the possible relevance of recent research on far-from equilibrium physical systems pioneered by Nobel laureate Ilya Prigogine. Bishop concludes with some general remarks about the causal completeness of physical explanations and the possibility of emergent phenomena in physical systems.


  These last two topics are considered in greater detail in the next essay by Bishop and physicist and philosopher Harald Atmanspacher, “The Causal Closure of Physics and Free Will.” The focus of their essay is the thesis known as the causal closure (or causal completeness) of physics (CoP) —the thesis, roughly, that all physical events can be fully explained by physical causes governed by the fundamental laws of physics. This thesis raises well-known questions central to free-will debates about the nature and possibility of “mental causation” of physical events, i.e., causation by psychological states and events (e.g., beliefs, desires, intentions). If all causes are physical causes, as CoP implies, it would seem that psychological states or events must be fully reducible to physical events or they would be epiphenomenal (see Kim 1998, 2005). Bishop and Atmanspacher consider objections to this closure principle and raise questions about it. In the light of their discussion of closure, they critically examine recent arguments by Lockwood (2005) and Levin (2007) (anticipated by Rietdijik 1966) that the theory of special relativity in physics has deterministic implications. Finally, they introduce a notion of “contextual emergence” (according to which lower-level descriptions of events in physical terms contain necessary, but not sufficient, conditions for higher-level descriptions in mental terms) and argue that such a notion of contextual emergence allows one to answer objections to the possibility of mental causation.


  I suggested that there were four reasons why indeterministic developments in modern physics have not disposed of worries about determinism and free will. The first reason concerns the continuing debates just mentioned about the interpretation of modern physical theories, such as quantum theory and relativity. A second reason is that contemporary determinists and skeptics about free will are often willing to concede (for the sake of argument) that the behavior of elementary particles is not always determined (cf. Honderich 1988; Weatherford 1991; Pereboom 1995). But they insist that this has little bearing on how we should think about human behavior, since quantum indeterminacy is comparatively negligible in macroscopic physical systems as large as the human brain and body. If physical systems involving many particles and higher energies tend to be regular and predictable in their behavior, modern determinists argue that we can continue to regard human behavior as determined at the macroscopic level “for all practical purposes” (or “near-determined,” as Honderich [1988, 1993] put it) even if microphysics should turn out to be indeterministic; and this is all that determinists need to affirm in free will debates. (This line of thought is developed by Honderich in his essay, which I discuss below.)


  In addition, one often hears the argument that if undetermined quantum events did sometimes have nonnegligible effects on the brain or behavior, this would be of no help to defenders of free will. Such undetermined events would be unpredictable and uncontrollable, like the unanticipated emergence of a thought or the uncontrolled jerking of an arm—just the opposite of what we think free and responsible actions would be like (see, e.g., Dennett 1984; G. Strawson 1986; Honderich 1988; Double 1991). This argument has been made in response to suggestions by prominent twentieth-century scientists (such as Nobel prize-winning physicist A. H. Compton [1935]) that room might be made for free will in nature if undetermined events in the brain were somehow amplified to have large-scale effects on human choice and action. Unfortunately, this modern version of the Epicurean swerve of the atoms seems to be vulnerable to the same criticisms as its ancient counterpart. It seems that such undetermined events in the brain or body would occur spontaneously and would be more of a nuisance—or perhaps a curse, like epilepsy—than an enhancement of an agent's freedom. As a result, modern debates about free will, as we see in many essays of this volume, have not only been concerned with questions about whether free will is compatible with determinism, but also about whether it is compatible with indeterminism.


  A fourth, and perhaps the most important, reason why indeterministic developments in modern physics have not disposed of worries about determinism and free will has to do with developments in other sciences. While determinism has been in retreat in the physical sciences, developments in other sciences—biology, neuroscience, psychology, psychiatry, social and behavior sciences—have been moving in the opposite direction. They have convinced many persons that more of our behavior is determined by causes unknown to us and beyond our control than previously believed. These scientific developments include a greatly enhanced knowledge of the influence of genetics and heredity upon human behavior; a rapidly growing body of research on the functioning of the brain in the neurosciences; a greater awareness of biochemical influences on the brain; the susceptibility of human moods and behavior to drugs; the advent of psychoanalysis and other theories of unconscious motivation; the development of computers and intelligent machines that mimic aspects of human cognition in deterministic ways; comparative studies of animal and human behavior that suggest that much of our motivational and behavioral repertoire is a product of our evolutionary history; and the influences of psychological, social, and cultural conditioning upon upbringing and subsequent behavior. (The impact of such trends on contemporary free-will debates is considered in many essays of this volume to which I will refer below, including those of Mele, Walter, McKenna, Taylor and Dennett, Knobe and Nichols, and Nahmias.)


  The Compatibility Question and Arguments for Incompatibilism


  These continuing concerns about determinism make the second pivotal question of modern free-will debates, the Compatibility Question, all the more important: Is free will compatible or incompatible with determinism? If it should turn out that determinism poses no real threat to free will because the two can be reconciled, then continuing worries about determinism in physics and other sciences would be misplaced. We could have all the freedom “worth wanting,” even if determinism should turn out to be true. To show that this is so has been the goal of modern compatibilists about free will since Thomas Hobbes in the seventeenth century. And compatibilist views continue to be popular in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries because they seem to offer a simple resolution of the conflict between ordinary views of human behavior from a practical standpoint and theoretical images of human beings in the natural and social sciences.


  The prevalence of compatibilist views has in turn shifted the burden of proof back upon those who believe that free will is incompatible with determinism to provide arguments in support of their view; and one of the interesting developments of the past forty years is that new arguments for incompatibilism have appeared to meet this challenge. Recall the two features of free will mentioned earlier that seem to imply its incompatibility with determinism—(a) it is “up to us” what we choose from an array of alternative possibilities and (b) the origin or source of our choices and actions is in us and not in anything else over which we have no control. Most modern arguments for the incompatibility of free will and determinism have proceeded from condition (a)—the requirement that an agent acted freely, or of his or her own free will, only if the agent had alternative possibilities, or could have done otherwise. Let us refer to this requirement as the “alternative possibilities” (AP) condition. (It is also sometimes called the “could have done otherwise” condition or the “avoidability” condition.)


  The case for incompatibility from this AP (or “could have done otherwise”) condition has two premises:

  1. The existence of alternative possibilities (or the agent's power to

  do otherwise) is a necessary condition for acting freely, or acting “of

  one's own free will”;

  2. Determinism is not compatible with alternative possibilities (it

  precludes the power to do otherwise).


  Since it follows from these premises that determinism is not compatible with acting freely, or acting of one's own free will, the case for incompatibilism from AP (and the case against) must focus on one of these premises. In fact, there have been heated and labyrinthine debates in recent philosophy about both premises. Premise 1 is just the AP condition itself (i.e., free will requires alternative possibilities or the power to do otherwise) and it has been subjected to searching criticisms. But I shall begin with premise 2, which has usually been regarded as the most crucial (and vulnerable) premise since it asserts the incompatibility of determinism with the power to do otherwise.


  The most widely discussed argument in support of premise 2 in recent philosophy, the so-called “Consequence Argument,” is the subject of two further essays (comprising Part III) in this volume by Daniel Speak and Tomis Kapitan. The Consequence Argument was first formulated in varying ways in modern times by Carl Ginet (1966, 1980), David Wiggins (1973), Peter van Inwagen (1975, 1983), James Lamb (1977), and (in a theological form) by Nelson Pike (1965).4 Alternative formulations have since been proposed and defended by many others. Van Inwagen, who offers three versions of the argument, regards the three as versions of the same basic argument, which he calls the “Consequence Argument” and states informally as follows:


  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 these things (including our present acts) are not up to us (van Inwagen 1983, 16).


  To say “it is not up to us what went on before we were born” or “what the laws of nature are” is to say that there is nothing we can now do to alter the past before we were born or the laws of nature. But if determinism is true, the past before we were born and the laws of nature jointly entail our present actions. So it seems that there is nothing we can now do to make our present actions other than they are. In sum, if determinism were true we would never have the power to do otherwise than we actually do, and hence determinism would preclude alternative possibilities, as premise 2 asserts.


  Daniel Speak, in “The Consequence Argument Revisited,” surveys the most recent versions of this Consequence Argument and objections to them. He points out that “the” Consequence Argument, as stated by van Inwagen in the above quote, is really a schema for a whole family of arguments that may be regarded as particular versions or instantiations of the Consequence Argument. Speak considers objections made to some of the more wellknown versions of the argument and recent attempts by defenders to answer these objections by offering reformulated versions of it. Many objections involve a principle van Inwagen called “Beta,” which is regarded by many as the most controversial assumption of the argument.5 Beta is a “transfer of powerlessness” principle, which states, roughly, that if you are powerless to change something “p” (e.g., the past or the laws of nature), then you are also powerless to change any of the logical consequences of “p.” Speak discusses various formulations of Beta as well as purported counterexamples to it and responses to these counterexamples by current defenders of the Consequence Argument. He also considers other issues related to the argument, e.g., about the fixity of the laws and the past, among others.


  Tomis Kapitan's essay offers, as its title indicates, “A Compatibilist Reply to the Consequence Argument.” Like many compatibilist critics of the argument, Kapitan believes its soundness depends upon how one interprets modal notions such as power or ability (to bring something about) and avoidability (the power to do otherwise). Kapitan's essay explores these “practical modalities,” and he shows how different interpretations of them yield different versions of the Consequence Argument. In the light of this discussion, he critically examines some familiar compatibilist responses to the argument, including those based on conditional analyses of the ability to do otherwise (which are discussed in the next section) and the response of David Lewis (1981), and finds them wanting. An adequate response, Kapitan argues, must identify an ability to act that is adequate for moral responsibility, yet invalidates the Consequence Argument; and the remainder of his essay attempts to identify such a notion.


  Classical Compatibilism: Interpretations of “Can,” “Power,” and “Could Have Done Otherwise”


  Historically, most compatibilists have believed, like Kapitan, that the Consequence Argument and all arguments for incompatibilism can be defeated by giving a proper analysis of what it means to say that agents can (or have the power or ability to) do something; and consequently there has been much debate in recent philosophy about the meaning of these notions. Traditionally, compatibilists have defined freedom generally in terms of “can,” “power,” and “ability.” To be free, they have insisted, means in ordinary language (i) to have the power or ability to do what you will (desire or choose or try) to do, and this entails (ii) an absence of constraints or impediments preventing you from doing what you will (desire or choose or try) to do. Note how the notion of “will” enters this picture. To be able to do what you will to do may variously mean what you desire (or want) to do or what you choose (or intend) to do or what you try (or make an effort) to do. “Will” thus becomes a cover term for several different notions, all expressing in one way or another what we “will” to do. (In Kane 1996, chapter 2, I showed how these different notions relate to different senses of the term “will” in historical debates about free will, e.g., appetitive will, rational will, and striving will.6)


  The constraints or impediments compatibilists typically have in mind preventing us from doing “what we will” may be internal constraints, such as paralysis or mental impairment, that affect our abilities to act, or external constraints, such as being physically restrained or coerced, that affect our ability and/or opportunities to act. You lack the freedom to meet a friend in a café across town if you are paralyzed or unconscious, tied to a chair, in a jail cell, lack transportation, or someone is holding a gun to your head preventing you. In this manner, compatibilists have insisted that (i) and (ii) capture what freedom means in everyday life—i.e., an absence of such constraints and hence the power (which equals ability plus opportunity) to do what you will to do.


  A view that defines freedom in this way has been called classical compatibilism by Gary Watson (1975), and this is a useful designation. Classical compatibilists include well-known philosophers of the modern era such as Thomas Hobbes, David Hume, and John Stuart Mill, as well as numerous twentieth century figures (e.g., A. J. Ayer [1954], Moritz Schlick [1966], and Donald Davidson [1973]). Despite differences in detail, we can say that what these classical compatibilists have in common is that they define the freedom to do something in terms of (i) and (ii). What do they say about the freedom to do otherwise? They typically offer conditional or hypothetical analyses of the freedom to do otherwise in terms of (i) and (ii): Given that you have acted in a certain way, to say (iii) you were “free to do otherwise” or “could have done otherwise,” is to say that no constraints or impediments would have prevented you from doing otherwise, had you willed to do so. In other words, “you would have done otherwise, if you had willed (desired or chosen or tried) to do otherwise.” Classical compatibilists then typically argue that if the freedom to do otherwise has such a conditional or hypothetical meaning, it would be compatible with determinism. For it may be that you would have done otherwise, if you had willed to do otherwise (since nothing would have prevented you), even though you did not in fact will to do otherwise and even if what you in fact willed to do was determined.


  Recent debates about the adequacy of such conditional analyses of freedom and about classical compatibilism in general are the subject of Bernard Berofsky's essay, “Compatibilism After Frankfurt: Dispositional Analyses of Free Will,” which is the first of four essays (of Part IV) surveying recent compatibilist theories of freedom and responsibility. Berofsky's essay begins with a discussion of objections to conditional or hypothetical analyses of freedom (and hence objections to classical compatibilism) that began to surface in the 1950s and 1960s in the work of Austin (1961), Chisholm (1964), Lehrer (1964, 1968), Anscombe (1971), and others. Four such objections to conditional analyses are discussed by Berofsky, some of which, he argues, can be successfully rebutted by classical compatibilists, but several of which present serious problems. These problems, as he explains, have led over the past fifty years to the abandonment of conditional analyses of freedom (and hence to the abandonment of classical compatibilism) by many “new” compatibilists inspired by the work of Harry Frankfurt (1969, 1971), P. F. Strawson (1962), and others. These “new” compatibilist views are the subjects of the essays by Michael McKenna and Paul Russell (also in Part IV), to which I turn in the next section.


  The concern of Berofsky's essay, by contrast, is with the work of recent compatibilists who have resisted attempts to abandon classical compatibilism altogether and have attempted instead to offer improved conditional analyses of freedom that might escape the usual criticisms of such analyses. These new “conditionalist compatibilists,” as Berofsky calls them (who include Michael Smith [2003], Kadri Vivhelin [2004], Michael Fara [2008]), among others),7 appeal to insights from the rich recent philosophical literature on dispositions, or dispositional powers, and subjunctive conditionals to argue that free will is a kind of dispositional power and that dispositional powers are analyzable in terms that are compatible with determinism. Berofsky critically examines these views and the recent work on dispositions to which they appeal, arguing that while they are an improvement over classical compatibilist analyses of freedom, they face certain objections that have not yet been successfully answered. Berofsky thinks compatibilists must look beyond conditional accounts of freedom (to issues about the nature and alterability of laws) if they are to fully blunt the force of incompatibilist arguments; and he explains his own compatibilist alternative in these terms at the end of his essay.


  Beyond Classical Compatibilism: New Compatibilist Approaches to Freedom and Responsibility


  As noted, the two essays of Part IV following Berofsky's, by Michael McKenna and Paul Russell, deal with “new” compatibilist theories of freedom and moral responsibility that emerged in the past fifty years, inspired by the work of Harry Frankfurt (1969, 1971) (in the case of McKenna's essay) and by work of P. F. Strawson (1962) (in the case of Russell's essay).


  McKenna, in “Contemporary Compatibilism: Mesh Theories and ReasonsResponsive Theories,” considers two of the most widely discussed types of new compatibilist theories under the headings of “mesh theories” and “reasons-responsive theories.” To understand the motivations for mesh theories, one must consider another shortcoming of classical compatibilism that was pointed out by Frankfurt and other modern philosophers. In a seminal paper (“Freedom of the Will and the Concept of a Person,” 1971), Frankfurt argued that to have freedom of will it is not sufficient to be able to do what you will or desire without impediments, as classical compatibilists such as Hobbes held. For it may be that your lack of freedom lies not in the inability to express your will or desires in action, but rather in the nature and structure of your will or desires themselves. For example, persons who act on desires arising from compulsions, phobias, addictions, psychotic episodes, or other disorders of the will, may be free to act on those desires without impediments (nothing, for example, may be preventing the drug addict from taking drugs), and yet there is another more important sense in which their acting on such (compulsive or addictive) desires is not free.


  In order to explain freedom of will in the light of these facts, Frankfurt (1971: 7) argued that persons, unlike similar animals, “have the capacity for reflective self-evaluation that is manifested in the formation of second-order desires”—desires to have or not to have various first-order desires. Free will and responsibility require that we assess our first-order desires or motives and form “second-order volitions” about which of our first-order desires should move us to action. Our “wills”—the first-order desires that move us to action—are free, according to Frankfurt, when they are in conformity with our second-order volitions, so that we have the will (first-order desires) we want (second-order desires) to have, and in that sense we “identify” with our will. In this manner, free will consists in a certain “mesh” or conformity between our first-order desires and higher-order desires.8


  Mesh theories of such kinds are called hierarchical theories of free will for obvious reasons. Classical compatibilism is deficient, according to hierarchical theorists such as Frankfurt, because it gives us only a theory of freedom of action (being able to do what we will) without a theory of freedom of will in terms of the conformity of first- and higher-order desires. But hierarchical theories of this kind can remain compatibilist since they define free will in terms of a mesh between desires at different levels without requiring that desires at any of these levels be undetermined. It does not matter, as Frankfurt puts it, how we came to have the wills we want to have, whether by a deterministic process or not. What matters is that we have the wills we want and the power to realize them in action. That is what makes us free.


  The first part of McKenna's essay critically examines hierarchical theories, focusing initially on Frankfurt's theory, which is the most widely discussed of such theories.9 McKenna considers three kinds of objections that have been made of Frankfurt's hierarchical theory—concerning manipulation, weakness of will, and “identification” with higher-order desires—and critically examines Frankfurt's recent attempts to answer these objections. In the light of these objections, McKenna then discusses other mesh theories put forward by new compatibilists, including the “valuational” or “structural” theory of Gary Watson (1975, 1987a) and the “planning” theory of Michael Bratman (1997, 2003, 2004, 2007). For Watson, the relevant “mesh” required for free agency is not between higher- and lower-order desires, as with Frankfurt, but between an agent's “valuational system” (i.e., beliefs about what is good or ought to be done), which has its source in the agent's reason, and the “motivational system” (which includes desires and other motives). Watson thus revives the ancient Platonic opposition between reason and desire, arguing that freedom consists in a certain conformity of desire to reason. For Bratman, the relevant mesh required for free agency is between desires and general intentions (rather than between lower and higher-order desires) where intentions are construed as self-governing policies of practical reasoning. McKenna critically examines how these alternative mesh theories fare in the light of the original objections made to Frankfurt's theory.


  In the second half of his essay, McKenna turns to reasons-responsive compatibilist views of free agency. Such views require that for agents to be free and responsible, they must be “responsive to reasons,” in the sense that they must be able to recognize and evaluate reasons for action, and be able to act in some manner that is sensitive to a suitable range of reasons. To be reasons-responsive in this sense does not necessarily require that agents could have done otherwise (e.g., they may not have had any good reasons to do otherwise) and so such responsiveness to reasons is compatible with determinism. McKenna first considers Susan Wolf's “reason view,” which he interprets as a reasons-responsive view with a strong normative content. For Wolf, freedom consists in the ability to do “the right thing for the right reasons,” and so requires the normative ability to appreciate and to act in accordance with “the True and the Good.”10 McKenna discusses common objections that have been made to this “reason view” and Wolf's recent attempts to answer them. The remainder of his essay is devoted to the most widely discussed reasons-responsive view in the contemporary philosophical literature, that of John Martin Fischer and Mark Ravizza. After a careful analysis of the Fischer/Ravizza view, McKenna examines six objections that have been made to it in the extensive literature on this view over the past ten years and Fischer's attempts to respond to these criticisms.


  Paul Russell's essay, “Moral Sense and the Foundations of Responsibility,” discusses another important class of new compatibilist theories of agency and responsibility, frequently referred to as reactive attitude theories. Such theories have their roots in another seminal essay of modern free-will debates, P. F. Strawson's “Freedom and Resentment” (1962). In that essay, Strawson argued that free-will issues are crucially about the conditions required to hold persons responsible for their actions and that responsibility is constituted by persons adopting certain “reactive attitudes” toward themselves and others—attitudes such as resentment, admiration, gratitude, indignation, guilt, and the like. To be responsible, according to Strawson, is to be a fit subject of such attitudes. It is to be enmeshed in a “form of life” (to use Wittgenstein's apt expression for this view) in which such reactive attitudes play a constitutive role.


  Moreover, this form of life of which the reactive attitudes are constitutive is such that, according to Strawson, we could not give it up, even if we found that determinism was true, because we could not give up assessing ourselves and others in terms of the reactive attitudes if we continued to live a human form of life. Strawson thus contends that the freedom and responsibility required to live a human life (whatever else they may involve) must be compatible with determinism. Freedom and responsibility do not require some mysterious indeterminist or “contra-causal” free will, as incompatibilists claim.11


  This Strawsonian reactive attitude view has inspired considerable debate since the 1960s, which is documented in Russell's essay. Russell begins with a detailed analysis of Strawson's view itself, disentangling three strands of Strawson's argument—rationalist, naturalist, and pragmatic. While Russell is broadly sympathetic to reactive attitude views, he identifies and discusses difficulties with all three strands of Strawson's argument. He then considers other recent reactive attitude views that have attempted to remedy flaws in Strawson's view, focusing particularly on the view of R. Jay Wallace (1994). Wallace supplies an account of moral capacity, which is missing in Strawson's view, in terms of an account of what Wallace calls “reflective self-control.” And Wallace explains our susceptibility to distinctively “moral” reactive attitudes, such as indignation, resentment, and guilt, in terms of this account of moral capacity. Russell examines objections to Wallace's view, including a recent objection by Angela Smith (2007), and objections to reactive attitude views generally by compatibilists, such as Gary Watson and hard incompatibilists, such as Derk Pereboom. He concludes with suggestions of his own about how a reactive attitude approach to moral responsibility that builds on the work of Strawson, Wallace, and others might be successfully developed.


  In the final essay of Part IV, “Who's Still Afraid of Determinism?: Rethinking Causes and Possibilities,” Christopher Taylor and Daniel Dennett argue, in defense of compatibilism, that objections to compatibilist accounts of free agency are based on a flawed understanding of the relationship of such notions as possibility and causation to freedom and agency. They undertake an analysis of the relevant notions of possibility and causation to show this. Dennett is a long-time proponent of his own brand of compatibilism, which he has defended in influential works, such as Elbow Room (1984) and the more recent Freedom Evolves (2003). Taylor and Dennett's essay develops a compatibilist view consistent with these works, with special attention to technical issues about the nature of causation and possibility. In the process, they discuss recent technical views about the nature of causality, particularly that of Judea Pearl (2000). They also develop some interesting analogies concerning the functioning of computers to argue that the flexibility, reflexivity, and creativity that free will requires are consistent with the hypothesis that human behavior, like that of intelligent machines, is determined.


  Moral Responsibility and Alternative Possibilities: Frankfurt-Type Examples


  An important part of contemporary debates about free will has concerned the nature and requirements for moral responsibility (and related notions such as desert, blameworthiness, and praiseworthiness for actions). Indeed, many contemporary philosophers who engage in these debates define “free will” as the kind of freedom—whatever it may be—that is required for genuine moral responsibility. As a result, debates about free will have been impacted in the past forty years by important new arguments suggesting that moral responsibility does not require alternative possibilities and hence that free will might not have such a requirement as well (in which case arguments for incompatibilism, such as the Consequence Argument, would fail). The three essays comprising Part V of this volume, by John Martin Fischer, David Widerker, and Ishtiyaque Haji, examine the extensive recent literature on this topic.


  The most important of the new arguments that moral responsibility does not imply alternative possibilities, and by far the most widely discussed, appeal to what have come to be known as “Frankfurt-type examples” (or “Frankfurt-style examples,” or sometimes simply “Frankfurt-examples”).12 Such examples were first introduced into contemporary free-will debates about forty years ago in another seminal article by Frankfurt (1969, 829) with the intent of undermining what he called the “principle of alternative possibilities” (PAP): “a person is morally responsible for what he has done only if he could have done otherwise.”


  Frankfurt-type examples, including Frankfurt's original example, typically involve a controller who can make an agent do whatever the controller wants (perhaps by direct control over the agent's brain). This controller will not intervene, however, if the agent is going to do on his or her own what the controller wants. Frankfurt argues that if the controller does not intervene because the agent performs the desired action entirely on his or her own, the agent can then be morally responsible for what he or she does (since the agent acted on his or her own and the controller was not involved)— even though the agent literally could not have done otherwise (because the controller would not have allowed it). If this is so, PAP would be false: The agent would be morally responsible, though the agent could not in fact have done otherwise. And if “free will” is regarded as the kind of freedom that is required for moral responsibility, as it is by many philosophers on different sides of the free-will debate, then free will would also not require alternative possibilities (the AP condition would fail as well). Neither moral responsibility nor free will would require alternative possibilities, and arguments for incompatibilism, such as the Consequence Argument, would be thwarted.


  Note that one might go on to imagine, as defenders of Frankfurt-type examples have done, a “global” Frankfurt controller hovering over agents throughout their lifetimes, so that the agents never could have done otherwise; and yet the controller never in fact intervenes because the agents always do on their own what the controller wants. Such a global controller would be a mere observer of events, never actually intervening in the agents’ affairs (a mere “counterfactual intervener,” in John Fischer's words). It seems that the agents would act “on their own” throughout their lifetimes and could thus be responsible for many of their actions even though they never could have done otherwise and never had any alternative possibilities.


  The first essay of Part V by John Martin Fischer, “Frankfurt-Type Examples and Semicompatibilism: New Work,” provides an overview of arguments for and against Frankfurt-type examples over the past few decades. Fischer considers various strategies by which critics of these examples have tried to rescue PAP, or variations of it, and he considers various responses to these critics. Fischer is a defender of Frankfurt-type examples, whose prior writings have contributed as much as any other contemporary philosopher to our understanding of their implications. He believes that moral responsibility does not require alternative possibilities (i.e., he denies PAP). But, surprisingly, Fischer is also an advocate of his own version of the Consequence Argument (Fischer 1994) and believes that freedom does imply alternative possibilities. The resulting view, which Fischer calls semicompatibilism, has been defended by him as well as Mark Ravizza in a number of writings (Fischer 1994; Ravizza 1994; Fischer and Ravizza 1998). According to semicompatibilism, moral responsibility is compatible with determinism (since it does not require the power to do otherwise), whereas freedom (which does require this power) is not compatible with determinism. Fischer concludes with an explanation of what motivates this semicompatibilist position and how he has tried to give a positive compatibilist account of moral responsibility in terms of notions of guidance control and reasons-responsiveness.


  In contrast to Fischer, David Widerker is a long-time critic of Frankfurttype examples and a defender of PAP. His essay, “Frankfurt-Friendly Libertarianism,” begins by reviewing a major objection to Frankfurt-type examples that he has made in past writings (Widerker 1995a, 1995b) and which he calls here the “Dilemma Objection.” This objection, which was also made in various forms by Kane (1985, 1996), Ginet (1996), and Wyma (1997), has been the most widely discussed objection to Frankfurt-type examples of the past fifteen years.13 Widerker reviews the case for this Dilemma Objection against Frankfurt-type examples. He also explains why he thinks PAP has an initial plausibility for many persons. This plausibility is grounded, Widerker has argued, in a principle he calls the “principle of reasonable expectations” (PAE): An agent is morally blameworthy for a given act only if, in the circumstances, it would be morally reasonable to expect the agent to have done something else. As he notes, this plausible principle presupposes that there is something else the agent could have done in the circumstances and thus provides support for PAP.


  In the present essay, however, Widerker goes on to explain that, while he continues to believe that PAE provides powerful support for PAP, he has since altered his view in some respects regarding PAP and Frankfurt examples. Widerker now thinks that libertarians about free will can agree with Frankfurt that there may be some situations in which PAP is false, i.e., in which agents can be held morally responsible, even though they could not have done otherwise in a significant sense. These would be situations in which actions are undetermined and the agents may have had some alternatives, but they had no morally significant alternatives. Widerker argues that in situations of such kinds agents can be held morally responsible for their actions, even in a libertarian sense. He calls such a view “Frankfurt-friendly libertarianism.” He does not endorse it outright, for he continues to believe that PAE provides powerful support for PAP. But he argues that this more “Frankfurt-friendly” view is another possible option open to libertarians in response to Frankfurttype examples.


  Ishtiyaque Haji, author of the third essay of Part V, “Obligation, Reason, and Frankfurt-Examples.” gives an unusual twist to debates about Frankfurt-type examples. In a number of important works, Haji (1998, 2002a) has argued that Frankfurt-type examples do indeed show that Frankfurt's PAP is false. To that extent, he sides with Frankfurt and other defenders of the examples. But Haji does not think this fact quite settles matters about the compatibility of free will and moral responsibility with determinism. For he thinks that judgments about moral obligation (i.e., morally “deontic judgments”) do presuppose that agents have alternative possibilities. Haji defends the thesis that if agents are to be fit subjects of “morally deontic judgments”—i.e., if they can be said to have moral obligations to perform certain actions and to refrain from performing others—they must have the power to act and to act otherwise. He further argues that, if moral praiseworthiness and blameworthiness for actions presuppose that the agents praised or blamed are “fit subjects of morally deontic judgments” (as he also argues they are), then moral praiseworthiness and blameworthiness would also presuppose the power to act and to act otherwise. In defending these claims, Haji makes use of a technical analysis of the notion of moral obligation in terms of accessible possible worlds advanced by Fred Feldman (1986, 1990) and Michael Zimmerman (1996, 2008). And he applies this analysis to other issues relevant to free-will debates, concerning moral reasons for action and the Kantian principle that “‘ought’ implies ‘can.’”


  Libertarian or Incompatibilist Theories of Free Will: The Intelligibility Question


  The essays of Part VI deal with contemporary libertarian theories of free will, those which affirm a free will that is incompatible with determinism.14 Libertarians about free will must not only answer the determinist and compatibility questions by denying determinism and denying the compatibility of free will and determinism, they must also answer a third pivotal question that has been at the heart of modern debates about free will and may be called the Intelligibility Question. Can one make sense of a freedom or free will that is incompatible with determinism? Is such an incompatibilist freedom coherent or intelligible, or is it, as many critics contend, impossible, mysterious, or terminally obscure?

  The Intelligibility Question has its roots in an ancient dilemma: If free will is not compatible with determinism, it does not seem to be compatible with indeterminism either. (One might say that the Compatibility Question is about the first half of this dilemma, whereas the Intelligibility Question is about the second half.) An event that is undetermined might occur or not occur, given the entire past. Thus, whether or not it actually occurs, given its past, would seem to be a matter of chance. But chance events are not under the control of anything, hence not under the control of agents. How then could they be free and responsible actions? Since ancient times, reflections such as these have led to a host of charges that undetermined choices or actions would be “arbitrary,” “capricious,” “random,” “irrational,” “uncontrolled,” “inexplicable,” or merely “matters of luck or chance,” i.e., not really free and responsible actions at all.


  One of the significant features of free-will debates of the last forty years is that an increasing amount of attention has been given to this Intelligibility Question concerning libertarian free will. (Indeed, I would venture to say that there has been as much, if not more, detailed writing and discussion about this question in the past forty years than in the entire prior history of free-will debate.) It is one thing for libertarians to put forth arguments for incompatibilism or to point out flaws in compatibilist accounts of free agency (as they have often done); it is quite another to give a positive account of the libertarian free agency that will show how such a free will can be reconciled with indeterminism and how it is to be related to modern views of human behavior in the natural and human sciences. Efforts to give positive accounts of incompatibilist or libertarian free agency—and criticisms of these efforts —in recent philosophy are discussed in Part VI of this volume in essays by Timothy O'Connor, Randolph Clarke, Thomas Pink, Laura Ekstrom, and Robert Kane.


  It is now customary to sort positive libertarian theories of free agency and free will into three categories: (I) Agent-causal (or AC) theories, (II) Noncausalist or Simple Indeterminist theories, and (III) Causal Indeterminist or Event-Causal theories. There are in addition different versions of each of these kinds of theory. Agent-causal theories postulate “a sui generis form of [nonevent] causation” by an agent or substance that is not reducible to causation by states or events of any kinds involving the agent, physical or mental (O'Connor 1995a, 7). (I will follow the common practice of hyphenating expressions such as “agent-cause” and “agent-causation” when talking about AC theories to indicate that a special kind of relation is intended.) Noncausalist or simple indeterminist theories insist that free choices or actions are uncaused events, which are nonetheless explicable in terms of an agent's reasons or purposes. Causal indeterminist or event causal (EC) theories maintain that agents cause their “free actions via [their] reasons for doing so, but indeterministically” (O'Connor 1975, 7) Of the essays of Part VI, O'Connor's deals with agent-causal theories, Pink's with noncausalist theories, and those of Ekstrom and Kane with two versions of EC theories. Clarke's essay is a critique of all three types of libertarian theory.


  O'Connor's essay, “Agent-Causal Theories of Freedom,” provides an overview of recent AC theories, explaining what motivates them to postulate an “ontologically primitive” notion of causation by an agent or substance that is not reducible to ordinary modes of event-causation. O'Connor considers different accounts of the agent-causal view which have been defended by libertarians, such as C. A. Campbell (1967), Roderick Chisholm (1966, 1976), Richard Taylor (1966), John Thorp (1980), Michael Zimmerman (1984), Richard Swinburne (1997),15 Godfrey Vesey (see Vesey and Flew 1987), Alan Donagan (1987), William Rowe (1991), Randolph Clarke (1993, 1996a), and O'Connor himself (1995a, 2000).16 Some of these philosophers (Taylor, Swinburne, Vesey, and Rowe) argue that a special notion of nonevent substance-causation is necessary to account for all (intentional) actions of agents, whereas others (O'Connor included) argue that such a notion is needed only to explain free actions, allowing that actions of agents that are not free (e.g., habitual or compulsive behaviors) may be explained without appeal to a special form of agent-causation.


  O'Connor also poses the question whether agent-causal theories require a substance dualism of mind and body—as some philosophers have suspected —since they posit a causal relation between an agent and action irreducible to ordinary modes of causation.17 O'Connor argues that AC theories do not necessarily require substance dualism, but may require causal powers and properties that are ontologically emergent, “while still being powers and properties of the biological organism.” Finally, he addresses and tries to answer a number of objections that have been made to agent-causal theories, many in the past decade, by Clarke (2003, 2005), Galen Strawson (1986), Mele (1995, 2006a, 2007), van Inwagen (2000), and Pereboom (2005), among others.


  Clarke's essay, “Alternatives for Libertarians,” discusses objections to all three kinds of libertarian theory. In earlier writings, Clarke was known as a defender of a distinctive agent-causal libertarian theory, which he called an “integrated” agent-causal theory. This theory addressed a common criticism of traditional AC theories, namely, that they did not give an adequate account of the role of psychological events, such as the agent's having certain beliefs and desires, in the causal genesis of action. On Clarke's integrated view, free actions were agent-caused in a special nonevent way (as all AC theorists hold), but they were also probabilitically caused by psychological events, including the agents having certain beliefs and desires (Clarke 1993, 1996a). In the past decade, however, beginning with his book, Libertarian Accounts of Free Will (2003), Clarke came to have doubts about agent-causal theories in general, including his own.18 Because he continued to be critical of the other two kinds of libertarian theories, these doubts led to doubts about libertarian theories in general.


  In his essay for this volume, Clarke first reprises and further develops his criticisms of noncausalist and event-causal (EC) libertarian theories. He argues that libertarian theories of both kinds face as yet unresolved problems including issues about luck and control, the requirements of intentional action, and the role of psychological causes in free agency.19 Clarke then turns to agent-causal theories which he once defended. He explains his reasons for now doubting the possibility of “causation by an enduring substance, which does not consist in causation by events involving that substance” (such as AC theorists propose), and concludes on a skeptical note about the viability of libertarian accounts of free will generally.


  Noncausalist libertarian theories of free agency have been prominently defended in contemporary philosophy by Carl Ginet (1990) and Hugh McCann (1998) as well as by Thomas Pink (2004a) and Stewart Goetz (2002a, 2002b, 2008). Pink's essay, “Freedom and Action without Causation: Noncausal Theories of Freedom and Purposive Agency,” discusses and defends a noncausalist approach to libertarian free agency. He begins with a brief history of accounts of action and purposiveness in the Aristotelian tradition and late medieval philosophy, to which Pink is sympathetic. This tradition makes an important distinction between actions occurring “within” the will (such as decisions or choices) and actions occurring “outside” the will and motivated by the will (such as “overt” actions involving bodily movement). Efficient causation in the Aristotelian sense plays a role in the explanation of the latter, which are caused by the (decisions or intentions) of the will. But actions or decisions of the will itself, he argues, are explained not in terms of efficient causation, but by Aristotelian formal causation, i.e., in terms of the internal contents of the decisions themselves, their intentional objects or goals, or what they were decisions to do.


  This traditional picture of action, Pink argues, was radically transformed in modern action theory, beginning with Hobbes. All actions came to be viewed as motivated and caused by prior pro-attitudes (e.g., wants or desires) of the will and the special nature of actions of the will itself (i.e., decisions) was lost. Because decisions, like other actions, had to be caused by prior events, Hobbes opened the door for modern determinist and compatibilist accounts of action and free will. With these historical preliminaries in mind, Pink proceeds in the remainder of his essay to develop a noncausalist account of free agency that retrieves the insights of pre-Hobbesian medieval action theory, according to which decisions of the will are explained in terms of the purposes of agents, without being (efficiently) caused by prior events. Pink contrasts his view with other noncausalist views and attempts to answer criticisms of noncausalist views by agent-causalists and others.


  Positive libertarian theories of the third kind, causal indeterminist or eventcausal (EC) theories (the subjects of the essays by Ekstrom and Kane) allow that free choices or decisions may be indeterministically or probabilistically caused by prior psychological states, such as beliefs, desires, and other motives, without being determined by those prior states. Such theories come in two varieties, depending on whether they place the indeterminism required for freedom at the moment of choice itself and at some point earlier in the deliberative process, such as in the undetermined coming-to-mind of considerations that bear on choice or in the formation of preferences. Clarke (2003) calls theories of the first kind, which place the indeterminism at the moment of choice itself, “centered” EC theories and those of the second kind, which place the indeterminism earlier in the deliberative process, “deliberative” EC theories.


  Deliberative EC theories were first suggested in recent philosophy by Dennett (1978a) and Kane (1985), though neither unqualifiedly endorsed them. Dennett, a compatibilist, argued that placing indeterminism earlier in the deliberative process and not in choices themselves fell short of giving libertarians all they needed by way of responsibility. Kane, a libertarian, argued (1985) that placing indeterminism earlier could only be part of an adequate libertarian theory, which he believed required a “centered” element as well. A deliberative EC theory was later developed by Mele (1995), who also did not unqualifiedly endorse it. Mele showed that a deliberative EC approach would give libertarians some of what they wanted in the way of freedom and autonomy with indeterminism, but he remained agnostic on the Compatibility Question. Most recently, a deliberative EC view has been defended by Bob Doyle (2010; n.d.), who calls it a “twostage” model of libertarian freedom—an indeterministic stage in which considerations come to mind influencing choice followed by a determined stage in which the agent exercises control over which choice is made in the light of these considerations. Doyle argues that such a deliberative EC libertarian view was prefigured by William James, among other thinkers.


  Laura Ekstrom's view is also classified by Clarke as a deliberative EC libertarian view, since she also places the indeterminism earlier in the deliberative process rather than in choice or decision itself. But her view differs from other deliberative EC views because she places the indeterminism in the “formation of preferences,” which then influence deliberation and choice. Ekstrom's essay, “Free Will is Not a Mystery,” defends an event-causal libertarian view of this kind. To introduce the view, the first half of her essay deals with another notion that has been entwined with contemporary debates about free will and has also generated a large recent literature, the notion of autonomy or self-determination.


  Following Gary Watson ( 1987a), Ekstrom regards autonomy as one of two necessary conditions for free agency (the other being alternative possibilities). She defends a “coherence theory of autonomy,” according to which one acts autonomously when one's act is nondeviantly caused by a “preference” that has been formed or is maintained without the coercive influence of others and coheres with one's other preferences. Preferences, for Ekstrom, are desires formed by way of a process of critical evaluation. This coherence account of autonomy, as she notes, can be interpreted in compatibilist terms. But Ekstrom believes free agency also requires alternative possibilities and she thinks these require indeterminism. She argues that indeterminism can be introduced into the picture of autonomous action by supposing that free actions result by “normal causal processes” from preferences that were “noncoercively formed” and were “caused but not determined by [the agent's] considerations, that is, by the inputs to her deliberative process.” Ekstrom concludes by responding to arguments of van Inwagen (2000, 2002b) that libertarian free will “remains a mystery.”


  My own essay in Part VI, “Rethinking Free Will: New Perspectives on an Ancient Problem,” discusses and defends a “centered” EC libertarian view of free will that places the indeterminism in choices or decisions themselves. I note that no such view, and indeed no EC view of any kind, played a significant role in free-will debates prior to the 1960s when I first began developing such a view. Libertarians typically defended their view by appealing (a) to agent-causation of a nonevent kind in the manner of Thomas Reid (some adding substance dualism to the mix) or they argued (b) that explanations of actions in terms of reasons are not causal explanations, so that free actions were uncaused. In short, libertarian views were either agent-causal or noncausalist, or some combination of the two. The possibility of an alternative (centered) causal indeterminist or EC view was suggested by a number of thinkers, including David Wiggins (1973), Richard Sorabji (1980), and Robert Nozick (1981), but my 1985 book was the first to develop such a view in detail.20 The view has gone through many refinements since in response to the critical literature.


  I discuss these refinements and this critical literature in my essay after summarizing the centered EC theory and my motivations for formulating it, with special attention to criticisms of the past decade. In doing so, I discuss issues about self-forming actions, efforts of will, the phenomenology of free decision making, the relation of the theory to neuroscience, complex dynamical systems, agency and control of decisions given indeterminism, and responses to alleged regresses attending the view, including issues about the first self-forming actions of childhood. I also respond to a number of different versions of the so-called “luck objection” against libertarian free will. Finally, I argue that a coherent libertarian account of free will requires rethinking the Compatibility Question as well as the Intelligibility Question. The case for the incompatibility of free will and determinism cannot be made, I argue, by appealing to alternative possibilities (or the AP condition) alone, but also requires appealing to another condition associated with free will, which I call the condition of ultimate responsibility (UR). UR is related to the second consideration, mentioned earlier, that has historically fueled incompatibilist intuitions about free will (besides AP), namely, that agents having free will must be in some sense the ultimate sources of their actions or their wills to perform them.21


  Further Views and Debates: Hard Determinism, Hard Incompatibilism, FreeWill Skepticism, Illusionism, Revisionism, Promises, and Rollbacks


  Not all of those who believe that free will is incompatible with determinism affirm the existence of free will (as libertarians do). Some incompatibilists also believe that determinism is true and so are committed to denying the existence of free will. Those who take such a stand are commonly referred to as hard determinists. The designation originated with the American philosopher and psychologist William James (1956), who distinguished “soft” from “hard” determinists. Both believe that all human behavior is determined. But soft determinists are compatibilists who insist that determinism does not undermine any free will or responsibility worth having, whereas hard determinists are incompatibilists who take a harder line: Since determinism is true, free will does not exist in a sense required for genuine responsibility, accountability, blameworthiness, or desert.


  Few thinkers have been willing to embrace such a hard determinist position unqualifiedly, since it would require wholesale changes in the way we think about human relations and attitudes, how we treat criminal behavior, and so on. This has not prevented hard determinism from being unequivocably endorsed by some (e.g., Baron d'Holbach in the eighteenth century and Clarence Darrow and Paul Edwards [1958] in the twentieth), but unequivocal endorsement has been rare. Nonetheless, there is a core or kernel of the traditional hard determinist position that has persisted into the twentiethcentury and continues to play a significant role in contemporary free-will debates.


  To understand this kernel, note that traditional hard determinism is defined by three theses: (1) Free will is incompatible with determinism and (2) free will (in an incompatibilist sense) does not exist because (3) determinism is true. Modern thinkers who hold the kernel of hard determinism accept theses 1 and 2, but are not committed to thesis 3—the universal truth of determinism. Aware of developments in twentieth-century physics, these modern thinkers remain noncommittal about the truth of determinism, preferring to leave that question to the scientists. Yet they remain convinced that (1) free will and determinism are incompatible and that (2) free will (of the incompatibilist or libertarian kind) does not exist.


  This is the kernel of traditional hard determinism—theses 1 and 2. What is interesting about this kernel is that it amounts to a rejection of both compatibilism and libertarianism. For, anyone who accepts thesis 1 holds against compatibilists that free will is incompatible with determinism; and anyone who also accepts thesis 2 holds against libertarians that there is no free will of the libertarian or incompatibilist kind. In short, those who hold this kernel are skeptics about free will, rejecting both compatibilist and libertarian solutions to the free-will problem. One such thinker, Derk Pereboom (2001), has called a view of this skeptical kind, hard incompatibilism. Hard incompatibilists are “incompatibilists” by virtue of thesis 1 (true free will is not compatible with determinism) and “hard” by virtue of thesis 2 (true free will does not exist).


  Pereboom discusses and defends a hard incompatibilist position of this kind in the first essay of Part VII, “Free-will Skepticism and Meaning in Life.” To do so, he first explains why he rejects both compatibilism and libertarianism as adequate solutions to the free-will problem. Pereboom's rejection of compatibilism is based upon his so-called “four-case manipulation argument.” This intriguing argument, which is not easily summarized, has generated an extensive critical literature in the past decade or so since it was introduced. Regarding libertarianism, Pereboom thinks the two most prominent theories, (centered) EC libertarianism and agent-causal (AC) libertarianism, fail for different reasons. The former, he argues, falls prey to the “luck objection,” whereas the latter is not plausible, he believes, given our best scientific theories.


  The remainder of Pereboom's essay is concerned with the practical implications of the hard incompatibilist position at which he arrives. Accepting such a skeptical position, Pereboom concedes, requires giving up “our ordinary view of ourselves as blameworthy for immoral actions and praiseworthy for moral ones.” But he argues that such a view would not have the dire consequences many people fear for a host of everyday concerns that matter to us—e.g., moral reform and education; crime prevention; interpersonal relations; reactive attitudes, such as guilt, repentance, and forgiveness; attitudes toward achievement and worth; and the ways we treat others, including children.22 He argues in general that the consequences of hard incompatibilism would not be as destructive as many people believe and would be compensated by benefits in the form of more humane treatment of others.


  Saul Smilansky, “Free Will, Fundamental Dualism, and the Centrality of Illusion,” is another philosopher who holds what I have been calling the kernel of traditional hard determinism, namely, theses 1 (free will is incompatible with determinism) and 2 (libertarian free will does not exist). But Smilansky's view is otherwise unusual among contemporary views of free will. It is defined by two radical theses. The first, Fundamental Dualism, says that we can and should be both incompatibilists and compatibilists about freedom and responsibility. There is no reason, Smilansky argues, why it should not be the case that certain forms of moral responsibility, desert, and blame require libertarian free will, whereas other forms can be sustained without it. Thus, if libertarian free will is impossible (as he believes [thesis 2]), there is no reason why we have to choose between hard determinism or compatibilism. We can hold a mixed view that embraces what is true in both hard determinism and compatibilism, while denying that either has the whole truth.


  Smilansky's second thesis, Illusionism, is even more radical. In contrast to Pereboom (and also to Honderich, whose essay follows), Smilansky thinks the consequences for humanity of widespread belief that we lack libertarian free will would be dire and destructive. Illusion about free will is therefore morally necessary., he argues (this is the thesis of Illusionism). It is not that Smilansky thinks we need to induce illusory beliefs in people to the effect that they have free will—in Brave New World fashion—but rather that such beliefs are already “in place”: Most people either do not question whether they have libertarian free will if they are libertarians or, if they are compatibilists, assume they have all the freedom and responsibility they need; and these illusory beliefs play a largely positive social and moral role, he thinks. Recognizing that this thesis of Illusionism is likely to meet with considerable resistance, Smilansky offers a series of arguments in the latter part of his essay to show the necessity of illusion by attempting to deepen our understanding of the difficulties that would prevail without it.


  Ted Honderich, “Effects, Determinism, Neither Compatibilism nor Incompatibilism, Consciousness,” comes as close as any contemporary thinker to the classical hard determinist position in influential works, such as Honderich 1988, 1993, and in his essay for this volume. Honderich clearly expresses what I have been calling the kernel of hard determinism with regard to a certain traditional idea of free will: He argues that the traditional notion of free will requires a power of ultimate “origination” of choices or actions that is incompatible with determinism (thesis 1). And he argues that no such power of ultimate origination could exist in the real world, so that libertarian free will in this traditional sense is impossible (thesis 2). In his essay, Honderich reviews his arguments for these claims. In addition, he expresses his continuing belief that determinism in physics is still an open question, despite quantum theory, and that, in any case, human behavior, neural events, and human choices would not be significantly affected by indeterminism in the microworld. Honderich also argues that compatibilists and incompatibilists are both mistaken to the extent that they claim that the only kind of freedom we have a conception of is the one they champion. In fact, freedom has a number of different meanings, he argues, some compatible with determinism, some not.23 (It is worth noting that not all compatibilists or incompatibilists would deny this latter claim.) Honderich concludes with a brief discussion of consciousness and how it provides standing in the world that can give life meaning, even if determinism should be true.


  Manuel Vargas's essay, “Revisionist Accounts of Free Will: Origins, Varieties, and Challenges,” deals with yet another kind of free-will theory, revisionism, that is comparatively new and has come into prominence only in the past decade. Vargas himself has played an important role in making revisionist views a significant part of current free-will debate. To distinguish revisionism from other views, he asks us first to consider that hard determinists and hard incompatibilists (of the kinds we have just been considering) are eliminativists about free will. They believe free will is incompatible with determinism. But because they also believe an incompatibilist free will is impossible or not scientifically plausible, they deny that free will exists. Revisionism provides an alternative to such views. Rather that denying we have free will, revisionists with incompatibilist intuitions, who come to believe that an incompatibilist free will is impossible, would instead conclude that free will was not exactly what they previously thought it to be (i.e., it was not incompatibilist). They would, in effect, revise their view of free will in a compatibilist direction, rather than denying free will altogether.


  Such a revisionist compatibilism would obviously differ from both hard determinism and libertarianism. But, less obviously, it would also differ from ordinary compatibilist views. For compatibilists have traditionally argued that incompatibilist intuitions about free will (whether of hard incompatibilists or libertarians) are confused and misguided and that careful analysis of our ordinary notions of freedom and responsibility will show this. Our ordinary understanding of freedom and responsibility, they have argued, is compatibilist, and revision is unnecessary. By contrast, revisionist compatibilists need not deny that many of our everyday intuitions about freedom and responsibility are compatibilist. But they may be less willing to dismiss incompatibilist intuitions as totally groundless or simply mistaken. They may hold, as Vargas suggests, that our intuitions about free will and responsibility are a mixed bag, involving some incompatibilist elements and some compatibilist ones, while arguing that the incompatibilist elements should be expunged, because they require what cannot be realized. Vargas's essay provides an informative account of the origin of revisionist views of this kind in recent philosophy and a useful taxonomy of kinds of revisionist views. He concludes with a discussion of future challenges for revisionist approaches to free will and moral responsibility.


  It should not go unnoticed that a common theme of most of the views discussed thus far in Part VII—hard determinism, hard incompatibilism, illusionism, revisionist compatibilism—is that an incompatibilist or libertarian free will is impossible or not scientifically plausible. For those persons with incompatibilist intuitions who believe this, the question becomes how one should react to this fact (“there is no free will, but we can live with its absence”; “don't ask, don't tell”; “revise one's view of what free will is,” and so on). It is thus fitting that the final two essays of Part VII return to this pivotal question of whether an incompatibilist freedom is possible and provide additional perspectives on it.


  In “A Promising Argument,” Peter van Inwagen reconsiders an argument he initially put forward in an essay that appeared in the first edition of The Oxford Handbook of Free Will—“Free Will Remains a Mystery”—purporting to show that libertarian free will is impossible. Some explanation is necessary here, because van Inwagen is known as a libertarian about free will and is perhaps the most well-known proponent of the Consequence Argument. Nonetheless, though he continues to defend the Consequence Argument and continues to believe libertarian free will is the correct view of it, van Inwagen also believes there are strong, as yet unanswered, arguments suggesting that libertarian free will may be impossible. Hence, in his view, libertarian free will “remains a mystery.” (Ekstrom calls such a view free-will “mysterianism” and she also discusses it in her essay, as noted.)


  One of the arguments for the impossibility of libertarian free will put forward in van Inwagen's contribution to the first edition of this Handbook—an argument about “promising”—is revisited by him in his essay of this edition. This argument rests on the insight that if one believes one's future free choice is a libertarian free choice and so must be undetermined, one is not in a position to make a promise to someone that one will choose as he or she wishes. The argument that van Inwagen develops on the basis of this insight is related to a general problem about incompatibilist free will mentioned earlier—namely, that indeterminism does not enhance the power or control agents have over their choices or actions, but would in fact diminish their power and control, and hence would diminish their freedom. Van Inwagen now believes that an objection made to his original “promising argument” by Michael Bratman shows it to be flawed, and he offers here a revised version of the argument that attempts to escape Bratman's objection. The upshot of the revision, however, is that the promising argument is not as comprehensive as previously assumed. Van Inwagen now distinguishes between strong and weak versions of libertarianism; and he argues that the revised version of the promising argument works against the stronger versions, but not all versions. Nonetheless, the argument is important in his view because it shows that many forms of libertarianism (including ones that many libertarians hold) are indeed impossible.


  In their essay, “Rollbacks, Endorsements and Indeterminism,” Michael Almeida and Mark Bernstein consider yet another well-known argument in recent philosophy purporting to show that a libertarian free will is incoherent and impossible. This argument (which is also made by van Inwagen among others) has come to be known as the “Rollback Argument.” It rests on a thought experiment in which the universe is repeatedly rolled back (by God on some versions) to the precise point where a person is faced with a libertarian choice, say to lie or not lie. If the choice is undetermined, then in some percentage of these possible universes (e.g., 42%), the agent lies, and in the others (58%), she tells the truth. The argument attempts to show that if this is the case, then on each replay the outcome that occurs will be a matter of chance, and if the occurrence of one choice rather than the other is a matter of chance on each replay, then this would be the case as well for the choice that occurred in the actual world. Almeida and Bernstein subject this much-discussed Rollback Argument to critical examination. They consider how it is related to time, to changes in abilities and in measures of chance over time, and to agents’ “endorsements” of their choices; and they raise questions about the validity of the argument in the light of these considerations.


  Neuroscience, Psychology, Experimental Philosophy, and Free Will


  As noted earlier, while determinism has been in retreat in the physical sciences during the twentieth century, developments in sciences other than physics—biology, neuroscience, psychology, psychiatry, social, and behavior sciences—have convinced many persons that more of their behavior is determined by causes unknown to them and beyond their control than previously believed. The most important of these new scientific developments for free-will debates, especially in the past two decades, has been the explosion of free-will–related research in the neurosciences and in related fields of cognitive science and psychology.24 The first two essays of Part VIII, by Alfred Mele and Henrik Walter, survey this recent neuroscientific and psychological research and examine its relevance for contemporary freewill debates. The other two essays of Part VIII, by Joshua Knobe and Shaun Nichols, and Eddy Nahmias, respectively, raise general questions about the relevance of the cognitive and neurosciences for free-will debates and they also prominently deal with the relevance of what has come to be called “experimental philosophy” for free-will debates.


  Alfred Mele has written influential works on all aspects of the free-will problem. But in recent years he has focused his attention on evaluating the relevance of neuroscientific and psychological research to free-will debates (e.g., Mele 2004, 2006a, 2008a, 2009). His essay for this volume, “Free Will and Science,” critically examines the work of two figures in these fields whose work has had a significant impact on recent free-will debates, neuroscientist Benjamin Libet and psychologist Daniel Wegner. Libet's groundbreaking experimental studies on human subjects relating brain activities to the appearance or production of conscious experience, volition, and willed action have been much discussed by philosophers and scientists over the past several decades and have influenced subsequent scientific research on these subjects. Libet and his colleagues found that voluntary acts are preceded by a specific electrical charge in the brain (the “readiness potential”) that begins several hundred milliseconds before the human subjects become consciously aware of their intention to act. This suggests that the volitional process is initiated unconsciously. Mele discusses the Libet experiments in some detail along with other more recent neuroscientific experiments on willed action, arguing that such experiments do not necessarily have the negative implications regarding voluntary action and intentional control of action that Libet and other scientists and philosophers have assumed.


  The second half of Mele's essay deals with the arguments of psychologist Daniel Wegner, whose book, The Illusion of Conscious Will (2002), has had a significant impact on free-will debates since its publication. Wegner argues that our experience of conscious control over our willed actions is an illusion. Voluntary actions are initiated unconsciously and our conscious awareness of them is caused by (rather than causing) the physical processes in the brain that cause the actions. In support of these claims, Wegner appeals in part to the Libet experiments and other neuroscientific experiments on voluntary action. But he also appeals to a variety of other psychological studies providing evidence, e.g., that people are not conscious of some of their actions, that they sometimes believe they intentionally did things they in fact did not do, and that they sometimes do things automatically and for no good reason. Mele critically examines Wegner's arguments and some of the neuroscientific and psychological studies on which they rely. He argues that although such studies show that there are limitations to our free agency, they fall short of demonstrating Wegner's thesis that conscious willing is always illusory.


  Henrik Walter's essay, “Contributions of Neuroscience to the Free-will Debate,” discusses a range of recent research in cognitive neuroscience and social psychology with implications for free-will debates, including (1) experiments of social psychologists showing that unconscious cognitive and emotional factors sometimes influence our actions and decisions although we are unaware of these influences and think we had our own conscious reasons to act; (2) evidence from clinical neuroscience and studies of splitbrain patients that our conscious reasons are sometimes confabulations; and (3) neuroscientific studies of moral reasoning and cognitive control, among other topics. Walter, who is a neurologist and neuropsychiatrist as well as a philosopher, discusses the challenge of neuroscience to our everyday ways of thinking about morality and about moral and legal responsibility and argues that neuroscience may require that we revise our views to some degree about these matters in the future.


  Another important new development in free-will debates of the past ten years is the influence on these debates of what has come to be called “experimental philosophy.” The final two essays of Part VIII deal with this new development as well as with the influence of research in the cognitive and neurosciences on free will debates. Experimental philosophy is motivated by the thought that philosophers often appeal to ordinary intuitions to elucidate and support their positions on free will, morality, and other subjects. Experimental philosophers believe that we should use more systematic and controlled approaches to elucidating these ordinary “folk” intuitions and beliefs than philosophers usually employ. Thus they employ empirical studies, such as surveys of nonphilosophers which present subjects with various scenarios and questions, in order to elucidate the ways ordinary folk think about philosophical questions. Experimental philosophers do not claim that such studies of folk intuitions resolve philosophical debates. But they do think experimental studies can be a valuable corrective to philosophers who may assume too readily that their own intuitions are universally held. Such studies can also help to determine to what extent philosophical theories are systematizing common intuitions or “revising” them. Finally, by recording differences in people's reactions to different cases, one may gain deeper insight into the sources of people's intuitions and the ideas or principles underlying them, thus deepening one's understanding of the philosophical problems themselves.


  In their essay “Free Will and the Bounds of Self,” Joshua Knobe and Shaun Nichols appeal to experimental studies in order to elucidate the reactions of ordinary persons to the picture of the human mind that is prevalent in contemporary cognitive science. According to this prevalent cognitivescientific picture, the mind, somewhat like a computer, is made up of states and processes that interact according to certain rules to generate specific behaviors. If one asks how these states and processes arose, the only answer is that they arose through the interaction of earlier states and processes, which arose from others … until the chain ultimately goes back to factors in our genes and environment. With support from experimental studies, Knobe and Nichols argue that this picture is deeply disturbing to many ordinary persons, who reason that if the mind does work that way we would not be morally responsible for what we did because our behaviors would inevitably result from facts about the configuration of states and processes within us. In response, as Knobe and Nichols note, many philosophers and cognitive scientists think this sort of worry on the part of ordinary folk is confused and wrongheaded. These philosophers and cognitive scientists point out that the interaction of these physical states and processes does not prevent agents from controlling their lives. Rather the states and processes—the whole complex system described by cognitive science—simply is the agent. Thus, to say that these states and processes control behavior is simply to say that the agent is controlling behavior.


  But, as convincing as this response may seem to philosophers and cognitive scientists, Knobe and Nichols argue that it does not usually remove the discomfort ordinary persons feel at the thought that their behavior may be entirely explicable in cognitive and neuroscientific terms. The goal of their essay is to get at the sources of this discomfort on the part of ordinary folk and thus gain some insight into whether or not it is warranted. They trace the discomfort to differing conceptions of the self and the bounds of self that persons may hold. On some of these conceptions of the self, it is obvious that if your actions are caused by states and processes within you, including psychological states, then they are controlled by you, while on other conceptions, it is obvious that if actions are caused by states and processes within you, they are not caused by you. Knobe and Nichols predict that people's ideas about agency, control, and responsibility will vary depending on the perspective they thus take about the bounds of the self—what is “within” it and what is not; and they test this prediction with a variety of empirical studies. They conclude that people have access to different conceptions of the self, on some of which cognitive science is a genuine threat to free will, on others not. The puzzlement people feel about free will is therefore not merely a superficial muddle that can be dissolved by conceptual clarification. It is a deeper puzzlement that reflects a genuine tension in people's understanding of the self.


  Eddy Nahmias’ essay, “Intuitions about Free Will, Determinism and Bypassing,” draws on experimental studies of folk intuitions about free will and moral responsibility that he has conducted in the past decade with colleagues. In the light of these studies, Nahmias questions the claims of many philosophers that most ordinary persons have incompatibilist intuitions about free will and moral responsibility. In the studies he discusses, various deterministic scenarios are presented to undergraduate students who have not studied philosophy. For example, one scenario involves a Laplacean supercomputer that could use information about the state of the universe and laws of nature to exactly predict the future; another that genes and environment cause one's beliefs and values; another that the universe is rolled back over and over and the person performs the same action each time, and so on. In these scenarios Nahmias and his colleagues found that, although some students expressed incompatibilist intuitions, a majority expressed compatibilist intuitions, agreeing that agents could be free and morally responsible in these presumably deterministic scenarios.


  Nahmias further argues that determinism seems to be a threat to free will and moral responsibility because it is often connected with something else that ordinary persons do take to be a threat to free will and moral responsibility. He calls this threat bypassing. Ordinary persons find the possibility that all of our behavior could be explained by neuroscientists in purely chemical and neurophysiological terms threatening to free will and moral responsibility. And they think this, Nahmias argues, because they tend to believe that scientific explanations of behavior in purely physical terms would bypass ordinary explanations of free and responsible actions in terms of psychological states and processes, such as beliefs, desires, and conscious deliberation. Nahmias cites experimental studies suggesting that this worry about bypassing is what really concerns ordinary persons and that determinism is thought to be threatening to free will only insofar as it is taken to imply bypassing. This provides reasons, he believes, though not decisive reasons, for thinking compatibilism is true. Moreover, he thinks bypassing challenges to free will can ultimately be met. The folk are confused, Nahmias believes, in thinking that explanations of behavior in neuroscientific terms necessarily undermine free will and moral responsibility, though he does agree that recent neuroscientific and psychological research show we may possess less free will than we normally think.


  Divine Foreknowledge and Human Freedom: Theological Dimensions of FreeWill Debates


  Although determinist threats to free will from the natural and human sciences have taken center stage in modern free-will debates, the scientific challenges have not been the only ones of importance to current debates. Another prominent feature of the history of philosophy over the past forty years has been the renewed interest of analytic philosophers in traditional issues in philosophical theology and the philosophy of religion. This renewed interest has naturally included a renewed interest in issues about the relation of divine foreknowledge, power, and providence to human free will. Contemporary debates about these theological issues in the past forty years have surpassed even medieval discussions in labyrinthine complexity. William Hasker's essay, “Divine Knowledge and Human Freedom,” provides an overview of, and guide to, these theological debates.25


  The theological implications of the free-will problem have been a central preoccupation of many religious traditions, Jewish, Christian, and Muslim, among others, as well as a central preoccupation of Western intellectual history in general, especially since St. Augustine's On the Free Choice of the Will. In his poem, Paradise Lost, John Milton describes the angels debating about predestination and free will—wondering how they could have freely chosen to serve or reject God, given that God had made them what they were and had complete foreknowledge of what they would do. Milton tells us that the angels debating this issue were in “Endless Mazes lost”—not a comforting thought for us mortals.


  Hasker's essay focuses on the problem of divine foreknowledge and human freedom, which has been the most discussed problem in this area in recent philosophy. It has implications for other central problems of philosophical theology as well, as Hasker notes, including problems about divine providence, divine perfection, prophecy, petitionary prayer, time, and eternity. He begins with a formal statement of the standard historical argument for the incompatibility of divine foreknowledge and human free will, an argument based on the idea that if God has foreknowledge of all future events and God's foreknowledge is infallible (given divine perfection), then agents cannot act other than they actually do.


  Hasker critically examines the most prominent proposed solutions to this problem, including the Eternalist solution, which goes back to Boethius, and appeals to the notion that God's knowledge is timeless; the Ockhamist solution, which goes back to William of Ockham and according to which God's past beliefs are not accidentally necessary:26 a modern version of the Ockhamist solution due to Alvin Plantinga (1986), according to which we have counterfactual power over God's past beliefs; and the Molinist solution, which originated with Luis de Molina (1535–1600) and relies on God's “middle knowledge,” i.e., knowledge of what every creature would freely choose to do in any situation of libertarian free choice. The Molinist solution is defended by a number of contemporary philosophers whose views are considered, including Thomas Flint (1998).27 Hasker reviews current debates about each of these views and some others less prominent. He himself leans toward an open theist view, according to which God does not have knowledge of future contingent events because such future events, including human free choices, do not yet exist to be known, and he attempts to answer some well-known objections to this view. He also considers the implications of each view, particularly Molinism, for issues about divine providence.


  Notes:


  (1.) Introductions to the problem of free will to have appeared in the past thirty years include Clifford Williams (1980), Trusted (1984), Flew and Vesey (1987), Thornton (1990), Honderich (1993), Felt (1994), Dilman (1999) and since 2000, Ekstrom (2000), Kane (2005a), Campbell (2011), Mawson (2011).


  (2.) The sense of determinism I have in mind here that is relevant to free will is what Sobel (1998) calls determinism by “ancient causes.” Other influential works on determinism of the past forty years in addition to Sobel (1998) include Berofsky (1971), Montague (1974), Earman (1986), and Honderich (1988).


  (3.) An interesting variation of this compatibilist strategy is pursued by Swanton (1992), who lists scores of ordinary statements in which we talk about agents’ being free and tries to devise a “coherence theory” of freedom satisfying all of them.


  (4.) It was anticipated by others, as Speak points out, e.g., Broad ( 1934), Richard Taylor (1962). Kapitan also points out that the argument has roots in ancient debates about fatalism.


  (5.) A particularly important objection to Beta is that of McKay and Johnson (1996). Van Inwagen attempts to answer their objection in his article in the first edition of this Handbook.


  (6.) A wide-ranging, original, and historically informed study of the will in recent philosophy is that by John Davenport (2007). Davenport discusses my three senses of will, although arguing for other historical notions as well, and defends in particular an existential notion of will as “projective motivation.”


  (7.) Other contemporary philosophers who had earlier tried to improve on a classical compatibilist line with varying criticisms and modifications include Lehrer (1976), Audi (1974, 1993), Falk (1981), Magill (1997), and Peacocke (1999).


  (8.) Frankfurt's view is critically examined in two anthologies: Buss and Overton (2002) and Betzler and Guckes (2000).


  


  (9.) Other early hierarchical theories put forward about the time of Frankfurt's were those of Gerald Dworkin (1970) and Wright Neely (1974).


  (10.) Other significant normative compatibilist theories include those of Michael Slote (1980), Paul Benson (1987), and Philip Pettit and Michael Smith (1996).


  (11.) A novel twist to such a general reactive attitude strategy is suggested by T. M. Scanlon (1988, 1998, 2002) in terms of his contractualist moral theory: Because we have reason to live in accord with rules for the general regulation of behavior that no one similarly motivated can reasonably reject, we have reason to blame or hold morally responsible anyone who violates such rules.


  (12.) Other arguments that moral responsibility does not imply alternative possibilities have to do with what David Shatz (1997) calls “character examples.” See, e.g., Dennett (1984).


  (13.) This objection has also been referred to in the literature (e.g., Pereboom 2001) as the Kane/Widerker objection to Frankfurt examples. Important attempts to avoid the objection include Haji and McKenna (2004), Mele and Robb (1998), and Pereboom (2001). Palmer (2005) is a response to Haji and McKenna and they reply to Palmer in Haji and McKenna (2006). Ginet and Palmer (2010) is a response to Mele and Robb. Responses to Pereboom include Palmer (forthcoming) and Widerker (see his essay in this volume).


  (14.) Libertarianism in this sense—libertarianism about free will—is not to be confused with the political doctrine of the same name. In free-will contexts, libertarians are those who believe in the existence of a traditional anti-determinist or incompatibilist free will, which does not necessarily commit them to political beliefs about freedom associated with political libertarianism.


  (15.) O'Connor says that although Swinburne appears to be an AC theorist, he says some things that seem to suggest otherwise. O'Connor also notes that Lowe (2008) defends an AC view, but that his view also has noncausalist features.


  (16.) Two more recent younger defenders of AC libertarian views are Meghan Griffith (2005) and Thad Botham (2008).


  (17.) Dualist views on free will are defended by Swinburne ( 1986), Foster (1991), Eccles (1994), and Moreland and Rae (2000). Unger (2002) offers an astute discussion of what dualist views might require without an endorsement of them.


  (18.) Though Clarke has abandoned his own integrated AC view, another version of an integrated AC view is defended in a new book by T. J. Mawson (2011).


  (19.) For a recent discussion about how worries about luck and control considered by Clarke might be dealt with, see Coffman (2009).


  (20.) Other centered EC views have since been defended by others, including Balaguer (2004, 2010), McCall (1999), and Hodgson (1999, 2007a) (see note 2 of my essay later in this volume, chapter 19, for further references), and they are now very much a part of current debates. John Searle (2001, 2004) argues in several recent works that an account of free will fitting our ordinary experiences of free choice and scientific (including neurobiological) requirements would have features of a centered EC view (though he does not use this terminology). Searle does not develop such a view, however, and raises questions about whether it can be coherently developed.


  (21.) Other philosophers who have emphasized the importance of this “ultimacy” condition for free will include Paul Gomberg (1975), Galen Strawson (1986, 2002), W. S. Anglin (1990), Martha Klein (1990), Derk Pereboom (2001), and Eleonore Stump (2003). Kevin Timpe (2008) offers the most comprehensive recent study of views that emphasize this condition, often now called source incompatibilist views.


  (22.) Another philosopher who views the free-will issue in terms of conflicts between certain of our beliefs and our deeply held desires for the things Pereboom speaks of here is Nathan (1992).


  (23.) Another influential writer on free will of the past twenty years, Richard Double, also emphasizes the point that notions of freedom and free will do not have one single and clear meaning in ordinary language. Double further argues that what people designate as free will and moral responsibility do not represent objective properties of agents or actions, but rather express our subjective moral and evaluative attitudes toward persons and their behavior. Double (1991, 1996) calls this view, free will subjectivism and he has defended it in a number of influential works as well as in an essay in the first edition of The Oxford Handbook of Free Will (Double 2002). Regrettably, Double was not able to contribute to this second edition due to a debilitating illness.


  (24.) Two new collections, Baer, Kaufman, and Baumeister ( 2008) and Baumeister, Mele, and Vohs (2010) discuss the implications of recent research in psychology for free will debates.


  (25.) These debates were also discussed in an essay for the first edition of this Handbook by Linda Zagzebski (2002), who could not also contribute to this second edition due to a prior commitment.


  (26.) Discussions and defenses of the Ockhamist solution, in addition to Plantinga's, include Craig (1990) and Talbott (1986, 1993).


  


  (27.) Critics of Molinism include Adams (1977, 1991), Hasker (1989), and Guleserian (2008).
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article focuses on the problem of divine foreknowledge and human freedom, which has been the most discussed problem in this area in recent philosophy. It begins with a formal statement of the standard historical argument for the incompatibility of divine foreknowledge and human free will, an argument based on the idea that if God has foreknowledge of all future events and God's foreknowledge is infallible, then agents cannot act other than they actually do. It examines the most prominent proposed solutions to this problem, including the Eternalist solution, which appeals to the notion that God's knowledge is timeless; the Ockhamist solution, which holds that God's past beliefs are not accidentally necessary; and the Molinist solution, which relies on God's “middle knowledge” that every creature would freely choose to do in any situation of libertarian free choice.
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  The question of human freedom in relation to divine knowledge and divine power has been arguably the most historically influential aspect of the entire free-will debate. The issue surfaced in Stoicism, and over the past two millennia it has played an important role in the theological agendas of both Christianity and Islam, and to a lesser extent that of Judaism. Since the eighteenth century it has been somewhat overshadowed by issues concerned with scientific determinism, but the question of “God and free will” remains an important, and sharply contested, issue in both philosophy and theology. One important position on the issue understands all worldly events, including human actions, as being the consequence of efficacious and unilateral divine decrees. On this view any free will ascribed to creatures must be compatible with ultimate determination by God, and perhaps also by natural causality, which is itself completely under divine control. Many religious thinkers wish to resist this deterministic viewpoint, but they are confronted by an apparent incompatibility between human freedom and divine omniscience, in particular comprehensive divine foreknowledge. This last question has undergone an especially intense discussion during the past half century, and is the principal topic of this article.


  The impetus behind this debate stems from the interrelationships of four concepts: human freedom, divine providential governance, divine perfection, and logical coherence. Zagzebski (2002) has objected to the emphasis on divine providence in some recent discussion, contending that the debate has been driven rather by divine perfection, especially cognitive perfection. But if we attend to the way the debate has actually gone, providential governance is seen to play a crucial role. Proponents of each of the main alternative views are concerned with extolling the merits of their own view of divine providential activity, and criticizing alternative views of providence as inadequate and sometimes even repugnant. Divine perfection has played an important role, but it is best seen in conjunction with, rather than as an alternative to, divine providential governance. It might seem odd to list logical coherence as a major motivating factor in the debate, but that is what it has been. Where such coherence is not of paramount concern (as in much popular religious thought), there is a tendency to assemble a list of impressive-sounding divine attributes with little regard to consistency— apparent conflicts are resolved with a quick appeal to mystery. The demand for coherence forces hard choices between assertions that are individually attractive but mutually incompatible, and motivates the development of wellarticulated alternative positions on the issues being debated.


  Formulating the Problem


  The problem of freedom and foreknowledge arises only if we presuppose a particular understanding of free will—roughly, a libertarian view incorporating the requirement of alternative possibilities. This view will not be argued for here; rather, it is assumed as a presupposition of the problem we will be addressing. Such a view has, however, been defended by numerous philosophers, notably by Robert Kane (2002e, 2010). Kane does not contend that we must have really possible alternatives to each and every action for which we are responsible. However, in cases where a particular course of action is necessitated by an agent's character, the agent must have been partly responsible for forming that character, through earlier choices for which alternative possibilities were available. This emphasis on an agent's role in forming her own character is highly congenial to many religious viewpoints.


  Given such a view of free will, combined with the affirmation of comprehensive divine foreknowledge, two distinct questions emerge, termed by Alfred J. Freddoso (Molina 1988, 1) the “source question” and the “reconciliation question.” The source question concerns the way in which God obtains knowledge of the future; the reconciliation question concerns the logical consistency of foreknowledge and free will. Most of the discussion has focused on the reconciliation question, and this essay will follow that course as well. It should not be overlooked, however, that a fully satisfying solution to the problem must have satisfactory answers to both of these questions.


  Given this conception of free will, the argument for the incompatibility of free will with divine foreknowledge (hereafter, the IA) is readily formulated.1 Here is one version:


  Let three moments of time be ordered such that t1 〈t2 〈t3.

  (1) Suppose that God infallibly believes at time t1 that Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3. (premise)

  (2) The proposition God believes at t1that Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 is accidentally necessary at t2. (from the principle of the necessity of the past)

  (3) If a proposition p is accidentally necessary at t and p strictly implies q, then q is accidentally necessary at t. (transfer of necessity principle)

  (4) God Believes at t1that Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 entails Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3. (from the definition of infallibility)

  (5) Thus the proposition Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 is accidentally necessary at t2. (2–4)

  (6) If the proposition Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 is accidentally necessary at t2, it is true at t2 that Cuthbert cannot do otherwise than purchase an iguana at t3. (premise)

  (7) If when Cuthbert does an act he cannot do otherwise, he does not do it freely. (principle of alternative possibilities)


  (8) Therefore, Cuthbert does not purchase an iguana at t3 freely. (5– 7)2


  There is one technical term in this formulation that calls for explanation. The notion of “accidental necessity” (derived from Ockham) represents the commonly held idea that the past is “necessary” in the sense of being beyond anyone's control. Before Cuthbert purchased the iguana, it was in his power (assuming free will) to make “Cuthbert purchases the iguana at t3” true, or to make this proposition false. After he has purchased it, however, the proposition is true and no one, neither Cuthbert nor anyone else (including God) can make it false. Thus, where accidental necessity is concerned, the important question is whether, given that a proposition is contingently true, it is possible that anyone now has it in her power to make it the case that that proposition is false. The necessity is “accidental,” because the same proposition may have it at one time and lack it at another. If we assume that Cuthbert is free, the proposition about Cuthbert lacks accidental necessity prior to t3, but has such necessity subsequent to t3. Given this understanding of accidental necessity, premises (3) and (6) of the argument seem to be effectively beyond challenge.


  The Eternity Solution


  The conclusion of the IA is unacceptable to almost all theists. Theists who embrace some version of compatibilism either will adopt an understanding of “can do otherwise” such that (6) is false, or they will reject (7), so for them the argument presents no problem. Another extremely popular response has been the “eternity solution” derived from Boethius. On this view, God is timeless rather than temporal, so the proposition supposed true in step (1) of the argument is actually false; instead, what is true is that:


  (1’) God infallibly believes timelessly that Cuthbert purchases an iguana at t3.


  Because God's belief is simultaneous in the “eternal present” with Cuthbert's purchase, it is argued that it poses no threat to Cuthbert's freedom, any more than Cuthbert's freedom is abridged if some other person witnesses his purchase at the time when it occurs. This solution, therefore, denies the analogue of (2), namely


  (2’) The proposition God believes timelessly that Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 is accidentally necessary at t2.


  When examined closely, however, this denial becomes problematic. Zagzebski (2002, 52) puts it like this: “Surely the timeless realm is as ontologically determinate and fixed as the past…. [W]e have no more reason to think that we can do anything about God's timeless knowledge than about God's past knowledge. If there is no use crying over spilt milk, there is no use crying over timelessly spilling milk either.” Recall that what is at issue with accidental necessity is whether it is possible that anyone now has it in his power to bring it about that the proposition in question is false. So the denial of (2’) commits one to the following alternative:


  (2*) It can be the case that God believes timelessly that Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3, and yet someone (presumably Cuthbert) has it in his power at t2 to make it the case that God does not timelessly believe this.


  The idea that this is actually possible does not seem to be especially popular among adherents of divine timelessness.


  There is another difficulty that attends the doctrine of divine timelessness in this connection. It seems fairly clear that the doctrine of divine timelessness has most often been held in conjunction with what is termed an “A-theory” of time—i.e., with the view that the temporal realm is one of objective becoming, in which events, objects, and persons come into being and pass away. Indeed, a principal appeal of the view has been seen to lie in the contrast between the evanescence of human and worldly existence and the immutable reality of the divine life. Now on the A-theory (or presentism), there is an objective fact of the matter as to which time is now—i.e., what point in the world's history has actually been reached. A little reflection shows, however, that a timeless God cannot know which time this is. For in order to know this, God would have to change: The moment God knew five minutes ago to be the present moment is so no longer, and other moments take its place in continuous succession. Attempts to evade this argument all amount to pointing out that a timeless God can know at what point in the temporal succession a given event occurs—but knowing this is not sufficient for knowing whether the event has already occurred, or is occurring now, or has yet to occur. To put the point as dramatically as possible: According to the liturgy, Christhasdied, Christhasrisen, Christwillcome again. But although those of us who are Christians take ourselves to know that this is true, a timeless God does not and cannot know any such thing.


  For this reason among others, a number of philosophers have come to believe that the doctrine of divine timelessness is viable only if combined with a “B-theory” of time (“eternalism” or “four-dimensionalism”).3 Given four-dimensionalism, all of the objects and events of time coexist together in the four-dimensional continuum. “Now” and “here” are indexical terms, indicating the position of the speaker in the temporal and spatial continuum respectively; there is no objective fact as to “which moment is now,” any more than there is an objective fact as to “which place is here.” And because no such facts exist, it does not detract from God's omniscience that God does not know them. This solution, however, comes at a price. For one thing, many persons find this view of time extremely counterintuitive, though the popularity of time-travel stories may counteract this to some extent. More important, four-dimensionalism poses a serious problem for the libertarian view of free will that is central to our problem, because it threatens to exclude the alternative possibilities that are crucial for libertarian free will as traditionally understood.4 For Paul Helm, a predestinarian Calvinist, this is no difficulty, because libertarian free will is rejected in any case (see Ganssle 2001). Another philosopher who embraces four-dimensionalism is Katherin Rogers (2008), who (claiming to follow Anselm5) affirms this view of time and also libertarianism. This combination of views is confronted with the analogue of (2*) above, namely


  (2+) It can be the case that Cuthbert's purchase of an iguana at t3 is timelessly a part of the four-dimensional continuum, and yet someone (presumably Cuthbert) has it in his power at t2 to make it the case that this event is not part of the fourdimensional continuum.


  It remains to be seen whether four-dimensionalists will find this to be a tenable implication of the combination of views in question.


  


  An Inventory of Solutions


  The eternity solution is alive and well, but for a variety of reasons it has lost much of its popularity. In addition to the specific problems noted above, the doctrine of divine timelessness itself has lost much of its appeal for many contemporary philosophers. In its place there have arisen a whole battery of proposed solutions. It would be rash to claim that one has canvassed all of them, but those noted here are among the most important attempts.


  Divine foreknowledge is not the cause of human actions


  This is perhaps the oldest solution of all, and is still popular in some circles. However, it ignores rather than answers the incompatibility argument, which nowhere makes any claim about the causation of actions. As Jonathan Edwards (1969, 123) observed, foreknowledge can show that a future event is necessary, even if it is not what makesthe event necessary. For this reason this response has little currency among philosophers, at least as a standalone solution.


  Truths about God's past beliefs are not accidentally necessary


  This popular solution derives from William of Ockham; thus, “Ockham's way out.” The key idea is that there are some truths about the past that do not share in the necessity generally attributed to such truths. Consider the following proposition: “Freddoso's translation of Molina was published in 1988, ten years before Flint's Divine Providence.” This proposition presumably was true in 1990, but it was still possible at that time for it to be rendered false: Thomas Flint might have decided not to write a book on providence, or might have arranged to publish it either earlier or later than he actually did. In 1990, therefore, the proposition in question was not accidentally necessary, but since 1998 it is accidentally necessary.


  The solution in question argues that truths about God's past beliefs may also fail to be accidentally necessary. Because (as stated in the IA) God believes at t1that Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 entails Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3, the former proposition (it is claimed) fails to be accidentally necessary prior to t3; the proposition is not “wholly about the past,” and states a “soft fact” rather than a “hard fact” about the past, and because of this the IA fails. To be sure, a more precise account of accidental necessity is required, and during the 1980s numerous attempts were made to spell out such accounts to support this solution to the foreknowledge problem. There were also attempts to spell out the distinction in such a way that facts about God's past beliefs turn out to be accidentally necessary after all.6 Many of these efforts encountered technical difficulties, and as a result some became extremely complicated. However, a more fundamental difficulty attends efforts to avoid the IA along these lines. Suppose that we have a reasonably clear and manageable criterion, according to which facts about God's past beliefs turn out soft, whereas all other facts are classified as soft or hard in an intuitively plausible fashion. There remains the pressing question: Why should we accept that facts about God's past beliefs are soft —i.e., that, unlike other truths about the past, these facts are such that it is possible for someone to bring it about that they are false? The transfer of necessity principle guarantees that God believes at t1that Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 and Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 are either both hard or both soft prior to t3. But why should we assume that it is the softness of the latter proposition that transfers to the former, and not vice versa? Zagzebski (1991, 75) states the point well:


  Most people have strong intuitions about the necessity of the past in a large variety of cases, the past spilling of milk being the most common folk example. Past beliefs of persons would automatically be put in this category if it were not for the foreknowledge dilemma. If this intuition is strong enough, it may be reasonable to maintain it independently of an account of accidental necessity and, in fact, this might be seen as a constraint on any such account.


  We have counterfactual power over God's past beliefs


  This solution, proposed by Alvin Plantinga, has attracted a considerable following. This is really a special case of the previous solution, arrived at by defining accidental necessity as follows:


  p is accidentally necessary at t if and only if p is true at t and it is not possible both that p is true at t and there exists an agent S and an action A such that (1) S has the power at t or later to perform A, and (2) if S were to perform A at t or later, then p would have been false (Plantinga 1986, 253).


  It will be noted that this corresponds with the definition of accidental necessity given earlier in this essay, with the exception that it substitutes counterfactual power over the truth of p for the power to “make p false.” (More on this substitution below.) Plantinga asserts that we have such power, in the case of God's foreknowledge of our free actions: If at t3 Cuthbert freely purchases an iguana, then at times prior to t3 he had it in his power to refrain from doing so, and if he had refrained, God would not have held the belief that Cuthbert would purchase the iguana at t3. However, Plantinga raises the stakes by claiming that our counterfactual power over the past may extend even to “hard facts”—facts that are strictly about the past, but that are such that, if God had known that free agents would act in a certain way (a way different from the way in which they actually choose to act) God would have brought it about that those hard facts would not have obtained. For “it is possible that there is indeed an action such that it is within your power to perform it and such that if you were to perform it, God would not have created Abraham” (Plantinga 1986, 257). It may not be likely that we have counterfactual power over Abraham's existence, but it is possible for us to have such power, or so Plantinga asserts.


  One pertinent observation concerning Plantinga's ( 1986) solution is that, by extending our potential power over the past even to hard facts (e.g., the existence of Abraham), Plantinga leaves little if any of the past to which the notion of accidental necessity applies. Even if no one actually has counterfactual power over Abraham's existence, it is possible, according to Plantinga, that someone has this power, and that is sufficient to remove Abraham's existence, and just about everything else about the past, from the domain of what is accidentally necessary. The idea of accidental necessity was introduced, however, in order to explicate our intuitions supporting the notion that the past is necessary. If this is so, then a definition of accidental necessity that has the consequence (as Plantinga recognizes) that virtually nothing about the past is thus necessary lacks plausibility. Later on (258– 61) Plantinga explores definitions of accidental necessity, which have the consequence that the notion does apply to many propositions about the past. But he never retracts the claim about our power over the past quoted above.


  But let us set aside for the moment this broader claim, and consider just Plantinga's claim that we have it in our power to act in such a way that, were we to act that way, God in the past would not have held the belief that he held about our future action. Now, part of what is asserted here is obviously correct. It follows directly from the doctrine of divine infallibility that, were Cuthbert to refrain from his purchase, God would have held a different belief about what Cuthbert would do than the belief he actually does hold, namely that Cuthbert will complete his purchase. But was Cuthbert free to refrain? Here it appears that we have, at best, the same standoff that showed up in the previous section: The IA asserts that God's beliefs are part of the fixed past, and infers from this that Cuthbert's purchase also is accidentally necessary. Plantinga, on the other hand, assumes without argument that Cuthbert has the power to refrain from his purchase, and concludes from this that God's past beliefs are not accidentally necessary—and, in fact, that virtually nothing about the past is thus necessary. We might well ask, with Zagzebski, which of these positions would seem more plausible, if we were not struggling to find a solution to the problem of foreknowledge and free will?


  It may be possible to press the question a step further. Plantinga employed the notion of counterfactual power, because he did not want to assert that we have causal power over the past. But as Jaegwon Kim (1974) observed, there exists a kind of connection between events that is weaker than causality, but stronger than mere counterfactual dependence. The jailor who gave poison to Socrates caused Socrates’ death. He also made it the case that Xantippe became a widow, but the link here is not causal: Xantippe's widowhood does not depend on there being any causal connection between her and the jailor's action. Following Kim and George Mavrodes (1984), I have termed this sort of connection “bringing about,” and have proposed a definition as follows:


  (BA) A brings it about that Y iff: For some X, A causes it to be the case that X, and (X & H) => Y, and ~(H => Y), where ‘H’ represents the history of the world prior to its coming to be the case that X (Hasker 1999, 291).7


  The jailor caused Socrates’ death, and thereby brought about (but did not cause) Xantippe's widowhood, which is entailed by the death conjoined with the fact that, prior to Socrates’ death, he and Xantippe were married. (It should be noted that, given this definition, whatever an agent causes she also brings about, but not vice versa.)


  Now, suppose that it is the case that God has always believed that Cuthbert would purchase the iguana. Cuthbert's declining to make the purchase would entail that God has always believed that Cuthbert would so decline. So if Cuthbert were to decline the purchase, he would bring it about (according to [BA]) that God has always believed that he would decline. And if Cuthbert has the power to decline the purchase, he has the power to bring about that God has always held a belief different than the one God has in fact always held. So we have the following result: It is possible that God has always held a certain belief, and it is in an agent's power, now, to bring it about that God has not always held that belief. It is hard to imagine a more clear-cut denial of the notion that the past is fixed and inalterable.


  There is no such thing as the necessity of the past


  We have seen that the previous solution points in the direction of denying the necessity of the past; we now come to a solution that makes this denial explicit. According to Mavrodes (1984), some of God's past beliefs are among the things we bring about, whether or not we cause them to be as they are. For example, by deciding to purchase the iguana, Cuthbert brings it about that God has always believed that he would purchase that iguana. Likewise, there are things we prevent from having occurred in the past— i.e., we bring about their nonoccurence—and once again, God's beliefs are the key example. For instance, if Cuthbert decides to purchase the iguana, he prevents God from having believed that Cuthbert would pass up this particular iguana-buying opportunity.


  But this, so far, is not enough for libertarian free will. In order for Cuthbert to be free in the libertarian sense, he must be able to bring it about that God has always believed that he will purchase the iguana, and also able to prevent God from having believed this. Mavrodes sees this clearly; in an example of his own, he claims that someone might have the power, in the 1980s when he was writing his paper, to do something that would prevent the coronation of Queen Elizabeth II of England, which occurred in 1953. Mavrodes (1984) goes on to say,


  When I suggest that Elizabeth's queenship may be preventable I do not mean any of the “sensible” interpretations which might, with some straining, be attached to my words. I do not mean, for example, … that we might now discover that a mistake had been made in the past—that her apparent coronation was invalid because of a technicality…. No, I mean that, assuming that she has been Queen for many years, we might now be able to do something which would bring it about that she has never, up to the present time, been Queen (144).


  So, to repeat, I may8 have the power to do something now that would bring it about that Elizabeth has never been queen, in spite of the fact that she has already been queen for many years. And Cuthbert definitely has it in his power to prevent God from ever having believed that he would purchase an iguana, in spite of the fact that from all eternity God has believed that very thing.


  But how, we may ask, is this possible? In a subsequent article, Mavrodes suggests what his answer to this question would be. His preferred option is simply to deny altogether the “principle of the fixity of the past,” which underlies the claim that God believes at t1that Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3 is accidentally necessary. He writes, “People who hold this view maintain … that the mere pastness of an event or state of affairs does not confer any necessity on it. If it does not inherit necessity from some other source then it simply is not necessary at all. It is a contingent element in the past history of the world, an event which might have been different from what it actually was” (Mavrodes 1997, 242).


  From what has been stated so far, it appears that Mavrodes is prepared to deny outright that the past has any sort of necessity or fixity about it that does not also pertain to the future. However, there is reason to doubt that he really believes this. In a letter, he elaborates on the example concerning Elizabeth by describing what it would be like for someone to delete Elizabeth's queenship from the past:


  Elizabeth has been queen of England for many years now. Suppose that I were to do something now whose effect would be that, while she has up to now been queen for many years, from now on she will never have been queen at all or at any time. I believe that it would be perfectly correct, and powerfully communicative, to say that by performing that act I had changed the past (private communication to the author).


  He observes that some people have an intuition to the effect that such an action is impossible, and continues as follows:

  I really don't know how widespread that intuition is. But so

  far as I can tell, I share it fully myself. I have no inclination at

  all to think that I could perform any act which satisfied the

  description given above (private communication to the author).


  Here Mavrodes admits that, once Elizabeth has become queen, it is not now possible that she should never have been queen: Alternative pasts, in which Elizabeth was never queen, are simply no longer possible. But as for the future, libertarians will insist (and I do not think Mavrodes would deny) that alternative futures—some, for instance, in which Prince William someday becomes king and others in which he does not—are really possible. Denying the ontological difference between past and future is not easy to do —but without this denial, the present solution to the foreknowledge problem collapses.9


  Free will does not require alternative possibilities


  This seems to be the same solution that was suggested earlier as one likely to be embraced by compatibilists. What is striking, however, is that it has also been affirmed by some philosophers who consider themselves libertarians. Impressed by the notorious Frankfurt counterexamples (see the essays in this volume by Fischer, Widerker, and Haji), they contend that persons can be free in their actions even if there are no really possible alternatives, so long as the actions are not causally determined to occur (see Zagzebski 1991, 154–62; 1997; Hunt 2000).10 This solution, if successful, effectively bypasses the entire previous debate. Essentially all of the effort in the debate has been directed towards showing either that there are, or that there are not, alternative possibilities for action, consistent with the doctrine of comprehensive divine foreknowledge. Now, however, we are told that this entire approach to the issue was misguided—that alternative possibilities are not required, so long as there is no causal determination. Thus, this solution is reminiscent of the time-honored argument that free will is not endangered because God's foreknowledge is not the cause of our actions. To be sure, the solution is enhanced by the appeal to the Frankfurt counterexamples.


  This solution, like the others canvassed, is not without its difficulties. For one thing, the Frankfurt cases are still widely debated; in particular, most (though not all) libertarians continue to affirm some version of the principle of alternative possibilities. And on the other hand, most Frankfurt proponents are compatibilists. The “Frankfurt libertarians” have the task of explaining why determination by preceding causes is inimical to freedom, but determination by whatever-it-is that determines actions according to their own view is not.11 Indeed, what is it that, on this view, excludes the alternatives? Foreknowledge by itself does not seem enough of an answer; it does not seem that foreknowledge can make the actions necessary even if it does show them to be necessary. But then, what does make them necessary? For these reasons, Frankfurt libertarianism has not been widely embraced as a solution to the foreknowledge problem, though it remains on the table as an option.


  On the whole, it would be fair to say that no one of these solutions has become generally accepted as a solution to the foreknowledge problem. On the other hand, the complexity of the issues involved, together with the possibility that still more solutions may appear in the future, mean that it would be rash to claim that the problem has been shown to be insoluble.


  Foreknowledge is Not Enough: The Molinist Solution


  One of the more interesting developments of the past quarter century is the emergence of the claim that foreknowledge, as traditionally conceived, is inadequate to do the work for which it is called upon. Most believers, asked why foreknowledge is important, will tend to reply with one or both of two answers. Foreknowledge is important for enabling God to govern the world wisely and well—God can never be surprised, and has arranged things in advance to take care of whatever may happen. Also, foreknowledge is what enables God, through his prophets, to foretell the future. Several philosophers (Basinger 1986; Hasker 1989, 53–63; Sanders 1997) have argued, however, that foreknowledge as such has neither of these benefits. As for divine providential governance, it should be noted first of all that when God foresees a particular event occurring it is “too late,” in the order of explanation, for God to determine either that it will or that it will not occur. But could God not prearrange other events so as to allow for the event in question? Apparently not, because, given that the future event cannot be altered, neither is it possible to alter the causal chain leading up to that future event—a causal chain that potentially includes the entire past lightcone for the spacetime location at which the event occurs. The only clear way to avoid this consequence is to accept circular causation and circular explanation, but this is a step few philosophers are willing to take. The same reasoning seems to show that foreknowledge is of no use for prophecy. Given that the future event cannot be altered, neither can the causal sequence leading up to that event, a causal sequence that will normally include any prophecies that may have been made concerning the event. Once again, the threat of circularity looms large. It seems, therefore, that foreknowledge is useless to God. (To be sure, God might have foreknowledge even if His having it is of no benefit for either providence or prophecy—but that is a position that few have found attractive.)


  Because this argument is relatively new, it has been less discussed than the long-standing incompatibility argument. Two philosophers who have attempted answers are David Hunt (1993, 2009) and Alexander Pruss (2007), but it is not clear that their answers are successful (see also Hasker 2004, 188–93; 2009). It should be noted, furthermore, that the argument, if correct, shows the uselessness also of divine timeless knowledge of the future. Presumably this aspect of the foreknowledge problem will continue to attract attention.


  If the argument just discussed shows the uselessness of foreknowledge as such, it would seem to point to the need for some more robust sort of divine knowledge of the future—a kind of knowledge that could function usefully in the desired ways. One possibility is the Augustinian-Calvinist model in which God knows the future by knowing His own decrees: God in this case has absolute control, and the decrees may very well include both the prophecy that a certain event shall occur, and the later occurrence of the event itself. This solution, of course, abandons libertarian free will and thus lies outside the main scope of the present discussion.


  A solution that does not abandon free will is the doctrine of divine middle knowledge, or Molinism, so called for its originator, Luis de Molina (1535– 1600). According to Molinism, there exist certain true propositions, known to God, that have come to be called “counterfactuals of creaturely freedom” (CCFs). These propositions state, concerning each possible free creature that God could cause to exist, what that creature would freely choose to do in any situation of libertarian free choice in which the creature might find itself. Armed with knowledge of the CCFs, God is in an extremely powerful position with regard to providential governance. He is able to create free creatures, and to permit them to freely decide many things, and yet to have absolute prior assurance of exactly what the creatures in question will do with their freedom. He is able to select from the entire panoply of alternative world histories the very one that best fulfills his creative intentions (or one of the best, if there are ties), and to implement that world history with complete assurance that it will be carried out in every detail. Unlike the situation with “simple foreknowledge” (foreknowledge, or timeless knowledge, without middle knowledge), God's knowledge of the outcome is not dependent on the actual event; rather, His foreknowledge of the outcome results from the combination of His knowledge of the CCFs combined with His knowledge concerning the situations of free choice that God will bring about. Providence, on this view, becomes entirely risk free, just as it is with Augustinian-Calvinism. Flint (1998, 34) has termed this combination of views “libertarian traditionalism”: It is plausible that Molinism offers the only feasible way to combine a traditional strong view of divine providential control with the libertarian free will that many find essential.


  Arguments in favor of Molinism focus mainly on its perceived benefits for the doctrine of divine providence, as outlined above. However, a number of objections have been raised. It should be noted that the Molinist position does not by itself incorporate any particular answer to the “reconciliation problem” with which the foreknowledge debate has been primarily concerned. Molina himself denied that accidental necessity is closed under entailment, but given the understanding of accidental necessity assumed here, this denial is a nonstarter. So the Molinist is obliged to adopt and defend some other solution, which may or may not be one of those mentioned above.


  Further objections center mainly about the existence of true CCFs. To many philosophers it seems implausible that there are such truths, which do not seemed to be based (or “grounded”) in any categorical facts about the world. (In this case, truth does not seem to “supervene on being.”) This objection, raised already in Molina's time, was introduced into the current debate in 1977 by Robert Adams (1990), and discussion of it has continued ever since.


  An especially interesting Molinist reply is the recent contention of Trenton Merricks (2007) that the widely accepted formula, “truth supervenes on being” is simply false. “True” is a primitive, unanalyzable predicate that attaches to some propositions and not others; in the case of CCFs (as for some other important classes of propositions), there simply is no state of affairs (other than this proposition's being true) on which the truth of the proposition in question supervenes.


  Another class of objections involves the contention that, if we assume the existence of CCFs, we can derive the result that the agents in question are not free (in the libertarian sense); thus, the propositions will not be counterfactuals of freedom after all (Hasker 1989, 39–52, 1999; Adams 1991). Molinist replies to all of these arguments tend to be defensive in character, arguing that the existence of true CCFs has not been disproved by the objections (see Flint 1998, 121–76; 1999). Positive arguments in favor of their existence are hard to find. Some Molinists, to be sure, claim that we ourselves can easily know such counterfactuals about persons that are well known to us. Non-Molinists respond that in such cases, either the agents are not truly free (the action may be determined by the person's already formed character), or else the propositions we know are merely probabilistic.12


  A final class of objections contends that the alleged benefits of Molinism for the doctrine of providence are not benefits at all, and that religious thought is better off without them. These objections, however, are best considered in conjunction with the position to be discussed in the final section.


  Foreknowledge Is Not Needed: The Open Theist Solution


  The final solution to be examined is one that has emerged only recently as a major option in the debate. The central ideas of open theism have been around for some time, among both philosophers and theologians. A central claim of open theism, that God does not have comprehensive foreknowledge of free actions, is affirmed by the process theology derived from the writings of Alfred North Whitehead and Charles Hartshorne (see Hartshorne 1984, 26–27). However, it was the publication in 1994 of The Openness of God, by Clark Pinnock, Richard Rice, John Sanders, William Hasker, and David Basinger, that brought these ideas to the attention of a wider religious public, and since then they have been the subject of intense discussion and controversy. This view quickly resolves the incompatibility argument by denying the first premise: It simply need not be true that, at some arbitrarily chosen past time, God had a definite belief concerning some future contingent event, such as Cuthbert's purchase of the iguana.


  However, there is an interesting variation in the reasons for denying (1). One option (Swinburne 1993, 167–83; Hasker 1989, 123–25; van Inwagen 2008a) is to hold that omniscience entails, not that God knows all truths whatsoever, but that He knows all truths that it is logically possible for a perfect being to know; the IA is then deployed in order to show that it is impossible for any being to foreknow with certainty the outcome of future free choices. (Arguably the qualification is required in any case, because there appear to be first-person propositions, e.g., “I am now having a toothache,” that are knowable only to the person involved.) However, a more radical option is available, namely denying that there exist truths to be known concerning those future contingent events (see Lucas 1989; Rhoda, Boyd, and Belt 2006; Tuggy 2007). So at t1, the proposition “Cuthbert will purchase an iguana at t3” is neither true nor false, or is perhaps actually false. This is an interesting theoretical difference that connects the debate over open theism with important questions in the philosophy of time.13 However, it seems unlikely to have a major impact on open theism itself. The major theological issues concerning the view are unaffected by the difference, and neither position seems likely to help resolve the controversy over open theism. Opponents of the view are not mollified by being told that the reason God does not know truths about future contingent events is that there are no such truths to be known (see Piper, Taylor, and Holseth 2003).


  Open theists are absolved from the need to find an objection to the validity of the incompatibility argument; they are free to adopt a critical stance towards all such attempts, as well as to the defenses of divine timelessness and middle knowledge. Their major positive efforts are directed at defending the theological adequacy of the position, especially regarding divine providence. The most extensive theological defense so far has come in John Sanders's The God Who Risks (1998; 2007; Hasker 2004). It is claimed that the general picture of the God-world relation in open theism, involving dynamic give-and-take and an open, partially undecided future, is more faithful to the scriptural portrayal of this relation than are the more formalized doctrines of Augustinianism and Molinism.14 God's knowledge concerning the future will in many instances be probabilistic; to be sure, it is informed by perfect knowledge of the past and present and of the laws of nature, etc., and therefore is incomparably superior to any knowledge concerning the future available to human beings. With regard to prophecy, it is pointed out that many biblical prophecies are conditional in nature (see Jeremiah 18:7–10). However, absolute predictions are possible in cases where God has determined to bring about certain things in a way that is not conditioned upon free human actions. An advantage of the open theist solution appears in the light of an argument by William Alston (1989, 150), who has argued that a God with the sort of knowledge ascribed to Him by Molinism cannot engage in genuine dialogue with His creatures; His relation to them is rather one of manipulation.15 It is also argued (Hasker 2008) that open theism is in a better position to address the problem of evil than Molinism. According to Molinism, each instance of evil and suffering has been specifically planned by God and incorporated into the world history God has chosen and ordained to be actual.


  Needless to say, opponents of open theism have had their own vigorous responses to these challenges. Perhaps the most general charge is that the open theist view of God is too limited and anthropomorphic: This is a theology of “God's lesser glory.” The element of risk involved in divine providence has also come under attack: Flint (1990, 114) has characterized the God of open theism as “the bookie than which none greater can be conceived.” But this jibe has a serious potential to backfire, because the God of Molinism is also a gambler: Rather than making a long series of small bets, the Molinist deity stakes everything on a single grand spin of the cosmic roulette wheel—the outcome of the process (whatever it is) that establishes the entire constellation of CCFs, and thus sets the parameters for the possible worlds God can and cannot make actual.16 To be sure, according to Molinism God has no choice about making this gamble! (And one wonders what the mechanism of the roulette wheel may be; this of course is the “grounding problem” over again, on a cosmic, or supercosmic, scale.)


  At this point, little can be said with confidence about these debates except that they are certain to continue.17 Readers of the next edition of this Handbook can hope for further illumination.


  Notes:


  (1.) The classic statements are Prior (1962) and Pike (1965).


  


  (2.) Adapted from Zagzebski (1997, 291–2). The example of Cuthbert and the iguana is borrowed from Flint (1998, 37).


  


  (3.) This is the view of all four of the major contributors to Ganssle (2001): Paul Helm, Alan G. Padgett, William Lane Craig, and Nicholas Wolterstorff.


  (4.) Oaklander ( 1998) is sometimes cited in support of the contention that four-dimensionalism is not inconsistent with libertarian free will. However, Oaklander fails entirely to consider the issue of alternative possibilities.


  (5.) The claim that Anselm was a four-dimensionalist is controversial; see Leftow (2009) and Rogers (2009).


  


  (6.) For this discussion, see the essays in Fischer (1989).


  (7.) Given this definition, it is possible to construct a proof for the sometimes controversial “power entailment principle”:

  (PEP) If it is in A's power to bring it about that P, and “P” entails

  “Q” and “Q” is false, then it is in A's power to bring it about

  that Q.


  The following is an informal sketch of the proof: According to (BA), if A, by causing it to be the case that X, were to bring it about that P, and “P” entails “Q,” then by that very same action A would bring it about that Q, provided that ~(H => Q). But if “Q” is in fact false, it cannot be entailed by H, so “~(H => Q)” is true. So if A by causing it to be the case that X would bring it about that P, and P => Q and ~Q, then A by causing it to be the case that X would bring it about that Q.


  Now suppose that A has the power to bring it about that P by causing it to be the case that X. It follows, trivially, that A does have the power to cause it to be the case that X. But it was shown above that A's causing it to be the case that X would bring it about that Q—always assuming, of course, that P | Q and ~Q. Which is to say: If it is in A's power to bring it about that P and “P” entails “Q” and “Q” is false, then it is in A's power to bring it about that Q. Q.E.D. (Hasker 1999, 291f.)


  (8.) Note: I may have this power; i.e., it is logically coherent to suppose that I have it. Mavrodes does not commit himself with regard to what powers we actually have over the past, except for power over God's past beliefs.


  (9.) It is not easy to see how the admission quoted above can be consistent with the claim quoted earlier, about the possibility of someone's now preventing Elizabeth's coronation. As a possible solution, I tentatively suggest the following: We may have it in our power in general to perform the sort of action that would bring about that Elizabeth had never become queen. However, under the circumstances in which she has in fact become queen, it is not possible that we will perform such an action.


  (10.) Zagzebski does not seem to be committed to this as a stand-alone solution; she suggests that it needs to be combined with other considerations in order to produce a comprehensive answer to the problem. Eleonore Stump (2001) also endorses Frankfurt libertarianism and David Widerker (in this volume) offers a sympathetic account of a “Frankfurt-friendly” libertarianism; however, neither explicitly applies the view to the foreknowledge problem.


  (11.) For an attempt to explain this, see Zagzebski (1991, 156–62).


  


  (12.) For additional recent discussion of these arguments, see several of the essays in Perszyk (2010).


  (13.) Johnson ( 2009) argues that in order to preserve libertarian free will, it must be the case that future events do not exist, and neither do truthmakers for propositions about those events. This, he claims, should lead us to adopt presentism as a temporal ontology and to deny bivalence for future contingent propositions. Theists, furthermore, should adopt open theism if they wish to preserve free will.


  (14.) Particularly striking in this connection is the case of John Goldingay, professor of Old Testament at Fuller Theological Seminary and the author of an important work on the theology of the Old Testament. Goldingay came to his views solely through his own study of the Hebrew scriptures; it was his own students who informed him that he was, in fact, an open theist.


  (15.) Alston himself, however, is an eternalist.


  (16.) Dean Zimmerman ( 2009) has argued that given a certain sort of outcome for the CCFs (an outcome that may be improbable but seems to be possible), God would be metaphysically incapable of creating free creatures —a possibility that, Zimmerman suggests, casts doubt on the adequacy of Molinism's conception of omnipotence.


  (17.) Again, see Perszyk (2010) for additional discussion. [image: ]
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  This article begins with an account of how quantum physics represents physical systems and how it differs from classical physics, focusing on three features of quantum theory that have been thought to be relevant to free will: indeterminism, nonlocality, and observer-participation. It examines various interpretations of quantum theory, including deterministic interpretations, such as the “many-worlds” interpretation and hidden variable interpretations. It considers other topics, puzzles about Schrodinger's cat and a recent challenge to deterministic interpretations of quantum theory, called “the free will theorem” by mathematicians John Conway and Simon Kochen. It discusses the views of three thinkers who have argued in different ways for the relevance of quantum theory to both consciousness and free will: mathematician Roger Penrose, physicist Henry Stapp, and neuroscientist and Nobel laureate John Eccles.
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  By about 1920, classical relativistic physics—the physics of Newton, Maxwell, and Einstein—provided an account of the workings of matter and energy in space and time that was (at least at scales above that of atoms and molecules) apparently accurate and comprehensive. Two outstanding features of this account were (1) it was deterministic and (2) it required locality of causation.


  Looking first at determinism, classical physics postulated that the material universe develops or changes over time wholly in accordance with definite and unequivocal physical laws, so that for any inertial frame of reference (i.e., any frame of reference not itself subject to any acceleration) the state of the universe at any time is wholly and unequivocally determined by the state of the universe at prior times and the physical laws of nature. Or, to put essentially the same idea in the language of relativity theory, independently of frames of reference: any event at any location in space-time is wholly determined by events within its past light cone1 and the physical laws of nature.


  The last statement links with the second important feature of classical physics, “locality of causation.” In classical physics, anything that happens at any location in space-time is entirely unaffected by events with space-like separation from it (i.e., events occurring at locations in space-time other than within its past or future light cones). In fact, classical physics restricts locality of causation even more strictly than this: what happens at any location in space-time is considered as determined either by matter coming to that location by passing through adjacent regions of its past light cone, or else by force or energy fields the state of which at any location in space-time is dependent on its state in adjacent regions of its past light cone.


  These features of classical physics would leave little room for free will in any strong sense. If one accepts classical physics, free will must apparently be explained as being compatible with determinism: the only alternative to compatibilism, if sense were to be made of free will, would be to postulate that the laws of physics do not have universal application and that human free will can cause things to happen contrary to those laws. It might be suggested that Kant found a third alternative, but if so it is one I am unable to understand. Furthermore, any strong sense of free will requires that mental events (e.g., those involved in decisions and voluntary actions), have efficacy in the physical world. Mental events appear to be associated with patterns of physical events spread over substantial regions of the brain; and thus, if the mental events, as such, are to have an impact on the world, this would seem to suggest some nonlocality in causal histories.


  Then in the 1920s came quantum mechanics (QM). And QM seemed to indicate that the world was not deterministic; that the past plus laws of nature did not determine outcomes unequivocally but rather left open a spectrum of alternative outcomes, with varying probabilities. Further, QM seemed to indicate that causation was not entirely local, but rather that what happens in one location can be interdependent with and thus affect and/or be affected by what happens at another location with space-like separation from it.


  Not surprisingly, some people saw the indeterminism of QM as making possible an account of a strong sense of free will, as being incompatible with determinism and as selecting from the outcomes left open by the past and (quantum) physical laws of nature. Notably, this approach was put forward by Arthur Eddington in The Nature of the Physical World (1929), and a similar suggestion appeared in Compton (1935). However, this view did not appeal to neuroscientists or philosophers: they pointed out that the indeterminism suggested by QM is mere randomness, which is hardly conducive to rational choice, and that in any event in systems as hot, wet, and massive as neurons of the brain, quantum mechanical indeterminacies quickly cancel out, so that for all practical purposes determinism rules in the brain. Eddington was strongly attacked, for example, by Susan Stebbing in Philosophy and the Physicists (1937), and it was not until quite recently that the possibility that quantum physics was relevant to free will was again taken up in any significant way.


  However, another feature of QM, namely its treatment of measurement and observation, was seen by some as suggesting an intimate link between QM and consciousness. I will be looking later at von Neumann's treatment of measurement, which has been taken to indicate that QM presupposes and depends upon the existence of conscious observers (see London and Bauer 1983; Wigner 1983).


  By the early 1980s, physicist Henry Margenau was publishing views to the effect that QM was relevant to free will (see Margenau 1984; LeShan and Margenau 1982), and in the late 1980s the idea that QM may be relevant to consciousness in general, and free will in particular, began to receive significant attention. A prominent recent exponent of the view that QM is relevant to consciousness is mathematician Roger Penrose, whose book, The Emperor's New Mind, was published in 1989 and caused considerable debate. In the same year, philosopher Michael Lockwood published Mind, Brain and the Quantum; and there followed a number of books relating QM with consciousness, including my own The Mind Matters (Hodgson 1991), Mind, Matter and Quantum Mechanics by physicist Henry Stapp (1993), How the Self Controls Its Brain by neuroscientist John Eccles (1994), and Shadows of the Mind by Roger Penrose (1994).2 Some of these books (notably Lockwood's) do not directly support a strong sense of free will, but all are of relevance to the debate.3


  In this essay I will focus on the relevance of QM to the free will debate. First, I will outline how QM involves three features potentially of relevance to free will, namely indeterminism, nonlocality, and what may be called “observerparticipation.” Second, I will look at interpretations of QM that might be seen as restoring determinism to physics, namely the many-worlds interpretation and the Bohm interpretation. Third, I will outline some objections that have been raised to the notion that QM is relevant to free will. Fourth, I will briefly discuss the approaches of some of the authors mentioned above, and some recent developments. And finally, I will outline some of my own thoughts on the matter.


  Indeterminism, Nonlocality, and Observer-Participation


  I will begin by briefly saying something about the way in which QM represents physical systems, and will go on to suggest how this gives rise to the three features I have mentioned.


  QM Representations


  In classical physics, the quantities of observable properties (or “observables”) of physical systems (e.g., position or momentum or energy) are represented directly by mathematical objects—so that, for example, one may expect to find the energy of a system represented by a symbol such as E, and one may take that to mean that the system really does have the quantity of energy that E indicates. However, in QM the mathematical objects used do not generally represent directly the quantities of the observables, but rather indicate the probabilities of various observables being disclosed on measurement, if an appropriate measurement should be made.


  A typical representation in QM of the state of a physical system is by the mathematical object |ψ>, which carries the information that, if a measurement of an observable (e.g., the energy of the system) is made, the possible results are energy levels E1, E2, …, En, etc., with respective probabilities P1, P2, …, Pn, etc. Each quantity En is associated with a different possible state (called an “energy eigenstate”) of the system, represented by mathematical objects |ψn>—so that |ψ1> is associated with E1, |ψ2> is associated with E2, and so on. The probability Pn that the system will be measured as a particular En is |cn|2, the absolute square of a number cn, generally complex, which is given by a relationship between |ψ> and |ψn>, called an inner product and written 〈ψn|ψ>. The inner product 〈ψn|ψn> is 1; and in the special case where the system before measurement happens to be in an eigenstate |ψn>, an energy measurement will disclose the particular En with certainty (probability 1): otherwise, as noted earlier, |ψ> will give only a range of possible results and their respective probabilities.


  Consistent with the above, once the energy of the system has been measured, and found to be a particular En, then, according to QM, the state of the system has been reduced from the general state |ψ> to the eigenstate |ψn>, and a further measurement of energy, made immediately, before the system has time to change, will give En with certainty.


  The orthodox view of QM is that the failure of |ψ> generally to indicate a particular energy does not mean that there is some incompleteness in what |ψ> tells us about the energy of the system. Rather, unless and until a measurement is made, the system is not considered as having any particular energy, but rather as being in a “superposition” of all the possible energy eigenstates |ψn>, weighted by the numbers cn—one reason for this being that the behavior of such systems is most readily understood in terms of the existence of such superpositions and the interaction of their elements. Such a superposition can be written Σcn|ψn>, where cn = 〈ψn|ψ>, and Σ|cn|2 =1. It is different from what is called a “statistical mixture” in classical physics, in that, although a statistical mixture indicates probabilities for a range of states that a system may be in, such a mixture is considered as indicating that the system actually is in one of those states but only the probabilities are known.


  Another feature of QM is that representations of systems involve a minimum indeterminacy of certain combinations of observables, e.g., position and momentum. Broadly, for any |ψ>, the product of indeterminacies of position and momentum must always be at least of the order of Planck's constant h, a very small quantity of a variable called action; which means that if either position or momentum is measured precisely, the other becomes wholly indeterminate. This is Heisenberg's uncertainty principle.


  Indeterminism


  Just as classical physics has equations that specify how a physical system will change over time, so also does QM. And these equations are just as deterministic as those of classical physics: according to QM, a QM state | ψ> will change deterministically over time, so long as no measurement of the system is made. However, orthodox QM is nevertheless fundamentally indeterministic, for two reasons.


  First, what changes deterministically is a QM state |ψ> that, as we saw, itself involves minimum indeterminacies of certain combinations of observables. The product of indeterminacies of position and momentum of any system must, according to QM, always be at least of the order of h; and application of deterministic laws to initial conditions with such indeterminacies can produce great indeterminacies in outcomes, particularly in complex systems like the human brain.


  Second, even in relation to observables made certain by an initial quantum state |ψ>, deterministic time-development of |ψ> results in indeterminacy and thus indeterminism in outcomes. Deterministic change of |ψ> will generally change the probabilities |cn|2 for the various observables that could be found on measurement. For example, if energy has been measured and found to be a particular En, and if the system is not remeasured immediately but allowed to change, then there will be a deterministic development of the system that will change it away from the particular state |ψn> corresponding to the particular energy En; and this will mean in turn that, if the energy of the system is subsequently measured, the outcome could be any of a spectrum of Ens, with the probabilities given by the new values of the | cn|2s produced by the deterministic development of the system. That is, indeterminism is involved in the reduction of the quantum state, which is considered as happening upon measurement.


  Nonlocality


  When two QM systems (say |ψ> and |ø> ) interact, they become correlated; and until this correlation is destroyed, for example by a measurement, the systems cannot accurately be represented separately as superpositions of the possible states of the respective systems, because this would leave out the way in which possible states of |ψ> and |ø> are correlated with each other. In some cases, measurement of a particular state of |ψ> will mean that |ø> would certainly be measured to be in a particular state, even though the systems |ψ> and |ø> are some distance apart.


  In a famous article published in 1935, Einstein and two coauthors argued that QM must be incomplete, on the basis of an assumption, supported by relativity theory, that a measurement made on one particle could not immediately affect another particle that was distant from it (Einstein, Podolsky, and Rosen 1935), but that assumption was later decisively refuted by a theorem formulated by John Bell and experiments conducted in the 1980s by Alain Aspect, concerning the polarization of photons (particles of light). (See also Stefanov, Zbinden, Gisin and Suarez, 2002, for more recent experimental support of Bell's theorem.)


  When photons have passed through a polarizer, they are plane-polarized in the direction of the axis of the polarizer (let us say, vertical); and they will then all pass with certainty through another polarizer of the same orientation. However, if instead they encounter a polarizer orientated at an angle θ to the vertical, then only about cos2θ of the photons will pass, and about sin2θ of them will be absorbed. According to QM, the vertically polarized photons are indistinguishable from each other in respect of their polarization, and it is not determined in advance which will pass the θorientated polarizer and which will be absorbed. QM treats each photon as being in a superposition of θ-oriented polarization states c1|θ> + c2|θ+π/2>, where c1 = cosθ and c2 = sinθ; and asserts that, if its polarization in the θ direction is measured by means of the θ-orientated polarizer, the probability that it will be measured as |θ> by passing the polarizer is cos2θ, and the probability that it will be measured as |θ+π/2> by not passing is sin2θ (cf. Dirac 1958, 4–7).


  When two photons have interacted in a particular way, their polarization states become correlated in such a way that, after the photons separate, they will be measured consistently with having the same plane polarization. Accordingly, if one photon in such a pair passes through a vertically orientated polarizer, there is certainty that the other would pass through such a polarizer, whether or not this is actually put to the test; and there is cos2θ probability that the other would pass through a θ-orientated polarizer. Bell's theorem and the Aspect experiments showed that it cannot be the case that, prior to measurement, a photon pair will have properties that determine with certainty that its component photons will or will not pass through the polarizers orientated in each of three distinct directions (e.g., vertical, 30° from the vertical, and 60° from the vertical). Because any direction can be measured, this means that, even though the photons when measured have space-like separation, the polarization of one photon, when it is measured, is then instantaneously correlated with—and thus affects and/or is affected by —the polarization of the other photon (see Aspect, Dalibard, and Roger 1982; Bell 1987; Davies and Brown 1986; Mermin 1989).


  This confirmed the nonlocality implicit in the mathematics of QM.


  Measurement and Observers


  For most practical applications, the inability of QM to do more than give probabilities of measurements does not matter much, because the indeterminacies and indeterminism of QM are generally at atomic scales, and in fact QM both gives virtual certainties for the behavior of systems comprising large numbers of particles of matter or radiation, and also confirms the substantial accuracy of classical physics for macroscopic systems.


  Thus, if one has a collection of radioactive atoms, with a half-life of one year, then the probability that any particular atom will decay within one year is 0.5; and it is generally accepted that all of such atoms are relevantly identical, that there is nothing to distinguish those that will decay within a year (or indeed, within a second) from those that will not. Yet, there is near-certainty as to the relative frequencies of decay and nondecay of large numbers of such atoms over a period of time; namely, that very close to one half of, for example, 1 billion atoms will decay within one year, and one half will not. One may compare this with the tossing of coins. In ten tosses of an unbiased coin, the probability that there will be between four and six heads (five heads ±20%) is about 0.66; whereas in fifty tosses, the probability that there will be between twenty and thirty heads (twenty-five heads ±20%) is about 0.93. In a billion tosses, the probability that there will be a half a billion heads ±20% (or even ±1%) is very close indeed to 1.


  According to QM, the regularity of the behavior of macroscopic objects depends on the high probabilities of relative frequencies in the behavior of vast numbers of particles. For most nonconscious macroscopic systems in most circumstances, the probabilities amount to virtual certainties, so that for ordinary purposes we can safely proceed on the assumption that the middle-sized objects that we deal with in our everyday lives do exist, independently of being observed, in definite positions and with definite motion, and do behave in accordance with the laws of classical physics.


  However, on a theoretical approach, there is a considerable mystery. The fact remains that these ordinary middle-sized objects are composed of atoms that generally do not have determinate position or motion or energy, and in respect of which the most fundamental laws of physics assert a determinate position or motion or energy only in terms of a probability of observation.


  QM suggests that, prior to measurement, a system will generally have no definite energy, but be in a superposition of energy eigenststates; that measurement of energy will disclose a particular energy associated with a particular energy eigenstate; and that, immediately after measurement, the system will be in this particular energy eigenstate. How, then, is it that measurement brings about this reduction of a superposition of eigenstates to one particular eigenstate? This is the measurement problem of QM. It is a problem because the mathematics of QM, in dealing with how systems change over time, deals only with deterministic development in the absence of measurement; and does not indicate how measurement can select out one element of a superposition.


  Schrödinger's cat is a cliché, but it is a graphic illustration of the measurement problem. Readers will be familiar with the thought experiment that Erwin Schrodinger (1983, 157) described in the following words:


  A cat is penned up in a steel chamber, along with the following diabolical device (which must be secured against direct interference by the cat); in a Geiger counter there is a tiny bit of radioactive substance, so small that perhaps in the course of one hour one of the atoms decays, but also with equal probability, perhaps none; if it happens, the counter tube discharges and through a relay releases a hammer which shatters a small flask of hydrocyanic acid.


  We suppose that the device switches off after one hour, and some time later the experimenter opens the chamber. We suppose that the relevant region of the world is divided into three parts: (I) the system actually observed (the radioactive substance), (II) the measuring instrument (the Geiger counter, hammer, and acid; the cat; and the steel chamber), and (III) the actual observer.


  According to QM, after one hour, the radioactive substance (unmeasured) would be in a superposition of states


  


  


  where |c1|2 = |c2|2 = 0.5.


  If one treats (I) alone as developing according to the rules of QM, and the whole of (II) and (III) as measuring (I), then (I) would in fact be measured as having decayed if and when the Geiger counter discharged, and otherwise as not having decayed. However, if one treats (I) and part of (II) (e.g., the Geiger counter, the hammer, and the acid) as developing according to the rules of QM, then the state of this system (unmeasured) after one hour would be


  and this system would be measured by the state of the cat, alive or dead. And if one treats (I) and the whole of (II) as developing according to the rules of QM (as one can), then the state of this system after one hour would be the superposition


  and it would remain in this state (apart from possible phase changes, which need not concern us) until the observer opened the chamber and observed either a live or dead cat. One can go even further, and treat the observer as part of the measured system, developing in accordance with the rules of QM, and introduce, for example, a supervisor as the measuring part of the world. On that approach, when the observer opens the box, the system would go into the superposition


  and measurement would take place only when the supervisor became aware of what the observer discovered when he opened the chamber.


  Von Neumann dealt with this problem in his 1932 treatise on the mathematics of QM (1955, 417–45) with his “projection postulate,” which suggests that, in measurement, two things happen: (1) the QM superposition Σcn|ψ> becomes a classical mixture, so that only one of the |ψn>s actually obtains, with probability |cn|2; and (2) this particular |ψn> becomes known to the observer. He called this process 1, so as to distinguish it from the deterministic development of systems, in the absence of measurement, which he called process 2. He gave no explanation, in QM terms, of how or why process 1 occurred in measurement: rather, he argued that no such explanation was necessary, because it did not matter how much of (I), (II), and (III) one treated as the measured system—the ultimate observer would always detect a particular |ψn> in system (I), with probability |cn|2, whether this be considered as brought about by an immediate measuring instrument (e.g., a Geiger counter), or by a higher level measuring device (e.g., a live or dead cat), or by an intermediate observer (e.g., a person who opens the steel chamber and reports what he sees to a supervisor).


  Now, if one accepts that physical theories such as QM are no more than mathematical models that enable accurate predictions of observations and measurements, then one may well be satisfied with this. That line is taken, for example, by Stephen Hawking in A Brief History of Time (1988, 9, 139), and he thereby evades having to grapple with tricky questions concerning his central concept of imaginary time, as well as avoiding the necessity of even mentioning the measurement problem of QM. However, I think most of us expect more of science than mere prediction: We want to know about what things exist and how they actually work. And it is very difficult to sustain a consistent “models” approach. Hawking does not do so: contrary to his statements about models, most of his book in fact consists of assertions about what things exist and how they work (see, for example, 10, 13, 168–9, 174–5).


  Furthermore, because the laws of QM enable more accurate predictions of observations than do the laws of classical physics, as well as accounting for all the predictions that follow from the laws of classical physics, it is reasonable to believe that we should get a better indication of what things exist and how they work from the laws of QM than from the laws of classical physics. Thus, it is reasonable to look for an explanation of what is really going on when measurement of a quantum system occurs.


  Solving the Measurement Problem?


  There are various proposals for interpreting or modifying QM so as to dispense with reference to observation, without surrendering to Hawking's “models” approach. Three broad alternatives can be identified.


  First, there are proposals that accept that QM is substantially accurate in its account of process 2 (deterministic development), and seek to account for process 1 (reduction to a single eigenstate) as a purely objective physical process (see, e.g., Ghirardi, Rimini, and Weber 1986; Penrose 1989, 367– 71). However, no single one of these has wide support, and it appears that any such account would alter the statistical predictions of QM, which are well confirmed (see d'Espagnat 1989). It is beyond the scope of this essay to discuss them further.


  Second, there is the suggestion that, although QM's account of process 2 is accurate, there is in fact no process 1. This “many worlds” interpretation of QM asserts that process 2 development correlates the system being measured and the measuring part of the world (including any conscious observers) into a superposition that associates each possible state of the measured system with a relative state of the measuring part of the world, and that there is in fact no selection from this superposition of observers, measuring devices, and possible states of the measured system: all elements of this superposition are taken as being not only possibilities but actualities, and all of them are taken to continue in existence after measurement. Nonlocality is affirmed, but indeterminism and observer-participation are denied. This version of QM has been supported by distinguished cosmologists (e.g., Barrow and Tipler 1988), science writers (e.g., Gribbin 1985), and philosophers (e.g., Lockwood 1989). Despite many criticisms, it is still advocated in Deutsch and Lockwood (1994) and Deutsch (1998), and seemingly approved in Weinberg (1993, 65, 186, 224) and Gell-Mann (1994, 137–65). Because this approach could be seen as a way of undermining the support free will may have from the observer-dependence and indeterminism of QM, I will take a little time in the next section to show why I believe that this version of QM is untenable.


  Third, there are suggestions that QM is inaccurate or incomplete in its account of both process 2 and process 1, and that there are “hidden variables” underlying the probabilities of QM. The most developed candidate for “completing” QM in this way, and thus removing the need to postulate measurement or observation, is the theory of the late David Bohm. This theory, like the many-worlds interpretation, affirms nonlocality, but it could be seen as denying indeterminism and observer-participation, so I will say a little about it in the next section.


  I have not yet mentioned an interpretation of QM that is said to be gaining acceptance in recent years, the so-called consistent histories interpretation (see Whitaker 1996, 292–7; Omnes 1994). This is because I find it unclear, and I believe that, if it is not an objective reduction theory like that of Ghiradi and his collaborators, then it is really (as suggested in Gell-Mann 1994, 138–53) a variation of the many-worlds version, so that it can escape the objections to that version only by retreating to the “models” approach.


  Thus, none of the proposals has general acceptance, and it remains a reasonable possibility that, although QM enables superbly accurate predictions of the outcomes of observation and gives a better indication than classical physics of what things exist and how they work, it does not and cannot give a precise account of what happens in the process of observation or indeed in the absence of observation. This leaves as a possibility that no theory invoking mathematical laws can do so, which suggests in turn that reference to observations may always remain a fundamental feature of basic physical theory, and thus that matter is to some degree dependent on mind. As we will see, this approach is advocated by Henry Stapp (see also d'Espagnat 1989).4


  Many-Worlds and Hidden Variables


  Many-Worlds


  According to the many-worlds or relative state version of QM, when the observer opens the steel chamber containing Schrödinger's cat, the superposition


  does actually obtain: so that there are thereafter two instances of the observer, one that sees the live cat and one that sees the dead cat, each unaware of the other. No element of the superposition is eliminated. This (it is said) is what the mathematics of QM indicates, unless one introduces the unexplained process 1, and it cannot be disproved, because there is no possibility of either version of the observer being able to detect the existence or nonexistence of the other.


  In order to show what I believe to be the absurdity of this view, I will first suggest a modification of the Schrödinger's cat thought experiment. By reducing the amount of radioactive material, and having the device switch itself off after, for example, two minutes, the probability of an atom decaying and of the cat being killed is reduced from 0.5 to 0.01. The experiment is performed 100 times. According to the many-worlds version, each time the steel chamber is opened, there occur two instances of the observer, of which one observes a live cat, and the other observes a dead cat. After the experiment has been performed twice, there will be four observer histories: (1) observer sees a live cat, then a live cat; (2) observer sees a live cat, then a dead cat; (3) observer sees a dead cat, then a live cat; and (4) observer sees a dead cat, then a dead cat. After 100 performances, there will be 2100 observer histories. And just as, after 2 performances, two of the four histories showed an equal number of observations of live and dead cats, so also, after 100 performances, the 2100 histories will be grouped, in a bell-shaped curve, around results showing equal numbers of observations of live and dead cats. Whereas, QM would predict that the histories should be grouped around results showing ninety-nine observations of live cats for every one observation of a dead cat.


  We can see what has happened. In standard QM, the probabilities 0.99 and 0.01 respectively for each observation of a live or dead cat are reflected (1) in the high degree of confidence (approaching certainty) that one can have, in making each observation, that it will be of a live cat and not of a dead one; and (2) in the distribution of results over many observations. Both (1) and (2) depend upon one of the possible results occurring on each occasion, and the other not occurring, so that by postulating that both possible results always actually occur, the many-worlds interpretation excludes these reflections of probability.


  This line of argument has been noted by advocates of many worlds (see, e.g., Graham 1973; Lockwood 1989, chs. 12, 13), although somewhat surprisingly it is not addressed in Deutsch (1998), who advocates a worldview based on the many-worlds approach. Three main responses have been suggested: (1) that probabilities of individual occurrences are reflected in probabilities of relative frequencies, and worlds split only in respect of relative frequencies; (2) that probabilities are reflected in the number of worlds or histories produced when splitting occurs; and (3) that (in some sense or other) some of the worlds or histories that actually occur are more or less probable, and so should (in some way or other) count more or less than others. None of these is acceptable.


  Response (1), suggested by Graham ( 1973), notes that the regularities in our world are due to the relative frequencies of huge numbers of quantum events, so that, except in those rare cases where individual quantum events are observed, there is no need to suggest that worlds or histories split for individual quantum events. Accordingly, for all practical purposes, the manyworlds approach can take account of probability.


  However, even though QM does indicate very high probabilities for relative frequencies consistent with the regular behavior of matter, it also gives finite, albeit very low, probabilities for other relative frequencies that are inconsistent with such behavior—just as ordinary probability theory gives very high probabilities for about 50 percent of heads in a billion tosses of an unbiased coin, and finite, albeit very low, probabilities for results widely diverging from this (including for two, one, or even zero heads in a billion tosses). On Graham's view, there must be an actual world or history for each possibility, including those with as little probability as zero heads in a billion tosses (see Squires 1994, 203).


  Turning to response (2), it could be suggested that, in my modified Schrödinger's cat thought experiment, each time the steel chamber is opened, there occur 100 instances of the observer, 1 of which sees a dead cat and 99 of which see a live cat. Then, after 100 performances, the 100100 histories will be grouped around results showing 99 observations of live cats for every 1 observation of a dead cat, appropriately reflecting the statistical predictions of QM.


  However, it is crazy to suggest that the number of worlds or histories created in measurement should depend on what happen to be the numerical probabilities of the possible outcomes of the particular measurement that is made—particularly when some observables can take values anywhere within a continuous range, with no limit in principle to the precision of measurement, and thus no limit to the number of worlds or histories created (on this approach) by measurement. In fact, as pointed out by Squires (1991, 285), there will be deviations from the predictions of quantum theory to a degree that increases with time unless the number of worlds or histories is infinite: and this is just what is proposed by Lockwood (1989) and discussed by Albert (1992). According to the approach discussed by Albert, associated with each observer are an infinite number of minds, and QM probabilities of the result of any measurement are reflected in the proportion of minds for each possible result.


  This overcomes the problem of determining the number of possible worlds or histories—but it has absurdities of its own. Suppose one takes a piece of radioactive substance with a billion particles having a half-life of one year, and one sets up a Geiger counter so that it will signal any decays and display the number of decays on a dial. After one year, assuming no malfunctions, the probability that the dial will show no decays is one in 21000000000: yet on the approach under consideration there will be an infinity of minds associated with an observer who then reads the dial, which observe that the dial shows no decays. (Infinity divided by 21000000000 is still infinity!)


  What this means is that QM, devised to explain the regular behavior of objects in our world, on the basis of the virtual certainty of the statistics of the behavior of vast numbers of particles, leads, in this many-worlds version, to the postulating of the actual existence of myriad infinities of worlds or histories or minds, for which there is no such regular behavior, because the statistical predictions of QM do not hold good; indeed, in Albert's version, an infinity of minds for every possible outcome of every quantum process, however wildly improbable (one in 21000000000, or one in 21000000000 raised to the power of 21000000000, etc.). The statistics of QM, and the regularity of the behavior of matter with which we are familiar, are then supposedly explained by the ratios between all these infinities. This is not only metaphysical baggage, as is sometimes said of the many-worlds view, it is an utter absurdity.


  Response (3) is that the probabilities indicated by QM are reflected in the probabilities of the different worlds or histories; so that, in relation to my modified Schrödinger's cat thought experiment, the great majority of the 2100 observer histories, reflecting probabilities for dead as against live cats much in excess of 1 in 100, are themselves highly improbable, and can be discounted accordingly (see DeWitt and Graham 1973, 163).


  By suggesting that one world or mind for each possible outcome is enough, this response avoids the absurdity of postulating an infinity of worlds or minds for each possible outcome, but only at the expense of depriving the central concept of probability of any meaning. Because every possible outcome actually does occur in just one world or for just one mind, no meaning can be given to what are said to be the different probabilities of the different outcomes.


  Thus, none of the three responses answers the probability argument. Standard QM asserts that in measurement on each occasion only one result actually occurs, and the other possible results do not occur, with these actual occurrences and nonoccurrences over many measurements reflecting the statistical predictions of QM. The many-worlds version asserts that, on every occasion, every possibility actually occurs—so that the probabilities of QM cannot be expressed in the statistics of actual occurrences and nonoccurrences because there are never any nonoccurrences. This makes nonsense of QM. Thus, I contend that, of all the main interpretations of QM, the many-worlds version can most confidently be dismissed.


  Bohm and Hidden Variables


  Although I introduced Bohm's version of QM as identifying “hidden variables,” Bohm himself, in his last comprehensive statement of his interpretation, preferred to call it an ontological interpretation (Bohm and Hiley 1993, 2). This was because his theory was concerned with what actually exists and happens, in contrast with orthodox QM, which, as we have seen, relates to measurements or observations and thus can be considered as directed primarily towards epistemology.


  A central feature of Bohm's interpretation is that particles of matter such as electrons are considered as always having a well-defined position, independent of observation or measurement: in this respect Bohm's version is like classical physics. However, the motion of the particles is affected, not only by forces recognized by classical physics, but also by what Bohm calls a “quantum field.” This field is unlike classical fields, particularly in that its effect is considered to be independent of the strength of the field but totally dependent on its form, with the result that the effect does not decrease with distance.


  The quantum field proposed by Bohm is such that the position of individual particles cannot be controlled or predicted, and that in ordinary circumstances the statistical results of orthodox QM will be produced. In certain circumstances, the Bohm system could give rise to statistics different from those of orthodox QM, but it has not yet been possible to investigate those circumstances (see Bohm and Hiley 1993, 345–8).


  The Bohm interpretation is like orthodox QM in embracing nonlocality: In situations like those dealt with by the Aspect experiments, the quantum field is seen as being able to instantaneously correlate the polarization of distant particle pairs. As noted above, it is unlike orthodox QM in that it makes no reference to observation or measurement.


  Regarding indeterminism, the interpretation could be considered deterministic if it were accepted as final and comprehensive. However, Bohm took the view that “nature in its total reality is unlimited, not only quantitatively, but also qualitatively, in its depth and subtlety of its laws and processes” (Bohm and Hiley 1993, 321; cf. Bohm 1983). For this reason, Bohm claimed that reality is neither absolutely deterministic nor absolutely indeterministic, but “somewhere between and beyond [these views], as indeed it is beyond what can be captured in thought, which is always limited to some abstraction from the totality” (Bohm and Hiley 1993, 324). So Bohm himself does not rule out the possibility of indeterministic free will, supported by postclassical physics.


  The attempt to formulate a deterministic “hidden variables” version of QM has been continued in recent years by physicist Gerard ‘t Hooft (2001, 2007), and philosopher Mark Balaguer (2010, 145–7)5 has asserted that we do not have any good argument as to whether or not QM should be interpreted deterministically. However, I think the general consensus of physicists favors indeterminism, and recently the possibility of a deterministic version of QM has been strongly challenged by a theorem devised by mathematicians John Conway (inventor of the famous “Game of Life”) and Simon Kochen (one of the originators of what is known as the Kochen/Specker paradox of QM) (Conway and Kochen 2006, 2009).


  Like Bell's theorem and the Aspect experiments, this theorem (which Conway and Kochen rather provocatively call “the free will theorem”) concerns the results of measurements made on particles that have been correlated by prior interaction, at times when they have space-like separation from each other; however, it relates not to polarization of particles of light, but to an analogous property of particles of matter, called “spin.” The theorem proceeds on assumptions that the correlations of spin required by the mathematics of QM do hold good, that each of the experimenters making the measurements can freely choose which directions of spin to measure, and that the response of each particle is independent of the choice of the experimenter measuring the other particle as to which direction of spin to measure for that particle.


  The theorem then shows that, given these assumptions, the response of the particles to measurement of spin is not “a function of” the entire previous history of the universe, in other words, it is not determined by that history and the laws of nature.


  This result can be avoided only by rejecting one or more of the assumptions, in other words, by (1) denying the well-supported conclusions of QM, (2) asserting that the decisions of the experimenters are constrained, or (3) asserting that the information concerning each experimenter's choice as to which directions of spin to measure is available to the other particle before it responds to the measurement made on it (in addition to the actual results of measurement being correlated, as QM requires).


  I do not think any scientist would support the first alternative. The third would require rejection of relativity theory in a respect not required by QM. The second would require a thoroughgoing conspiracy of nature. For example, if each experimenter determined which directions of spin to measure by rolling a number of dice at a prearranged time when they had space-like separation, the results of these operations would have to be coordinated in a way predetermined by nature.


  The theorem has been the subject of some discussion on the Internet, but otherwise has had little publicity. It seems hardly to have been noticed by philosophers. However, I think it provides powerful support to the view that the indeterminism suggested by QM will never be displaced.


  Marginalizing QM


  As noted earlier, the possible relevance of QM to consciousness in general and free will in particular has been taken up again over the last couple of decades. As a very general statement, it seems that philosophers and neuroscientists have tended to be dismissive of this approach, and that its principal advocates have been a few physicists and one neuroscientist. I will look briefly at the grounds on which QM is dismissed, and also at what two prominent philosophers have said about the relevance of QM to free will. In the following section, I will consider the views of some scientists who argue that QM is relevant at least to consciousness, if not also free will.


  Standard Arguments


  As I have noted, first, the orthodox interpretation of QM involves a measure of irreducible indeterminism in the development over time of systems in the world. Second, QM contradicts the causal locality and reductionism of classical physics that is still generally assumed in the broader scientific orthodoxy, thus opening up the possibility that an agent's conscious mental activity could act holistically in exercising a causal influence not fully explicable from a physical viewpoint. Finally, the mathematics of QM links not objective events but observations of events, so that the participation of conscious subjects is presupposed, and the total dependence of consciousness upon matter, which is assumed in scientific orthodoxy, is thus put into question.


  These considerations have so far had little effect on the orthodox scientific world-view, or on the views of most neuroscientists and philosophers about consciousness and free will.


  The first is dealt with by acknowledging that there may be some indeterminism in the world, but suggesting that this is of little moment, and in particular, not allowing for any exercise of free will independent of physical causation. Any indeterminism (it is said) occurs at levels of scale in size and time that cannot be relevant to any supposed exercise of free will, and in any case, the indeterminism involves only randomness that (as shown by Hume) would not be conducive to efficacious human choice.


  The second consideration, combining nonlocality with holism, is generally ignored, or at best dismissed as occurring at scales and in circumstances irrelevant to free will. Although nonlocality sits uneasily in various ways with the theory of relativity, it is in fact generally accepted that quantum nonlocality does not permit the transmission of a detectable signal at faster than the speed of light—so that for practical purposes it might seem that locality of causation is maintained. Scientific orthodoxy is (it is said) thus not threatened by this exotic implication of QM, which is so remote from anything significant for the operations of the brain.


  The third consideration, the presupposition of observers, is assumed to be a temporary feature of QM, which will be supplanted when QM is better understood. As we have seen, there are various theories about QM in which the observer is not presupposed, and although none of these has gained general acceptance, it is reasonable to (it is said) believe that the wholly implausible idea that matter is to some extent dependent on mind will be rooted out of QM.


  Philosopher David Chalmers has jokingly called the project of relating QM to consciousness a strategy for the minimization of mysteries (McCrone 1994): QM is a mystery, consciousness is a mystery, so by saying they are the same mystery, you have reduced the number of mysteries by one.


  Dennett


  In his first major work on free will, Elbow Room (1984), Daniel Dennett dismisses QM as having any relevance to free will. He points out (77n) that QM indeterminism would not involve macroscopic indeterminism of human action unless there happened to be something of the nature of natural Geiger counters in our brains, which would amplify QM indeterminism to the requisite macroscopic scale, but he adds that in any event it is difficult to see what could be the point of such mechanisms. His reason is that any advantage that random processes could have, for example in throwing up alternatives for acceptance or rejection, could equally well be served by pseudorandom processes such as those used by present-day computers (see 120, 151).


  He also makes the point that, if free will and responsibility depended upon our actions being “the magnified effect of quantum-level indeterminacies occurring in our brains,” then it is extremely unlikely, given the complexity of our brains even at the molecular level, that we could ever know whether any particular act was or was not one for which the person was responsible— which, he says, is absurd (Dennett 1984, 136).


  In his more recent book on free will, Freedom Evolves (Dennett 2003), he considers whether “subatomic quantum indeterminacy could be amplified into playing a crucial role in decision making” (121), in the course of an extensive review of Robert Kane's approach to free will, and he argues to the effect that this could not contribute to efficacious free will in the way suggested by Kane.


  Honderich


  Ted Honderich is another philosopher who has considered QM in relation to the free-will question, and concluded it is irrelevant.


  He makes the point that if someone is to be responsible for his or her mental state following what is supposed to be a free choice, then that mental state must follow reliably from the mental processes involved in the choice; yet for indeterministic free will, the mental processes involved in the choice itself must not follow reliably from their precursors (Honderich 1993, 37). Even then, he writes, QM only postulates random or chance events, and we cannot be responsible for chance events.


  He also advances an argument to the effect that QM does not really provide a sound basis for believing in indeterminism, which could be relevant to human choices (Honderich 1993, 61–66). He argues that the success of the formalism of QM does not guarantee the truth of particular interpretations of QM, that in any event much that QM suggests are deterministic effects are not the sort of thing that determinists claim to be deterministic effects, and that the lack evidence for chance events in ordinary macroscopic world makes it reasonable to doubt that QM really could produce such events. (See the essays of Dennett and Honderich in this volume for further discussion and defense of their views.)

  QM and Consciousness


  Penrose


  As mentioned earlier, a most prominent advocate in recent years of the relevance of QM to consciousness is mathematician Roger Penrose.


  A central plank of Penrose's argument is the nature of human rationality, and the capacity of humans to solve problems that cannot be solved by the application of rule-based procedures or algorithms. This capacity, he argues, requires understanding, which in turn requires consciousness. He supports this by referring to Gödel's theorem, developing an argument previously advanced by philosopher John Lucas (1984). Penrose (1994) contains a very extensive discussion and elaboration of this argument.


  Penrose then asks what kind of physical process could possibly support nonalgorithmic rationality. He points out that both classical physics and von Neumann's process 2 in QM are algorithmic: in each case, timedevelopment proceeds strictly in accordance with definite rules in a way that is, in principle at least, computable. However, von Neumann's process 1 in QM is otherwise. According to standard QM, it is a process that is purely random within the probability parameters established by the process 2 development. But Penrose suggests that standard QM is inadequate in its account of process 1, and that an adequate account of process 1 may involve nonalgorithmic development of the type required for consciousness and human rationality.


  Penrose argues that QM needs a new account of process 1, the reduction of the quantum state, as an objective process—what he calls “objective reduction” (OR). He suggests that both nonalgorithmic rationality and consciousness are associated with nonlocal coordinated ORs occurring over extended regions of the brain. Penrose considers that such nonlocal quantum events, if they are to be associated with conscious experiences, would require nonlocal QM correlations or “coherence” extending over substantial areas of the brain for periods of time of the order of, for example, at least one-tenth of a second, so Penrose considers whether there are any features of the brain that could support the spread and duration of coherence to that extent. And he adopts a suggestion, first made by Stuart Hameroff (a professor of clinical anesthesiology) that structures within the neurons of the brain called “microtubules” could isolate quantum states in such a way as to do just that.


  On the question of free will, Penrose takes the position that the nonalgorithmic processes of his theory could make free will possible, but that such processes could also be compatible with determinism. He gives a simple example of a “toy universe” in which each step of time development depends on whether a plane can be tiled by a shape determined by the previous time step: such a universe would be deterministic, but its development would not be computable by application of algorithms (Penrose 1997).


  Stapp


  Another prominent advocate of the relevance of QM to consciousness and free will is the physicist Henry Stapp, a collaborator of QM pioneer Wolfgang Pauli. Unlike Penrose, Stapp does not suggest that QM is in need of significant modification, and he embraces QM's reference to observation as providing the basis for a theory of the relationship and interaction of mind and matter.


  Stapp adopts the general approach of von Neumann and Wigner, suggesting that the mathematical representations of QM do not refer to mindindependent observable properties that exist independently of observers: rather, they refer to objectively existing “informational structures,” carrying the maximum information that can be had about the world. The process 1 of von Neumann can then be understood as a process that brings about a change in that maximum information through measurement and observation. This is not the same as saying that the observer's consciousness of the result of measurement has the physical effect of changing the otherwise mindindependent physical state of the observed system, as is sometimes said about this type of approach. The more subtle view is that the representations never precisely specify mind-independent physical states at all, but rather specify the maximum information that can be had about them. Nor is it the same as saying that there are no mind-independent physical states: the informational structures, and indeed physical states underlying them, are treated as objectively existing, and not dependent on being actually known by any particular mind or consciousness.


  Stapp accepts that classical physics generally provides us with very close approximations to the observable properties and functioning of mindindependent macroscopic physical entities in the world, including human brains, and that if one is to show that QM plays a significant role in the functioning of the brain, an explanation is required as to how this can be, given what we know about the conditions obtaining in the brain. He postulates that a function of brain activity is to process information about the world coming in from sensors, in order to produce a “template for action” that can give rise to appropriate action (Stapp 1993, ch. 6). One feature of the complex dynamic systems studied in chaos theory is that although minute differences in initial conditions can give rise to huge differences in outcomes, the calculation of outcomes often shows high probabilities for outcomes approximating closely to a small number of states called “attractors.” Stapp suggests that this may be so for the brain, with the various attractors representing the various possible templates for action (243). Stapp goes on to analyze the effect of Heisenberg uncertainties in the position and momentum of presynaptic calcium ions, and concludes that this involves uncertainties concerning the discharge of neurotransmitters, and that this in turn gives rise to myriad different possibilities, each of which could be expected to evolve into something very close to one of a small number of different attractors. The selection between the attractors could then occur by a “reduction of the wave packet,” in other words, by a process 1 reduction of the quantum state. Stapp (1998) concludes:


  It should be emphasized that this effect is generated simply by the Heisenberg uncertainty principle, and hence cannot be simply dismissed or ignored within a rational scientific approach. The effect is in no way dependent upon macroscopic quantum coherence, and is neither wiped out nor diminished by thermal noise. The shower of different macroscopic

  possibilities created by this effect can be reduced to the single actual macroscopic reality that we observe only by a reduction of the wave packet (243).


  Thus, Stapp argues, whereas classical physics has no room for consciousness and offers no possibility of any explanation of or role for consciousness, the picture of the world provided by QM incorporates consciousness in a natural and parsimonious way.


  On the relevance of all this to free will, Stapp does not question that the outcomes of process 1 reductions are random within the probability parameters given by relevant quantum states, but he points out that outcomes depend very much upon what measurements are made and with what frequency. For example, according to QM, there are cases where the probability of a particular outcome increases over time, in the absence of measurement, in such a way that the probability of that outcome can be made to approach zero by sufficiently frequent observations: this is called the quantum Zeno effect (or “a watched pot never boils”; see Sudbery 1986, 192–3). Although of course we do not deliberately select what “measurements” to make of the quantum states of our brains, our intentional actions could have the effect of making measurements that constrain outcomes in this sort of way.


  Since the first edition of this collection, Stapp continued to elaborate on these ideas in second and third editions of Mind, Matter and Quantum Mechanics (2003, 2009), in a book directed more at general readers (Stapp 2007), and in many articles and conference presentations (e.g., Schwartz, Stapp, and Beauregard 2005).


  Eccles


  The last advocate of the relevance of QM to consciousness that I will consider is the late John Eccles, a prominent neuroscientist and Nobel laureate. He has advanced a hypothesis that focuses on the triggering of the discharge of neurotransmitters, giving rather more anatomical detail than Stapp (Eccles 1994).


  As is well known, the neocortex of the human brain contains thousands of millions of nerve cells called “neurons.” Each neuron consists of a body or “soma,” fibers called “dendrites” (through which signals are received from other neurons), and a fiber called an “axon” through which it sends signals to other neurons. The axon itself ends in many branches, and these branches terminate in “synaptic knobs” (i.e., boutons), each of which closely abuts the surface of a spine from a dendrite, or the soma of the receiving neuron: each such area of functional contact is called a “synapse.” When a neuron signal reaches a bouton, discharge of neurotransmitters (i.e., exocytosis) may occur, the probability of such occurrence being of the order of 0.25. If exocytosis occurs, neurotransmitters cross the synaptic space (or cleft) to the receiving neuron, and there make an excitatory or inhibitory contribution to the firing of that neuron. Whether or not a neuron fires will depend upon the total of such contributions, through all the synapses of its dendrites and soma, which may number several thousand for a single neuron.


  Something like one-half of the neurons of the neocortex have pyramidshaped bodies and dendrites ascending from their apexes towards the surface of the brains. As they ascend, these dendrites become closely grouped in bundles or clusters, which comprise dendrites from about 70 to 100 neurons. The dendrites from each neuron have 2,000 to 5,000 spine synapses, so that each cluster has over 100,000 spine synapses. Eccles contends that these clusters of dendrites, which he calls “dendrons,” are basic anatomical units of the cortex.


  Eccles gives close consideration to the structure and contents of the presynaptic boutons. Each bouton generally contains something like 2,000 vesicles, quantal packages of neurotransmitter molecules, with each vesicle containing 5,000 to 10,000 molecules. At any time, about thirty to fifty of these vesicles are located in a grid that adjoins the synapse, and thus are ready for exocytosis. When a neuron signal reaches the bouton, one (but no more than one) of these vesicles may discharge the whole of its contents into the synaptic cleft, and this happens only with a probability of the order of 0.25. It is Eccles's contention that this probability is an indeterministic quantum mechanical effect, and not merely an expression of our ignorance of hidden variables. His hypothesis is that the self affects brain processes by momentarily increasing the probabilities of exocytosis in all of the 100,000 or so boutons of a “dendron.” Chapter 9 of Eccles (1994) contains calculations that suggest that the quantities of energy, distance, and time involved in the process are sufficiently small for quantum mechanical effects to be significant, and that conservation laws would not be violated. On the other hand, simultaneously increasing the probabilities of exocytosis in as many as 100,000 boutons could macroscopically affect brain processes, and thereby contribute to the realization of subjective intentions.


  Eccles advocated a dualist theory, according to which there is a conscious spiritual self distinct from the brain, and he proposed the hypothesis I have outlined in order to account for interaction between the spiritual self and the physical brain. I believe there are powerful objections to this kind of dualism, having to do with the difficulty of giving a rational account the structure and contribution of a self that is separate from the brain, and I suggest it is more reasonable to consider the brain-and-mind as a physical-and-mental whole whose causal properties are not fully captured by the physical aspect. However, the central thesis of Eccles's book, the proposed mechanism for interaction between the self and the brain, could equally be an explanation of how the mental aspect of the brain-and-mind can contribute to physical processes without violating any physical law, and it does stand as a plausible hypothesis for how quantum mechanical indeterminism could give rise to alternatives for choice.


  More Recent Developments


  Over the last ten years there has been considerable work, particularly by physicists, addressing the question of whether and how QM could be significant for brain processes, and consciousness in particular. This work has been inconclusive.


  In 2000, physicist Max Tegmark provided calculations in support of the view that QM effects occur at too small a scale in space and time to be significant in the functioning of the brain. According to these calculations, any macroscopic quantum coherence in the brain would be destroyed in times of the order of 10−13–10−20 seconds (see Tegmark 2000; Seife 2000). However, Tegmark's calculations have been criticized by Hameroff and Hagen (2000) to the effect that they did not address the mechanisms proposed by Hameroff and Penrose. And Stapp (2000) claims they do not affect his position because his position does not depend on the maintenance of macroscopic coherence. There is a helpful discussion of Tegmark's work in Balaguer (2010, 155–9).


  There is a useful collection of recent papers concerning possible applications of QM to brain processes and consciousness in Tuszynski (2006). Substantial international conferences dealing with the application of QM to brain processes were held in Tucson, Arizona, in 1999 and 2003. There was also such a conference held in Salzburg in 2007, and the following manifesto for that conference gives an impression of the nature of current work on the question:


  The fundamental question of how the brain produces

  conscious experience remains unanswered through classical neurocomputational explanations.


  Quantum approaches to consciousness (considered highly unlikely by most scientists and philosophers) can potentially account for difficult issues (e.g., unconscious-to-conscious transitions, binding, synchrony, subjectivity) but appear vulnerable to decoherence at warm brain temperatures. Since the previous Quantum Mind conference in 2003, evidence has shown or suggested:


  1) At the molecular level, enzyme-substrate interactions and sensory transduction in photo-, magneto-, and olfactory receptors rely on quantum mechanisms (tunneling, spin transfer, and/or radical pairs),

  2) Cellular level ion channel cooperativity and brain-wide gamma synchrony coherence appear to require nonlocal quantum correlations among states of proteins and ions,

  3) Psychoactive molecules interact with receptors through quantum correlations,

  4) Quantum spin transfer through biomolecules is enhanced by increased temperature,

  5) Quantum computing processes can occur at increasingly warm temperatures,

  6) Robust quantum entanglement can involve millions of atoms or molecules.


  Further, 7) Quantum time symmetry can rescue consciousness from the unfortunate role of epiphenomenal illusion forced by classical neurocomputation,


  And finally

  8) Quantum approaches offer a possible answer to the ontological question: what *is* consciousness and what is its place in the universe?


  My Own Views


  


  I will conclude with a brief statement of some views of my own.


  First, I agree with Stapp that classical physics has no place and no role for consciousness. If the development over time of the physical world proceeds according to physical laws that admit of no alternatives, and that engage with physical quantities of mass, electric charge, distance, momentum, and so on, then consciousness would seem to be an accidental superfluity, having no causal role other than just going along with the developments required by physical laws that engage with physical states and events upon which consciousness, in this approach, supervenes.


  Second, I agree with Penrose that our rationality is not merely algorithmic. Of course, it can plausibly be argued that, although our rationality cannot be fully explained in terms of known algorithmic rules (e.g., logic, mathematics, probability), nevertheless it is entirely algorithmic or computational, in the sense that it uses computational procedures that are unknown to us but that have been selected for their efficacy over millions of years of evolution. But our rationality seems to have much more general application than this argument would suggest, and it also seems to depend on consciousness in a way for which this argument has no explanation. This is a view that I have been developing since 1991, and particularly in recent years (see Hodgson 1991, ch. 5; 1996; 1999; 2002; 2007a; 2007b). I will say more about this below.


  Third, I believe that the locality of causation entailed by classical physics is a further reason why classical physics must be inadequate to account for consciousness. Whatever else consciousness involves, it does involve a bringing together (or chunking), into broadly unified experiences, of multitudes of events in extended regions of the brain; and the occurrence of these experiences, and any causal roles they may have, have a nonlocal character that goes beyond anything that can be explained in terms of classical physics or indeed any science that assumes the correctness of classical physics. Current attempts to solve this “binding problem” of consciousness in terms of coordinated forty-Hertz oscillations seem to me to be hopelessly inadequate, so long as these oscillations are considered as arising and having effects via the local causation of classical physics (see Hodgson 1996).


  Fourth, for all these reasons it is very strange to me that so many scientists and philosophers are dogmatic in their dismissal of the relevance of QM to consciousness, and in their insistence that consciousness can be explained in terms of classical physics.


  Their strongest argument is that, in systems as massive, hot, and wet as neurons of the brain, any quantum coherence and indeterminacies would be eliminated within times far shorter than would be necessary for conscious experiences, and that this is well and good, because any significant quantum indeterminism would only prejudice rationality (I previously referred to calculations by Tegmark that suggested that any macroscopic quantum coherence in the brain would be destroyed in times of the order of 10−13– 10−20 seconds, and to answers to those arguments by Hameroff and Stapp). In any event, even if arguments such as Tegmark's were to show that orthodox QM cannot assist in explaining consciousness, they would not overcome what I say is the clear inadequacy of classical physics to do so. And arguments to the effect that indeterminism must prejudice rationality miss the points that our rationality seems to be nonalgorithmic, that the operation of QM in the brain may permit nonalgorithmic rational processes in ways such as those suggested by Penrose and Stapp, and that if there were any ways in which quantum processes could be used to advantage in the brain, it is likely that evolution would have found them.


  Fifth, I believe that considerations associated with our rationality and consciousness give us powerful positive reasons to hold that our decision making is not wholly determined by engagement of rules with existing circumstances, but rather takes advantage of the indeterminism and nonlocality of QM to arrive at reasonable nonrule-based conclusions, and that this approach supports a robust incompatibilist view of free will. I will briefly outline my argument for this approach.6


  To start, it is clear that we must rely on ordinary human rationality to justify any belief about science or philosophy (*or indeed anything else); that an important part of this rationality is the capacity to reason from premises to conclusions; and that this capacity includes the ability to engage in plausible reasoning, in other words, reasoning in which the premises do not entail the conclusions by virtue of applicable rules but support them as a matter of reasonable, albeit fallible, judgment. Arguments of Hume, Popper, and others, particularly as developed by the American philosopher Hilary Putnam, have shown that plausible reasoning cannot be fully explained in terms of rules for good reasoning, whether they be rules of logic or mathematics or probability or whatever. Putnam concluded that human rationality cannot be formalised without formalising complete human personality, and possibly not even then (Putnam 1981, 174–90).


  It is of course possible that plausible reasoning can be fully explained as an expression of unconscious computational processes in our brains that work because they have been selected in evolution for their effectiveness in promoting survival and reproduction, but I say the following considerations count strongly against this.


  It is reasonable to accept that our conscious experiences (including visual and auditory experiences, thoughts, and feelings) contribute positively to this plausible reasoning. Our brains are capable of performing marvelous unconscious algorithmic procedures, for example in the preconscious processes required to achieve three-dimensional vision, as well as the stability of a viewed scene despite voluntary movements of one's head and eyes. If optimal decisions on matters important to our survival and reproduction could be made without a positive contribution from conscious experiences, it could be expected that evolution would have ensured that decisions be made by using just this prodigious unconscious computing capacity, particularly when our conscious processes seem clumsy and fallible by comparison.


  And yet, we are so constituted that, whenever we are faced with a novel situation requiring some significant decision or action, our conscious minds are automatically brought to bear. Much unconscious information processing seems to be finely tuned to support conscious experiences in which currently important information is presented simply and vividly, in the manner of an executive summary prepared for a decision maker in business or government.7 (Computer scientist Marvin Minsky once dismissed consciousness as an imperfect summary of what is going on in the brain, but he failed to recognize that there must be an evolutionary advantage in having this summary.) We have feelings like pain to motivate us, when it would be absurd (even if possible) to use pain or any other feelings to motivate a computer, or any other performer of unconscious algorithms.


  It is true that good ideas come to us as a result of unconscious processes, but we do not adopt these ideas without conscious appraisal. And although Daniel Kahneman, Amos Tversky, and others have shown (Kahneman, Slovk, and Tversky 1982) that our plausible reasoning is affected by unconscious biases, these biases can be addressed and their effect minimized only by careful conscious appreciation of them.


  So although there is no doubt that unconscious processes play an indispensable role in our decision making, there are strong reasons for holding that part of that role is to support conscious experiences that also contribute positively to decision making.


  Next, if plausible reasoning proceeded precisely as determined by rules of any kind (whether laws of nature, computational rules, or any other kind of rules), it would be very difficult to identify a positive role for a person's conscious experiences in that reasoning. Any conclusion that can be reached by the operation of general rules on existing circumstances can be reached without consciousness: this seems obvious, and it is confirmed by Alan Turing's (1958) arguments about computation, and by the existence and performance of computers. Neuroscience itself assumes that the operation of the brain needs no assistance from conscious experiences. No one has suggested any plausible positive role that conscious experiences could have if brain processes were precisely determined by rules.


  The closest I have found to such a suggestion is that made by Dennett (2003, 242–55) and others to the effect that, in order for human beings to monitor and communicate some of their own mental processes, evolutionary selection has developed brains able to produce simplified “user-friendly” accounts of these processes, in terms of the existence of an integrated conscious subject or self that has conscious experiences, has goals and purposes, and chooses between available alternatives. But unless these user-friendly accounts have effects other than as precisely determined by rules, this suggestion also gives no positive efficacious role to conscious experiences as such.


  I suggest there can be a positive role for a person's conscious experiences in plausible reasoning, if that reasoning proceeds other than as precisely determined by rules; namely, by contributing to appropriate decisions through feature-rich gestalt experiences to which we can respond appositely, even though these experiences do not engage as wholes with general rules. My support for this assertion is an original argument of mine (Hodgson 2002, 2007b), which I will briefly summarize here.


  I accept that our conscious experiences correspond with physical processes of our brains, and I accept there is accordingly a sense in which any information contained in our experiences must be contained or encoded in those physical processes, but it is important that this information, as experienced consciously by us, is characteristically combined into unified wholes or gestalts. My suggestion is that, although these gestalts generally do not, as wholes, engage with laws or rules of any kind, they may plausibly as wholes make a positive contribution to our decisions, because we can respond appositely to them.


  It is characteristic of laws and rules that they apply generally over a range of circumstances, and engage with types or classes of things or features that different circumstances have in common, including variable quantities. Thus, although laws and rules apply to individual unique circumstances, they engage with features of these circumstances only insofar as each of these features is of a type or class and/or is a variable quantity. Thus, the featurerich gestalts we normally experience (e.g., gestalts combining many features of an observed scene or of a unique musical performance) generally do not as wholes engage with laws or rules, so they cannot as wholes have effects through engaging with laws or rules.


  Consider for example George Gershwin's melody to the song The Man I Love. This melody has general and quantitative features in common with other melodies, and these features, being general and quantitative, can engage with general rules, so that the melody can readily be identified by application of computational rules. No doubt such an appealing melody has constituent features that can push buttons in our emotional make-up that have been established by evolution and environment. But the way this melody sounds, and even the way some two- and four-bar chunks of it sound, is unique to this melody, and the experience of such a unique melody or chunk of melody, as a whole, is an example of what I mean by a feature-rich gestalt that generally does not engage with laws or rules.


  When Gershwin was composing the melody, possibilities for how it should proceed must have been thrown up by unconscious processes. But Gershwin must surely have consciously appraised these possibilities as he composed in order to decide whether to adopt them, modify them, or look for other possibilities. Ultimately he must have consciously appraised the melody itself, in order to decide whether to assent to it as his composition or to refine it further, and I suggest that in appraising the possibilities and the melody, Gershwin was responding to gestalts of the possibilities and of the melody and/or chunks of it, which because of their uniqueness and feature richness could not engage as wholes with preexisting rules of any kind.


  Once this melody had been composed and heard by its composer and others, there might from this initial hearing be constituted, for the purposes of future cognitive processes of those persons, computational rules capable of engaging with a gestalt of that melody: in effect making the melody a type for the purposes of future computational processing. But that circumstance could not exist for any person before that person's first hearing of the melody, and I contend that rules supporting apposite responses to the gestalt would generally arise only if the person has consciously grasped and responded appositely to the gestalt in the first place. And these rules would not engage with appreciably different gestalts that may arise from appreciably different performances of the melody when those different performances are first heard.


  The example I have given supports the view that experienced gestalts contribute as wholes to aesthetic judgments, even when these gestalts do not as wholes engage with rules, and my contention is that they can also contribute as wholes to our plausible reasoning generally, both in deciding what to believe and in deciding what to do. This can provide the basis for a robust indeterministic account of free will, which makes it a natural and vital aspect of human activity, and understandable as a product of evolution.8


  The importance of QM for this approach is that its nonlocality makes it plausible that gestalt experiences corresponding to physical processes in extended regions of the brain could as wholes be causally efficacious, and its indeterminism makes it plausible that there could be spectra of alternatives within which nonrule-determined processes could select outcomes. And as suggested by Stapp, QM's reference to and dependence upon observation could be part of the explanation of the relationship between the physical and mental aspects of reality.


  Notes:


  (1.) The past light cone of an event is all that region of the totality of spacetime from which the location of the event could be reached by traveling at or below the speed of light, whereas its future light cone is all that region of space-time that could be reached from its location by traveling at or below the speed of light speed.


  (2.) Others include F. Wolf (1984), Zohar (1990), Squires (1990), Herbert (1993), and Jibu and Yasue (1995).


  (3.) Other relevant books appearing since the first edition of the present collection include Rosenblum and Kutner (2006), Tuszynski (2006), and Stapp (2007).


  (4.) For further approaches to the interpretation of QM, by two philosophers, see Maxwell (1988) and Price (1994).


  (5.) In this book, Balaguer ( 2010) argues that, if what he calls a torn decision (where the person in question has reasons for two or more options and has no conscious belief as to which option is best and decides without resolving this conflict; 71) is wholly undetermined at the moment of choice (in the sense that the moment-of-choice probabilities for the options are roughly even and the choice occurs without any further causal input; 78), then the decision is free in the sense that it is not only undetermined but also appropriately nonrandom (i.e., subject to the agent's authorship and control, and just one of the alternatives that could have been arrived at by exercise of that authorship and control). In my view, he does not deal adequately with the possibility that such a decision is determined by a random nonmental neural event that is part of the decision process (see 85–6, 109–10). This is not excluded by his stipulations, and it would I think undermine the contention that the decision is conscious, intentional and purposeful in such a way as to make it appropriately nonrandom.


  (6.) This outline substantially follows a section of Hodgson (2007b).


  (7.) A point made in Penrose (1987) at 266–7.


  (8.) An approach bearing some similarity to mine can be found in Kauffman (2009). I develop my approach in some detail in my book Rationality + Consciousness = Free Will (New York: Oxford University Press, forthcoming).
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article begins with a discussion of modern efforts to clarify and define the meaning of physical determinism. It distinguishes four features of the Laplacean vision of physical determinism—differential dynamics, unique evolution, value determinateness, and absolute prediction—and the relevance of each to free-will debates. It then turns to the role of indeterminism in quantum mechanics and discusses current philosophical debates about the nature of indeterministic or probabilistic causation. It also considers debates about the possible relevance of chaos theory and nonlinear dynamics in physical systems to free will as well as the possible relevance of recent research on far-from equilibrium physical systems pioneered by Nobel laureate Ilya Prigogine. The article concludes with some general remarks about the causal completeness of physical explanations and the possibility of emergent phenomena in physical systems.


  physical determinism, free-will debates, differential dynamics, unique evolution, value determinateness, absolute prediction, quantum mechanics, chaos theory, Ilya Prigogine


  Free-will debates can be boiled down to the question of how to make sense of human free choice and action in a realm of ordered causes. In the modern era, this question has been cast as the question of free will and determinism. We face an immediate problem when framing the question this way because being clear about the nature of determinism is notoriously difficult. At an abstract level of analysis, there are at least ninety varieties of determinism (Sobel 1998, 77–166). Furthermore, there are several ways to construe determinism (e.g., physical, psychological, theological, logical, metaphysical).


  Because the question of how physical laws are related to the exercise of free will appears explicitly in free-will discussions (e.g., see the essays in this volume on the Consequence Argument; Kane 1996), my primary focus will be on physical determinism, the thesis that all physical events are determined to occur according to physical laws. This choice of focus only removes part of the complication, however, because there are several conceptions of physical determinism as well. Physical determinism could be viewed as a metaphysical thesis in which all of physical reality is ontologically determined. (This appears to be how most free-will discussants construe physical determinism.) Or it could be viewed as an observed phenomenon of our experience. Alternatively, physical determinism might be a concept only relevant to the mathematical models of physics and other physical sciences, although its relevance to the world of everyday choice and action is questionable. (See the next essay of this volume by Bishop and Atmanspacher.) Indeed, since the seventeenth century the tendency has been to use the supposedly deterministic theories of physics as the models for construing all other forms of determinism, metaphysical or otherwise. However, if thoughts, feelings, and desires are not physical events, it is unlikely that physical theories are appropriate models for thinking about such nonphysical events.


  Physical Determinism


  There have been numerous attempts to clarify and explain physical determinism.1 Syntactic approaches favored by the logical positivists have largely been abandoned, having proven inadequate for describing scientific practices (Bishop and Kronz 1999, 129–30). Even innovative approaches trying to combine formal systems and semantics (e.g., Richard Montague 1974, especially 303–60) are not free of serious limitations. The types of second-order formal languages Montague studies can only represent a finite number of physical magnitudes and, therefore, are inadequate for cases where an uncountable number of distinct physical magnitudes interact to produce determinism. Instead, the laws and models of physics are more appropriately described by mathematical equations. The important questions for physical determinism in such laws and models are the existence and uniqueness properties of the solutions as well as dynamics, not quantification or logical entailment.


  The mathematical and dynamical character of physical determinism is captured well by what has been called the “Laplacean vision” of determinism:


  (DD) Differential dynamics. There exists a nonprobabilistic algorithm relating a state of a model at any given time to a state at any other time.

  (UE) Unique evolution. A model is such that a given state is always followed by the same history of state transitions.

  (VD) Value determinateness. Any state of a model can be described with arbitrarily small (nonzero) error.

  (AP)  Absolute prediction. Any state of a model can be generated from the algorithm with arbitrarily small (nonzero) error from any other state of the model.2


  The equations of physical theories, along with their initial and boundary conditions, provide the motivation for DD expressing the Laplacean belief that there are no indeterministic events in classical physics. UE is closely associated with DD and captures the Laplacean belief that models of classical physics will repeat their behaviors exactly if the same initial and boundary conditions are specified. The third element of this vision, VD, is motivated by the Laplacean belief that there is nothing in principle in classical physics that prevents mathematical descriptions of arbitrary accuracy. The final element, AP, is a prima facie reasonable expectation that given DD, UE, and VD, it should be possible in principle to predict the exact state a model would take on at any time. This implication, however, does not follow (Bishop 2003a). An example of the Laplacean vision would be the equations of motion describing the flight of a cannon ball. Given identical physical conditions (e.g., the initial position and velocity of the cannon ball on exiting the cannon, wind, air pressure, temperature) the cannon ball will follow the identical trajectory in the state space characterized by the equations of motion.3


  Unique Evolution


  Formally, UE may be stated as follows: Let M stand for the collection of all models sharing the same set L of physical laws and suppose that P is the set of relevant physical properties for specifying the time evolution of a model recognized by L. Then


  A model m ∈ M exhibits UE if and only if every model m’ ∈ M isomorphic to m with respect to P undergoes the same evolution as m (Bishop and Kronz 1999, 131).4

  UE can be given two readings. It can be construed as a statement of “causal determinism” where “every event has a cause that is an event that takes place at some antecedent time or times” (Sobel 1998, 84). Or it may also be read as a statement of “block-universe determinism” characterized by William James (1956, 150) as “[t]he whole is in each and every part, and welds it with the rest into an absolute unity, an iron block, in which there can be no equivocation or shadow of turning.”


  These two forms of determinism can be distinguished (Sobel 1998, 102– 5). The former derives from the causal principle that every event has an antecedent cause, a flow from cause to effect, if you will, that may be continuous or have gaps. The latter reflects the intuition that a difference anywhere in the universe requires a difference everywhere. For example in this context Sobel (1998, 89) distinguishes “fast-starting” series of causally linked states. These are series where every state has a temporally antecedent determining cause, but the series itself has no antecedent deterministic cause (its beginning is undetermined by prior events and may have a probabilistic cause) and no state in the series occurs before a specified time. The causal principle that every event has an antecedent cause would fail for a fast-starting series as a whole, though it would apply within such a series. This would be an example where causal determinism failed, but where block-universe determinism would still hold.5 On the other hand, if one explicates the causal principle in terms of laws L and properties P, then the idea that a difference anywhere in a model m’ isomorphic to m requires a difference everywhere in m’ with respect to m can be explicated in terms of differences in either L or P.


  Fixed Laws, the Past, and the Future


  I will make no attempt to explicate the notion of physical laws other than to note the fact that in classical physics laws are often taken to be expressed by the equations fulfilling DD, UE, and VD. There is currently no consensus among philosophers of science on a problem-free conception of natural laws (e.g., Bunge 1998; Cartwright 1983, 1989; Giere 1999; Suppe 1989; Van Fraassen 1989, 1991)6 but, fortunately, this minimal construal of physical laws is sufficient for many free-will discussions such as the various versions of the Consequence Argument. By restricting the notion of laws of nature occurring in the Consequence Argument to the set L (P should also be included, strictly speaking), one can discuss the fixedness of the past in terms of physical principles or models. One might be tempted to construe the evolution of the universe as evidence of change in L or P over time or the emergence of new laws or properties in the history of this evolution. In the practice of physics, however, this evolution is seen as the unfolding of the consequences of L and P, and the history of the discovery of new laws or properties is simply the temporal discovery of fixed elements of the sets L and P that have always existed since some beginning (e.g., the Big Bang).


  There are cases, such as the standard models of the evolution of the universe, in which particular epochs are characterized by a smaller set of laws and properties, whereas others exhibit the emergence of new laws and properties (Kolb, Turner, Lindley, Olive, and Seckel 1986; Kolb and Turner 1990). In such cases, these “new” laws and properties are viewed as consequences of the “old” laws and properties. Often the former can be mathematically derived from the latter given appropriate limiting conditions (though this derivation is not a logical entailment; see Bishop and Atmanspacher 2006; Primas 1998). In this sense, the set of laws and properties are still considered as fixed. One can object to construing L and P as fixed for these cases, but over the time span relevant to human history, we have no evidence suggesting that L and P are anything but fixed, so the history of human choices and actions is typically thought of as taking place within a domain over which L and P are unchanging.7


  Fixed L and P, combined with DD, UE, and VD, leads to a strong sense in which past and future events are fixed such that given the same L and P for two identical models m and m’, the past histories of both m and m’ will be identical as well as their future histories. If this conception is applied to the history of all events in the world, then the world's past and future history of events—including, for example, all human motives, reasons, decisions, actions—are fixed and the Consequence Argument, under the Laplacean vision, bites very deeply. For instance, given the past of our world, Sally chooses to go for a walk at noon today rather than for a bike ride. In contrast, if the past were slightly different than what it was, she would choose to go for a bike ride at noon today rather than a walk. In many freewill discussions an appeal to a slightly different past is invoked to cash out how Sally's desires for a walk rather than a bike ride might lead to her ability to do otherwise. However, if UE applies to all events in our world, then there was always some unique unalterable history of choices and actions leading from the past to Sally's choice at noon (and, likewise, there is a unique unalterable history of choices and actions for Sally's complete future). This is the price we pay if determinism in free-will debates is modeled after physical determinism and that determinism applies to all events: game, set, and match to the determinist position on free will.


  Indeterminism


  The past (as well as the future) history of events may not be fixed even though L and P are fixed, however, if indeterminism is present.8 Indeterminism can enter into the models of physics given fixed L and P by making various modifications to the Laplacean vision. There are two ways of achieving indeterminism. The first is to modify DD by making the equations of the model irreducibly indeterministic or by introducing irreducibly indeterministic initial or boundary conditions. The second way to indeterminism is to drop UE (e.g., the famous Epicurean “swerve” of the atom where indeterminism emerges from the lack of unique evolution.9 Clearly, the first strategy implies the second as irreducibly indeterministic equations, initial or boundary conditions guarantee that it is a contingent matter whether identical models will follow the same history of state transitions. The second strategy does not imply the first, because the loss of UE alone does not imply that the evolution equations be explicitly probabilistic (Bishop 2005; Van Fraassen 1991, 51). For our models obeying L and P to have any intelligible content other than that they are indeterministic, however, an explicitly probabilistic prescription is required.10


  Quantum Mechanics, Probabilistic Causation, and the Nature of Indeterminism


  This lack of explanation (or sufficient reason) can lead one to think that indeterministic models are noncausal even if probabilities are brought explicitly into the mathematical models.11 This thought forms the basis for one of the most common objections to incompatibilist theories of free will, which make use of indeterminism in some crucial fashion: Namely, if indeterminism plays an important role in determining the outcome of Sally's decision to walk at noon today, then there would be no sufficient reason for her having chosen to walk rather than ride her bike. Everything was a matter of chance and, as such, explains neither Sally's decision nor her power to decide (see Kane 1996, 105–23 for a discussion of and possible response to this type of argument).


  Quantum mechanics is taken to be the paradigm indeterministic theory in physics. Its explicit probability assignments have been confirmed in a wide range of laboratory experiments and have made possible a number of now common devices found in everyday life (e.g., transistors, lasers, NMR scanners). Let me illustrate the difference between the quantum mechanical world and our everyday world in the following way. In our everyday world in the USA, stoplights operate with a predictable pattern of green, then yellow, then red. To get a sense for how different the quantum realm is, suppose quantum stoplights have two possible patterns: green, yellow, red, or green, red, yellow.


  The key feature of quantum stoplights is that they have a 50 percent probability for exhibiting the green-yellow-red pattern and 50 percent for exhibiting the green-red-yellow pattern. Let me emphasize that the probability refers to the green-yellow-red pattern or the green-red-yellow pattern, not to the appearance of any individual color.12 If you were approaching an intersection having a quantum stoplight that was currently yellow, you would not know if the light was going to turn red or green next, because you would not know what pattern the light was exhibiting based on the color you were seeing. You could observe the quantum stoplight over a long period of time to determine probabilities for the two patterns. But, according to conventional interpretations of quantum mechanics, you have no way of knowing in advance which pattern the light will exhibit as you come to the intersection because the patterns at the level of single observations are indeterministic.


  If the quantum stoplights are observed to be in a particular pattern, an explanatory account can be given for why that pattern was exhibited in terms of the equations and probabilities governing the model. Take radioactive decay as a concrete example. Our models for radioactive decay do not allow us to predict the precise time a radioactive nucleus will decay, but only the probabilities for a decay event in a specified time range. We can then take measurements to test the predictions. Based on the physics of radioactive decay we can explain why the atom decayed in the time range it did with the predicted probability.13


  Radioactive decay, the tunneling of particles through energy barriers, and the absorption and emission of light are typical quantum phenomena that fit this kind of probabilistic form of explanation. Philosophers of science have developed a rich literature on the notion of indeterministic or probabilistic causation.14 The general idea of probabilistic causation is for an event (or set of events) C to be a cause of an event E, C 's occurring must raise the probability of E 's occurring and this probability is conditional on an appropriately chosen set of background factors B. The probability must be conditionalized on background factors so that the increase in probability picks out a genuine case of causation rather than a spurious case of accidental correlation. There are two particularly difficult problems for theories of probabilistic causation: (1) The causal relevance of (some of the events) C may appear or disappear as the partition of the factors B is refined (e.g., in terms of the level of detail). Related to this problem is (2) the fact of C 's occurring raises the probability of E 's occurring on B (and that causally irrelevant events do not) should be robust with respect to B in the sense that additions to B (e.g., new evidence) do not introduce such changes to the probabilities that these facts no longer hold. Although these problems are difficult to address in an abstract general theory (indeed, they tell against the prospects for such a general theory), focusing on a specific context like quantum mechanics makes the difficulties more tractable (though not necessarily less messy!). We can then reference the appropriate laws in the set L and properties in the set P as well as the particular experimental setup for the background B and explicate causal relevance and robustness in terms of B.


  Although it is possible to give a philosophical account of probabilistic causation in quantum mechanics, the nature of the probability involved remains an open question. Let us return to our quantum stoplights for a moment. There is a 50 percent probability for each pattern to be exhibited by such lights upon any given approach to the intersection. The key question is whether to understand the nature of this probability as epistemic or ontic. Along epistemic lines, one possibility is that there is some additional factor (i.e., a hidden mechanism) such that once we discover and understand this factor, we would be able to predict the observed behavior of the quantum stoplight with certainty (physicists call this approach a “hidden variable theory”; see, e.g., Bell 1987, 1–13, 29–39; Bohm 1952a, 1952b; Bohm and Hiley 1993; Bub 1997, 40–114; Holland 1993; see also the preceding essay in this volume by Hodgson). Or perhaps there is an interaction with the broader environment (e.g., neighboring buildings, trees) that we have not taken into account in our observations that explains how these probabilities arise (physicists call this approach decoherence or consistent histories15). Under either of these approaches, we would interpret the observed indeterminism in the behavior of the stoplights as an expression of our ignorance about the actual workings. Under an ignorance interpretation, indeterminism would not be a fundamental feature of quantum stoplights, but merely epistemic in nature due to our lack of knowledge about the system. Quantum stoplights would turn out to be deterministic after all.


  The alternative possibility is that the observed indeterminism is ontic in the sense that there are no factors that fully determine what pattern the stoplights are going to exhibit at any given moment as in the so-called von Neumann projection postulate16 or quantum stochastics.17 Under an ontic interpretation, indeterminism would be a fundamental feature of quantum stoplights.


  Free Will and Physics


  By now perhaps it is clear how physics in the form of the laws L and properties P under the Laplacean vision of determinism has potential relevance to free-will discussions. The fundamental principles of physics certainly play a role in the brain (a biophysical organ) that in turn is involved in consciousness and free will.18 If classical physics in this Laplacean picture is the whole story of the matter, then whatever free will amounts to, it must be influenced by L and P.


  Quantum mechanics is typically thought of as more fundamental than classical mechanics and is one of the most empirically successful of our physical theories, so many authors have looked to it to support theoretical accounts of human freedom.19 Still, it has been less clear to many that quantum mechanics is relevant to free will. For example, an early objection to quantum effects influencing human volitions was offered by philosopher J. J. C. Smart (1963, 123–24). Smart accepted the truth of indeterminism at the quantum level, but argued that the brain remains deterministic in its operations because microscopic events are insignificant by comparison. After all, a single neuron is known to be excited by on the order of a thousand molecules, each molecule consisting of ten to twenty atoms. Quantum effects though substantial when focusing on single atoms are presumed negligible when focusing on systems involving large numbers of atoms. Therefore, it looks like quantum effects would be too insignificant in comparison to the effects of thousands of molecules to play any possible role in deliberation.


  Routes for Amplification: Chaos and Nonlinear Dynamics


  Arguments such as Smart's do not take into consideration the possibility for amplifying quantum effects through the interplay between chaos (Baker and Gollub 1990; Hilborn 2001) in the domain of the classical world (e.g., brains, weather systems) on the one hand and quantum effects (e.g., tunneling through energy barriers, radioactive decay) on the other. Philosophers Jesse Hobbs (1991) and Stephen Kellert (1993, 69–75) have argued that chaos in classical systems can amplify quantum fluctuations due to sensitivity to the smallest changes in initial conditions. Briefly, the reasoning behind such sensitive dependence arguments runs as follows. Given two chaotic models m and m’ of classical mechanics in nearly identical initial states (e.g., specification of the initial positions and velocities of the model that differ ever so slightly), they will evolve in radically different ways in a relatively short time period as the slight differences in initial conditions are amplified. There is no known lower limit to this sensitivity, thus affording the possibility of chaotic macroscopic systems being sensitive to quantum fluctuations because quantum mechanics sets a lower bound on how precise the initial conditions actually can be. Hence, UE must fail for chaotic models in classical mechanics.


  In a rather crude simplification to illustrate the ideas, suppose the patterns of neural firings in the brain correspond to decision states. Chaos could amplify quantum events causing a single neuron to fire that would not have fired otherwise. If the brain (a macroscopic object) is also in a chaotic dynamical state, making it sensitive to small disturbances, the effect of this additional neural firing, small as it is, would then be further amplified to the point where the brain states would evolve differently than if the neuron had not fired. In turn, these altered neural firings and brain states would carry forward such quantum effects affecting the outcomes of human choices.20


  There are several objections to this line of argument. First, the presence of chaos in the brain and its operations is a hotly debated empirical matter.21 On the one hand, various signs of chaos are detected in neural and cognitive dynamics experiments such as sensitive dependence and so-called pink noise. On the other hand, appropriate technical definitions for chaos and its signatures have their difficulties (Bishop 2008b, sec. 1.2 and references therein) and it is rare that all the signatures associated with chaos are present in any given experimental observation of brain dynamics. Moreover, it is very difficult to distinguish empirically between chaos and random noise, particularly in such messy environments as brains. However, the exquisite sensitivity needed for both the sensitive dependence arguments and the neural amplification of quantum effects is a general feature of nonlinear dynamics and is present whenever nonlinear effects are likely to make significant contributions to the dynamics of the system (Bishop 2008a, 2011). The presence of chaos per se in neural dynamics is not essential for those dynamics to be sensitively dependent to various kinds of small changes in its inputs or environment.22


  A second objection to these kinds of sensitivity arguments is that they depend crucially on how quantum mechanics itself and measurements are interpreted (Bishop 2008a). As noted earlier, some versions of quantum mechanics are ontically deterministic whereas others are ontically indeterministic, implying the nature of any quantum effects amplified by chaos is open to interpretation.23 Though neural dynamics likely exhibits the nonlinearity that allows quantum events to be amplified to the macroscopic level of neural assemblies, at least occasionally, it is an open question as to whether these quantum effects are deterministic or indeterministic until the interpretation of quantum mechanics and the measurement problem are clarified.24


  A third objection is that although abstract sensitive dependence arguments do correctly lead to the conclusion that the smallest of effects can be amplified, applying such arguments to concrete physical systems shows that the amplification process may be severely constrained (Bishop 2008a). For instance, investigating the role of quantum effects in the process of friction in sliding surfaces indicates quantum effects can be amplified by nonlinearities to produce a difference in macroscopic behavior, provided that the effects are large enough to break molecular bonds and are amplified quickly enough. In the case of the brain, we currently do not know what constraints on amplification exist.25


  Routes for Amplification: Nonequilibrium Statistical Mechanics


  An alternative possibility for amplifying indeterminism is suggested by the research on far-from-equilibrium systems by Ilya Prigogine and his BrusselsAustin Group. Their work offers reasons to search for a different type of indeterminism in both the microphysical and macrophysical domains (Bishop 2004; Prigogine 1997).


  If a system of particles is distributed uniformly in position in a region of space, the system is said to be in thermodynamic equilibrium (e.g., cream uniformly distributed throughout a cup of coffee). In contrast a system is farfrom-equilibrium (i.e., nonequilibrium) if the particles are arranged so that highly ordered structures appear (e.g., a cube of ice floating in tea). The following properties characterize nonequilibrium statistical systems:


  * Large number of particles

  * High degree of structure and order

  * Collective behavior

  * Irreversibility

  * Emergent properties26

  The brain possesses all these properties, so work of the Brussels-Austin group can be applied to analyzing the brain as a nonequilibrium system (though Prigogine never pursued such applications).


  Let me quickly sketch a simplified version of the approach to point out why the developments of the Brussels-Austin Group offer a possible alternative for investigating the connections between physics and free will. Conventional physics describes physical systems using particle trajectories as a fundamental explanatory element of its models (as noted in the earlier articulation of the Laplacean view). This means that the behavior of a model is derivable from the trajectories of the particles composing the model. The equations governing the motion of these particles are reversible with respect to time (they can be run backwards and forwards like a film). When there are too many particles involved to make these types of calculations feasible (as in gases or liquids), coarse-grained averaging procedures are used to develop a statistical picture of how the system behaves rather than focusing on the behavior of individual particles.


  In contrast, the Brussels-Austin approach views these systems in terms of models whose fundamental explanatory elements are distributions; in other words, the arrangements of the particles are the fundamental explanatory elements and not the individual particles and trajectories. The equations governing the behavior of these distributions are generally irreversible with respect to time. In addition, focusing exclusively on distribution functions opens the possibility that macroscopic nonequilibrium models are irreducibly indeterministic, an indeterminism that has nothing to do with ignorance about the system or the vagaries of quantum mechanics. If true, this would mean that probabilities are as much an ontologically fundamental element of the macroscopic world as they are of the microscopic, while being free of the interpretive difficulties found in conventional quantum mechanics.


  One important insight of the Brussels-Austin Group's shift away from trajectories to distributions as fundamental elements is that explanation also shifts from a local context (i.e., a set of particle trajectories) to a global context (i.e, the distribution of the entire set of particles). Systems acting as a whole may produce collective effects that are not reducible to a summation of the trajectories and subelements that make up the system (Bishop 2004, 2008c, 2011; Bishop and Atmanspacher 2006). The brain exhibits this type of collective behavior in many circumstances (Engel, Roelfsema, König, and Singer 1997; Cosmelli, Lachaux, and Thompson 2007) and the work of Prigogine and his colleagues gives us another tool for trying to understand that behavior. Though it is still speculative and contains open technical questions (Bishop 2004), this approach offers a potential alternative for exploring the relationship between physics and free will as well as pointing to a new possible source for indeterminism to be explored in free-will theories.27


  Determinism, Causal Completeness of Physics, and Free Will


  So far I have assumed a rather straightforward relationship between physics and free will when in actually this relationship is much more subtle. I will briefly mention two subtleties that have important implications for thinking about this relationship.


  Subtleties Regarding Physical Determinism


  The presumed deterministic character of classical physics has served as an influential model for conceiving of metaphysical, theological, and other forms of determinism since the early eighteenth century. Physical theories were viewed through the lens of the mechanical world picture that became the dominant picture of the world in the seventeenth century as promulgated by such luminaries as Boyle, Descartes, and Leibniz. Physical theories were also influenced by that century's fascination with the many new machines that had been developed.28 Combined with the intense desire to mathematize all aspects of nature to the extent possible, the mechanical world picture led to the Laplacean vision of classical physics sketched in an earlier section.29 Though QM has put a significant dent in the mechanical world picture, this vision of determinism implicitly or explicitly shapes the background for contemporary free-will debates.30


  However, our best physical theories are terribly ambiguous regarding the status of physical determinism. There are several examples of violations of UE in classical physics and the fate of UE in the special and general theories of relativity is currently unclear (Bishop 2006a; Earman 1986). As noted earlier, there are both deterministic and indeterministic versions of quantum mechanics that are empirically equivalent to the best of our current knowledge. Hence, someone looking to our best physical theories as models for determinism in free-will debates is actually invoking a deterministic interpretation of those theories rather than some unambiguous feature of those theories.


  Not only are our current best physical theories remarkably unclear about the truth of determinism in the physical sciences, there is a further significant issue regarding their application to metaphysical questions about our world in the context of any nonlinear systems. In physical theories, we typically invoke the “faithful model assumption”: The state of a system is faithfully characterized by the values of the crucial variables and a physical state of that system faithfully corresponds to a point in the model's mathematical state space through these values. In many contexts, this assumption is fairly unproblematic. However, if the system in question is nonlinear—in other words, has the property that a small change in the state or conditions of the system is not guaranteed to result in a small change in the system's behavior—this assumption faces serious difficulties (see Bishop 2008a; 2011 for discussion).31 Because our world is populated with such systems, one's purchase on applying our best physical laws and theories to our world to answer larger metaphysical questions about determinism is problematic.


  Subtleties Regarding Causal Completeness


  Another relevant subtlety is the causal completeness of physics, the metaphysical thesis that every physical event in the world has a physical cause (Kim 2005; Papineau 2002). If this thesis is true, then the conditions necessary for human action are not satisfied and neither compatibilist nor incompatibilist notions of free will are possible for our world.32 However, the difficulties raised by the faithful model assumption, just mentioned, imply similar difficulties for inferring, from our best physical theories, that our world is causally closed at the physical level. Furthermore, even if our physical theories do not suffer any serious problems regarding the faithful model assumption, the causal completeness of the physical is, at most, a typicality condition (Bishop 2006b). This means that in the absence of nonphysical influences, physical events will proceed typically as our physical theories describe, provided that the system in question is appropriately isolated from nonphysical effects during its evolution.


  If the causal closure of the physical were true, therefore, in principle, physical theories would describe a set of necessary and sufficient conditions for all physical events, human choices and actions included. The failure of causal closure means that physical theories only describe a set of necessary conditions for all physical events. In the absence of any other events, physical events proceed typically, but in the presence of any additional conditions, the situation is more complicated. Human desires, feelings, and values leading to choices and actions would be examples of events in which physical conditions are necessary but not sufficient for their complete description. This latter situation is more appropriately characterized by “contextual emergence,” where domain A provides necessary conditions for the description or existence of events of domain B, but lacks sufficient conditions for the description or existence of events of domain B (Atmanspacher and Bishop 2007; Bishop 2010b; Bishop and Atmanspacher 2006). In other words, the sufficient conditions necessary to complete a set of jointly necessary and sufficient conditions for the description or existence of events of domain B cannot be obtained from domain A alone. Information from domain B—a new context—is crucially needed. The failure of the causal closure of the physical implies that theories like QM are less relevant to free will and action than is typically supposed (see the next essay by Bishop and Atmanspacher).


  Concluding Thoughts


  One way to characterize free-will debates is as an attempt to find a home for free will in a physical world picture that seems hostile to such freedom under the threat of determinism and the mechanical world picture. There would seem to be no viable sense of free will without some form of determination or ordered realm of causes and influences in which to act and make a difference. On the other hand, the freedom in question has to be real and meaningful and cannot just amount to the effect of causes that play upon the human agent (Alison 1997). It is possible to argue that the full reality of free will and constraints upon it can only be fully explicated in terms of an emergent realm of human influences and counterinfluences that depend upon the physical world for its existence, but, as contextual emergence suggests, is not reducible to physical processes. Moreover, the attribution of physical determinism or indeterminism to systems turns out to also be a contextual rather than ontological affair.33


  The contemporary developments in determinism and physical theories surveyed in this essay indicate that the existence of pockets of determinism in physics do not imply that determinism holds sway over all domains of physics. Furthermore, our physical theories are unreliable guides to the ultimate metaphysical character of our world. So it seems that the existence of genuine human action is becoming more plausible for our world (Richardson and Bishop 2001). Contextual emergence (as exemplified in complex systems) provides hints that the physical conditions underlying human free will and action need further specification in appropriate contexts (see the section “Discussion and Perspectives” in the following essay by Bishop and Atmanspacher). Efforts in this ambitious direction are only just getting underway and will require a significant rethinking of our understandings of physical theories and causation (e.g., Bishop 2011). Moreover, such efforts will have to include a reexamination of our cultural ideals and value commitments, because these play a significant role in both our appraisals and applications of scientific theorizing to the domain of human activity (e.g., Bishop 2007; Richardson, Fowers, and Guignon 1999; Taylor 1989, 2009). The resources for such an ambitious task are likely to be found in a broad range of developments from nonlinear dynamics and complexity, to cognitive and neural dynamics, to action theory and philosophical hermeneutics. Such a transdisciplinary effort will be needed to make sense of human free will and action in our world where determination, indeterminacy, and contingency are such important players in all domains.


  Notes:


  (1.) See, e.g., Bishop ( 2005), Earman (1986), Kellert (1993), Laplace (1951), Montague (1974), Popper (1982), Russell (1953), Stone (1989), and Van Fraassen (1989, 1991).


  (2.) For extensive discusions, see Bishop (2002, 112–14; 2003a; 2005), Stone (1989, 124–25), and Kellert (1993, 49–62).


  (3.) A state space is a mathematical space of points taken to faithfully represent the space of physical possibilities for the physical system being modeled by the equations of motion.


  (4.) Both Hobbes and Kellert use John Earman's construal of Laplacean determinism (Earman 1986, 13) to spell out UE. However, there are technical reasons for preferring the definition given in the text (Bishop and Kronz 1999, 130–31).


  (5.) Sobel ( 1998, 97) suggests that such fast-starting series could be seen as free actions because they “leave open that they should be produced by ‘out-of-the-world’ agency,” but he is dubious that such agency makes sense. Perhaps this supposed need for “out-of-the-world” agency might be alleviated by shifting to a dialogical conception of agency. Here withinthe-world processes of mutual influence and shaping among persons (e.g., conversations, parenting, mentoring) could provide a genuine source of influence for free actions provided that dialogical influence is treated at least on par with efficient causation (Bishop 2007; Gadamer 1989; Richardson and Bishop 2001). In this sense such influences are not “out-of-the-world”— they are part of the ordinary social world in which we live—but they likely are not fully determined by physical laws (see the section “Determinism, Causal Completeness of Physics, and Free Will,” below).


  (6.) Among the more extreme and interesting positions on physical laws is that of Nancy Cartwright, who argues that our conception of nature as a seamless web of causal law-like connections is mistaken. Although short on details, John Dupré (1996), drawing on Cartwright's work, argues against the idea that every event is governed by some quantitatively precise law, so that the causal order turns out to be partial and incomplete. He conceives of human agents as sources of causal power and order acting in this partially complete causal web and bringing order to this web. Necessary to such an account is the realization that physical laws are quantitatively precise because they represent idealizations away from the larger context of myriad physical influences (e.g., a horribly complicated environment) as well as all such laws ignore the perspectives and agency of embodied beings (e.g., they take no account of human agency or interventions). Though Dupré (1996, 400) does not propose a positive account of agency, he suggests that clarifying human agents as causal sources of freedom and action requires viewing agents as embedded in the languages and practices of society, which means broadening the context for discussions of free will and agency beyond the idealizations assumed in physical laws (e.g., Bishop 2007; Richardson and Bishop 2001).


  (7.) Some multiverse theories permit scenarios in which different universes have the same laws but different conditions, or even universes that have different. Such scenarios can give new meaning to considering possible worlds where the past was different because either the laws or the conditions (or both) were slightly different than in our universe. A further complication arises from considering the possibility that new properties arise in physical systems that are not implied by L and P, but are due solely to the organization of the components of the systems in question (Beckermann, Flohr, and Kim 1992). A strong emergentist might argue that among these emergent properties are causal powers that, although not fully constrained by L, P and the constituents of the physical system, nevertheless are able to influence or manipulate the physical system in question. Jaegwon Kim (e.g., 1999, 2005) has argued forcefully against this strong emergentist possibility. There are, however, numerous counterexamples to his arguments in physics and chemistry in phenomena such as temperature, chemical potential, chirality, and fluid convection (Bishop 2008c, 2010b, 2011; Bishop and Atmanspacher 2006; Primas 1998). What these counterexamples mean regarding the fixedness of L and P is an open question.


  (8.) Earman ( 1986) has discussed several cases in the context of Newtonian mechanics in which determinism in the form of UE appears to fail. Particularly noteworthy are his discussions of so-called “space invader” cases (33–35, 45–47) and systems of colliding billiard balls (39–40). These cases have been critically discussed in Bishop 1999, 34–39; Bishop and Kronz 1999, 132–33. For an overview of the issues, see Bishop (2006a).


  (9.) Some have thought that relaxing VD would introduce indeterminism into the models of physics (e.g., Glymour 1971, 744–45); however, determinism can be revised to allow for set- and interval-valued properties evolving along uniquely determined paths (Earman 1986, 217–18; Fine 1971; Teller 1979).


  (10.) I have stated this requirement for intelligibility only in the context of physical models and theories. This is not meant to suggest that human rationality is limited to algorithmic processing (either deterministic or probabilistic). See Hodgson (in the preceding essay of this volume) and Penrose (1991, 1994) for discussion.


  (11.) This is mainly because the principle of sufficient reason does not hold for such models. An insightful treatment of this and related principles and axioms may be found in Kane (1986).


  (12.) The patterns of my quantum stoplights are analogous to a two-state system. The green-yellow-red pattern would be an up state and the greenred-yellow pattern would be a down state. Approaching the intersection would be analogous to a measurement on the system.


  (13.) Sometimes it is claimed that events such as a radioactive atom's decay are random in the sense of being lawless. This would be a misunderstanding of QM, however, as the probabilities that such decay events fulfill are governed by laws (sometimes called statistical laws).


  (14.) See, e.g., Baker ( 1999); Collins (2000); DeVito (1996); Dowe and Noordhof (2003); Eells (1991); Good (1961, 1962); Hall (2000); Harper and Skyrms (1988); Hitchock (1993); Humphreys (1980, 25–57; 1989); Koons (2000); Lewis (1986a, 175–85; 2000); Mellor (1986, 166–86; 1999); Menzies (1996); Noordhof (1998, 1999); Paul (2000); Pearl (1997, 2000); Reichenbach (1956); Salmon (1984; 1993, 137–53; 1998); Schaffer (2000); Skyrms (1999); Skyrms and Harper (1988); Suppes (1970).


  (15.) See, e.g., Giulini, Joos, Kiefer, Kupsch, Stamatescu, and Zeh (1996), Omnès (1994), Zurek (1981, 1982, 1991).


  (16.) See, e.g., Rae (1986) and Von Neumann (1955).


  (17.) See, e.g., Diósi ( 1988, 1989); Diósi, Gisin, and Strunz (1998); Ghirardi, Rimini, and Weber (1986); Gisin (1984, 1989); Gisin and Percival (1992); Plenio and Knight (1998); Von Neumann (1955).


  (18.) Although not necessarily in a reductive sense (see Bishop 2006b).


  (19.) See, e.g., Beck and Eccles ( 1992); Compton (1935); Eccles (1970); Kane (1996); Penrose (1991, 1994, 1997); and Stapp (1993, 2005). Hodgson's essay in this volume discusses the views of a number of these authors.


  (20.) Eccles ( 1970) and Kane (1996) make explicit use of such amplifications in their accounts of free will (see also Hodgson's discussion of Eccles in this volume).


  (21.) See, e.g., Cosmelli, Lachaux, and Thompson ( 2007); Diesmann, Gewaltig, and Aertsen (1999); Freeman (1999, 2000); Kaneko, Tsuda, and Ikegami (1994, 103–89); Lehnertz, Elger, Arnhold, and Grassberger (2000); Van Orden, Holden, and Turvey (2003, 2005); Vandervert (1997); see also chapter 27, Walter's essay, in this volume.


  (22.) For example, Brecht, Schneider, Sakmann, and Margrie ( 2004) found evidence that a change in a single neuron can evoke altered behavior in rats. Furthermore, general modeling studies strongly indicate a role for sensitive dependence in neural dynamics (Atmanspacher and Rotter 2008, 310–12).


  (23.) Ted Honderich ( 1988, 269–304), among others, relies on these interpretive difficulties as an important line of argument against the relevance of quantum effects for questions about free will and determinism.


  (24.) One possible way to resolve the impasse regarding the determinism/ indeterminism of quantum mechanics is through nonlocality, as in the violations of Bell's inequalities (see Hodgson's essay this volume, specifically the section “Nonlocality”). On the one hand, special relativity forbids any faster-than-light signaling. On the other hand, in experiments quantum mechanics consistently violates the Bell inequalities. Roughly, these experiments seem to call into question a commonsense assumption about locality: If a pair of simultaneous measurements is made in two distant regions of an extended system, the two measurements should be independent of each other by special relativity's faster-than-light signaling prohibition. Thus, it appears that these violations have to be due to the nonlocal nature of quantum mechanics (Gisin 2008, 2009a 2009b; Popescu and Rohrlich 1994). However, if quantum mechanics is nonlocal, the only way to maintain the no faster-than-light signaling restriction of special relativity is if the outcomes of quantum measurement events are indeterministic (Gisin 2008, 3–5; Popescu and Rohrlich 1994).


  (25.) There are two other lines of argument regarding the relevance of quantum mechanics to free will worth mentioning, one by Roger Penrose (1991, 1994, 1997), the other by Henry Stapp (1993). Penrose argues that conscious acts of thinking and choosing are tied directly to the processes of resolving quantum superpositions of potentialities to one actuality requiring a kind of large-scale quantum coherence be present in the brain. Stapp's approach focuses on the nonlocal correlations exhibited in the EinsteinPodolsky-Rosen experiments of Bell's inequalities (Einstein, Podolsky, and Rosen 1935; Aspect, Dalibard, and Roger 1982a, 1982b; Bell 1987, 14– 21; Stapp 1993, 5–9). Stapp (1993, 2005) argues that nonlocal holism exhibited by these so-called EPR experiments implies quantum effects play an important role in consciousness and decision making in which QM provides the basis for a Heisenberg-Whiteheadean ontology for reality, which is neither dualist nor physicalist, but, instead, involves a kind of psychophysical interactionism implying an underlying unity. I should point out that Stapp's (1993, 91–92) view is ultimately deterministic in that he construes quantum indeterminism to be due to our ignorance.


  (26.) Whether these properties are strongly emergent in the sense of footnote 6 or in some weaker sense is usually left open.


  (27.) Although I am unaware of anyone actively exploring this direction in the literature, there is a proposal related to, and indeed influenced by the Brussels-Austin work, by John Polkinghorne (1991, 34–48) that the randomness in macroscopic chaotic models and systems be interpreted as representing a genuine indeterminism rather than merely a measure of our ignorance. He shares a deep skepticism that the interpretive difficulties of quantum mechanics raised in the section of this essay entitled “Routes for Amplification: Chaos and Nonlinear Dynamics,” will be overcome soon, casting doubt, in his mind, on whether this is the right source for the openness or indeterminism he thinks important to the free will and action we experience (40–41). Polkinghorne argues that the physical world must possess openness (causal creases or joints, if you will) for human free will to operate in the sense we experience (as well as for God to be active in the world; see Polkinghorne 1988, 1989). In essence, the sensitivity to small changes exhibited by the systems and models studied in chaotic dynamics, complexity theory, and nonequilibrium statistical mechanics is taken to represent an opening at the ontic level in the physical order for human choice to cause physical changes (e.g., bodily changes such as beginning to walk). However, the sensitivity upon which Polkinghorne relies would also be open to quantum influences, whether deterministic or indeterministic, according to the sensitive dependence arguments discussed in the section “Routes for Amplification: Chaos and Nonlinear Dynamics,” above. (For a critical discussion of views like Polkinghorne's, see Bishop 2011, §3.2).


  (28.) Not the least of which were the pendulum and spring-driven clocks. The most notable dissenter from the view that the mechanical picture implied determinism was Isaac Newton (almost all of his followers essentially equated the mechanical picture with determinism).


  (29.) Though the earliest articulation of this vision seems to be found in Leibniz (1924, 129).


  


  (30.) An excellent example of this is Dennett's 2003. See Bishop (2009).


  (31.) Indeed, a strongly idealized version of the faithful model assumption, the perfect model scenario, is needed, but also runs into difficulties regarding drawing inferences about the systems one is modeling (Judd and Smith 2001).


  (32.) For discussion, see Bishop and Atmanspacher (in this volume) and Bishop (2010a).


  (33.) For example, Atmanspacher and Rotter ( 2008) describe how the attribution of determinism/indeterminism to neural dynamics is contextual and perhaps of great practical value, whereas context-free ontological conclusions about the nature of such dynamics are hazardous at best.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article focuses on the thesis known as the causal closure (or causal completeness) of physics (CoP)—that all physical events can be fully explained by physical causes governed by the fundamental laws of physics. This thesis raises well-known questions central to free-will debates about the nature and possibility of the “mental causation” of physical events (e.g., beliefs, desires, intentions). If all causes are physical causes, as CoP implies, it would seem that psychological states or events must be fully reducible to physical events or they would be epiphenomenal. The discussion also introduces a notion of “contextual emergence” (according to which lowerlevel descriptions of events in physical terms contain necessary, but not sufficient, conditions for higher-level descriptions in mental terms) and argues that such a notion of contextual emergence allows one to answer objections to the possibility of mental causation.
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  Introduction


  Modern physics in the form of special relativity (SR) and quantum mechanics (QM) has been the source of much reflection on the prospects for free will in our world (e.g., Compton 1935; Whittaker 1943; Miller 1959; Popper 1972, 206–55; Shanks 1994; Lockwood 1989, 2005). Prima facie, SR and QM appear to have clear implications for free will in terms of the determinism or indeterminism of physical outcomes. However, these implications depend upon a thesis known as the “causal closure of physics” or, alternatively, the “causal completeness of physics” (CoP). If all effects are physical effects, and CoP is true, then all causes are physical causes (cf. Papineau 2002). Free will and human action would be among these physical causes and effects, and so would seem to be subject to SR and QM.


  We argue that this prima facie picture is misleading. There are severe problems with CoP, hence, SR and QM do not have the direct implications for free will that some have thought. Instead, modern physics provides necessary conditions for the physical possibilities of human action and free will.


  Causal Closure of Physics


  Roughly, CoP means that all physical events are fully determined by fundamental physical laws: For any distinct times t1 and t2, the physical event e at t1 together with the fundamental physical laws cause the (chances of the) physical event e´ at t2. So given some physical event e at time t1 and the laws of physics, the outcome of some physical event (or its chances) at time t2 is fully fixed. If CoP is true, then the only laws effective in our world are the fundamental laws of physics.


  The upshot of CoP for free-will debates is momentously disturbing: The conditions for action presupposed in these debates are nonexistent because people's actions do not genuinely flow out of reasons, motives, beliefs, and so forth, but rather flow from the fundamental laws of physics (Bishop 2010a). This would be the case on the usual understanding of CoP, because if actions are physical, then their causes must be physical (Papineau 2002). Reasons, motives, beliefs, and so forth must, therefore, also be physical. Thus, ultimately people's actions as well as their intentions and values are consequences of a causal chain of events determined by fundamental laws, whether deterministic or not. What this means is that none of the conditions for action—much less some form of free action—can be satisfied. Put another way, if our human agency must be completely mappable onto physical laws and events, then the concept of agency disappears as everything we call human action or freedom turns into the flow of physical causes and effects (Alison 1997).


  The threat to free will from modern physics does not arise from either determinism or indeterminism per se, but from CoP. The possibility for action crucial to free will is ruled out by CoP because the ultimate causes of human behavior are the fundamental laws of physics and nothing else. However, this threat does not materialize if physics does not have the requisite kind of completeness. Here are two ways of arguing that this kind of completeness is lacking.


  CoP as a Typicality Condition


  First, CoP only implies that in the absence of nonphysical1 influences, physical events will proceed typically (Bishop 2006b). This is to say, in the absence of nonphysical interventions, the physical event e at t1 and fundamental physical laws will produce the (chances of the) physical event e´ at t2 in the usual fashion (provided that the system in question remains appropriately isolated during its evolution from t1 to t2). CoP has the form of a typicality condition: As long as the conditions are met—i.e., in the absence of nonphysical interventions—the physical event e at t1 and fundamental physical laws will produce the (chances of the) physical state e´ at t2 in the usual fashion.


  To get the strong form of causal closure that threatens free will and action— that physical events are always determined, in so far as they are determined at all (probabilistically or otherwise), by preceding physical causes and laws —a further premise must be added to strengthen CoP: Namely, that the only efficacious states and causes are physical ones. (Call CoP plus this additional premise CoP+.) Otherwise, no argument involving CoP yields the conclusion that physical events have only physical causes. But this additional premise is indistinguishable from the thesis of physicalism itself, so adding this premise begs the question for the thesis at issue (Bishop 2006b).


  To briefly outline the argument, physicalists typically believe CoP says that the physical causal account always suffices for the physical effect e. Because CoP is at best only a typicality condition, however, it cannot rule out another nonphysical cause of e. One might think that if there is also a nonphysical cause of e, then e would be overdetermined. However, this does not follow from CoP because in the only form that is supported by the laws of physics, it allows other causes if situations are not typical. To get the overdetermination problem, we have to ignore the fact that most situations involving sufficient causes are cases of causal cooperation (Bishop 2006b, 47–50). Now, if we add the premise that physical causes are the only causes, this would obviously beg the question in the argument for physical events plus the fundamental laws being the only causes of physical effects. If we added the weaker premise that only physical causes are efficacious, thus CoP +, this would yield the conclusion that nonphysical causes cannot be part of the causal history of physical events. But even this weaker premise is not independent of the conclusion of the argument that physical effects have only physical causes (see Papineau 2002; Bishop 2006b).


  Basic Inconsistencies in CoP


  Fundamental physical laws as referred to above retain as many symmetries as possible and this is the main reason why their fundamentality goes hand in hand with their simplicity. Another way to express symmetries is to speak of invariances under transformations: Whenever a quantity a does not change if a particular other quantity b is changed, one says that a is invariant under transformations of b. Describing lawful behavior of concrete (empirical) systems with increasing complexity requires breaking symmetries (or violating invariances) by introducing the context of the concrete situation.


  A key class of symmetry arguments that applies to fundamental physical laws are time symmetries. There are essentially three of them: (i) time-translation invariance, (ii) time-reversal invariance, and (iii) timescale invariance. Invariance (i) means that no point on the time axis is distinguished (no “nowness”), whereas (ii) means that no time direction is distinguished (no past or future), while (iii) means that there is no intrinsic time scale (no unit of measurement). These symmetries are all defining characteristics of an affine time group.


  Now, the concept of efficient causation, which CoP presupposes, depends on the fact that prior causes can be distinguished from subsequent effects. As a consequence, a direction of time is necessary for implemening CoP. Therefore, time-reversal symmetry needs to be broken before it is possible to discuss CoP in any sensible way. Once time-reversal symmetry is broken, however, the domain of fundamental laws of physics has been left behind for the domain of context-dependent models.


  This implies that the notions of causation and of fundamental laws of physics cannot refer to the same level of description and, hence, should not be used in the same framework. Fundamental laws can be deterministic or indeterministic, retaining all time symmetries, but efficient causation is not a concept applicable to such laws. This is a basic inconsistency in the discussion of CoP that, astonishingly, rarely has been recognized.


  Due to Noether's theorems, the conservation of a basic physical quantity is related to the homogeneity and isotropy of its so-called canonically conjugate quantity. One such canonically conjugate pair is energy and time. In this case, energy is conserved if the process is time-reversal invariant. In other words, for broken time-reversal symmetry to occur, fundamental considerations already imply that energy conservation is violated. Here is a second basic inconsistency in the discussions of CoP that invoke energy conservation as a defense of CoP.


  The breakdown of time-reversal symmetry, i.e., the distinction of a direction of time, presupposes the distinction of a reference point on the time axis, with respect to which past and future can be discriminated. Hence breaking time-reversal invariance presupposes breaking time-translation invariance, the introduction of a “now.” Introducing a now is inevitable for experimental science. Whenever the initial conditions for an experiment are established, this is an intervention not governed by fundamental physical laws.


  One may argue, as some have done (e.g., Primas 2002), that this intervention should be interpreted as due to some nonphysical, maybe mental influence (e.g., free will). This needs to be discussed in more detail than we can do here. An important point is that arguments based on time symmetries refer to laws of physics in a descriptive sense, so they are typically relevant in any framework distinguishing between descriptions in physical terms and descriptions in nonphysical terms (e.g., dual-aspect theories). Here, we leave open the significance of physical and nonphysical causes, respectively, for the discussion of ontological questions.


  The arguments in this section clearly show that the inconsistencies in the treatment of CoP do not arise due to sophisticated quantum or relativity arguments—they simply arise due to basic considerations concerning time symmetries and their breakdown. This implies that talk about the “closure of the physical” is highly problematic. We point out that in contrast to CoP, the question of whether the physical is deterministically closed is still relevant. Hence, once CoP is set to the side, debates about compatibilism versus incompatibilism are still viable.


  Modern Physics and Free Will


  Although physics has often been discussed in relationship to free will, an explicit investigation of CoP or CoP+ has largely been missing. This is because the vast majority of approaches invoking physics implicitly presuppose CoP or CoP+ rather than exploring its conceptual and formal bases. We will give two representative examples from contemporary free-will debates, one each from SR and QM.


  Relativistic Fatalism


  The fatalism of SR is supposed to be illustrated by the following example: At noon Smith is working on writing a paper but plans to call Jones at 2 p.m. Smith's choice of whether to continue working on the paper or perhaps call Jones earlier is not really a free choice. Why? Because in Smith's current reference frame, O, his working on the paper precedes his calling Jones at 2 p.m., but there is another reference frame, O´, where an observer sees Smith calling Jones simultaneous with his writing. Moreover, there is another reference frame, O˝, where another observer sees Smith calling Jones before starting work on the paper. So, in O Smith is working on his paper before calling Jones, in O´ Smith is working on his paper simultaneous with calling Jones, and in O˝ Smith is working on his paper after calling Jones. According to SR, so the argument goes, there is no sense in which Smith writing his paper at noon or phoning Jones at 2 p.m. are choices that are up to him because Smith calling Jones at 2 p.m. is just as real (and fixed) as Socrates’ drinking the hemlock in the past is real (and fixed) in a fairly standard interpretation of SR. Freedom, at least of an incompatibilist sort, however, supposedly requires open possibilities in the future and SR rules out any such possibilities. Hence, there is no free will if SR is true of our world.


  Michael Levin ( 2007) calls this the relativistic fatalism argument (see Rietdijik 1966; Lockwood 2005, ch. 3) and he offers the following response on behalf of the free-will compatibilist. Clearly, this is a problem for incompatibilist free will because incompatibilism depends upon a future that is not already fixed. But compatibilist free will does not depend upon this kind of future. Compatibilist free will depends upon the cause of a person's choice, which is usually cashed out in terms of their desires or intentions, together with an absence of constraints that would prevent desires or intentions from being realized in action. The rest of Levin's essay defends this compatibilist response to SR fatalism with the upshot that compatibilist free will is unproblematic with SR's fixing of the entire history of events, whereas incompatibilist free will runs aground due to the lack of alternative future possibilities.


  SR is a theory about the relationship among inertial (i.e., nonaccelerating) references frames which preserve the laws of physics as the same in all said reference frames, and physical objects, like clocks and measuring rods, in these reference frames. Although physicists often refer to observers in discussions of SR, ‘observers’ is really shorthand for reference frames. Consider the statement, “An observer in a reference frame O stationary with respect to a frame O´ moving at velocity v will see a clock in O´ running slower than a clock in O.” All this statement means is that the formulas relating time in O and O´—the Lorentz relations—yield two different times, t and t´, respectively, and that the latter is a larger quantity than the former.


  The relativistic fatalism argument exploits the relativity of simultaneity as a consequence of the Lorentz relations and a conventional choice of a rule for the synchronization of distant clocks. The basic idea of the relativity of simultaneity is that two events occurring simultaneously according to a clock in a frame O will not occur simultaneously according to a clock in a frame O´ moving relative to O. Here is an example: Suppose that while working in the office, Smith has ingested a radioactive atom due to a trace amount of radioactive elements in the drinking glass on the desk. If the atom's nucleus decays emitting an alpha particle, this particle could damage a nearby cell in Smith's stomach. In the frame O at rest with Smith's stomach, the first event is the atom's decay, followed by the damaging of a cell. According to the line of reasoning deployed in the relativistic fatalism argument, there is a frame O´, moving with respect to O, where the atom's decay is simultaneous with the damaging of the cell. There is also another frame O´´, moving with respect to the other two frames, where the cell is damaged first, followed by the atom's decay.


  The atom's decay will occur at different times according to the clocks in O, O´, and O´´, respectively. However, the ordering of the two events (decay, then cell damaging) can be changed only if CoP+ is true. Why? The scenario as described involves causes from the domains of physics (e.g., radioactivity), biology (e.g., Smith's body), and ecology (e.g., environment of the room). CoP+ tells us that the only things fixing the relations among these events are the Lorentz relations and the underlying “clocks” (basically, the atoms composing all the features of the scenario). After all, unless something from outside the domain of physics intervenes, the simultaneity relations among events are well described by SR (as in the classic example of muon decay in the upper atmosphere [Rossi and Hall 1941). However, if there are other factors beyond physics contributing to fixing the relations among events, then SR no longer is the sole constraint on the orderings of events in various reference frames O, O´, and O´´. The thin physicalist interpretation of SR by itself is insufficient to tell us all we need to understand the relationships among relevant events when there are additional features of the context contributing to the fixing of those relationships.


  Similarly, the relativistic fatalism argument presupposes CoP+ for its force. SR alone is not the only source of factors fixing an action Smith chooses to initiate now (working on his paper at noon) such that it can ever be viewed as simultaneous with or come after an action he plans to initiate later (calling Jones at 2 p.m.) in any reference frame. Smith's working on papers and calling Jones are activities involving myriads of factors from domains outside of physics such as the biology and anatomy of human beings, Jones’ training as an academic, the friendship Jones and Smith have cultivated, their knowledge of each other's work habits and schedules, their desires, plans and willings. Therefore, to get the implication that Levin and others see from SR requires that desires, plans, willings, friendship, etc. be events whose relations are fixed only by SR through CoP+.


  The response that Levin pursues to relativistic fatalism, therefore, appears to be in tension with a crucial assumption of the SR fatalist argument. For this argument to work against incompatibilism, desires, plans, willings, friendship, etc. (i.e., the causes and constraints of actions) must be physical events properly subject to SR along with Smith's future actions. But Levin's response on behalf of compatibilism presupposes such causes are not properly the subject of SR (there is no logical connection between SR and the causes of Smith's choices; his choice to phone or continue writing is not held hostage to advances in fundamental physics [Levin 2007, 435]). Either the causes of our actions are physical events subject to CoP+—in this case via SR—and both compatibilism and incompatibilism are ruled out by SR (see the section “Causal Closure of Physics,” above), or neither the causes of our actions nor those actions themselves are subject to CoP+, so that neither compatibilism nor incompatibilism is ruled out by SR.


  Clearly, desires, plans, willings, and friendship must have some relationship to the physical states associated with writing papers and phoning friends, so one might worry that SR threatens to strictly order all of these physical states (hence, ruling out any alternative possibilities). For this to be true, desires, plans, willings, friendship, and the like must be reducible to physics in some fairly strong sense2 in which case such features turn out to be epiphenomenal. There would be no free will of either the compatibilist or incompatibilist kind. On the other hand, there are good reasons to think that CoP+ does not hold (Bishop 2006b; Harbecke and Atmanspacher forthcoming) in which case SR bodes no greater threat to incompatibilism than to compatibilism.


  Another way to put this is the following: The incompatibilist requirement of alternative possibilities is not ruled out by SR unless CoP+ is true. But if CoP+ is true, then compatibilism is in trouble as well, because all causes of choices are simply the outcomes of physics strictly subject to SR. Either both compatibilism and incompatibilism are in trouble with SR, or neither suffers any significant threat from SR.


  Quantum Indeterminism


  Some quantum approaches to consciousness and free will seek to cast the mental in physical terms, others argue that quantum indeterminism opens the way for mental events to affect the physical, and still others are based on dual-aspect frameworks with mind-brain correlations rather than causal relations (e.g., Lockwood 1989; Beck and Eccles 1992; Penrose 1994; Beck 2001; Vitiello 2001; Primas 2003; Stapp 2005; see Atmanspacher 2006 for an overview). In even the most sophisticated of these approaches, the relationship between the physical and the mental is unclear. However, CoP+ often shows up as a crucial assumption.


  Probably the most concrete and detailed suggestion of how quantum mechanics can play a role in brain processes was made by Beck and Eccles (1992), later refined by Beck (2001). This proposal draws on particular mechanisms of information transfer at the synaptic cleft. However, in what ways these quantum processes might be relevant for mental activity, and in what ways their interactions with mental states are conceived, remain unclear.


  The information flow between neurons in chemical synapses is initiated by the release of transmitters in the presynaptic terminal. This process, called exocytosis, is triggered by an arriving nerve impulse with some small probability. Thermodynamics or quantum mechanics can be invoked to describe the trigger mechanism in a statistical way. Examining the corresponding energy regimes shows that quantum processes are distinguishable from thermal processes for energies higher than 0.01 eV at room temperature (Beck and Eccles 1992). Assuming a typical length scale for biological microsites of the order of several nanometers, an effective mass below ten electron masses is sufficient to ensure that quantum processes prevail over thermal processes.


  The detailed trigger mechanism proposed by Beck and Eccles ( 1992) is based on the quantum concept of quasiparticles, reflecting the particle aspect of a collective mode. Skipping the details of the picture, the proposed trigger mechanism involves tunneling processes of two-state quasiparticles, resulting in quantum state collapses. It yields a probability of exocytosis between 0 and 0.7, in agreement with empirical observations. However, the question of how the quantum trigger for exocytosis may be relevant for conscious mental states remains unanswered. There are two aspects to this question.


  The first aspect refers to Eccles's intention to utilize quantum processes in the brain as an entry point for mental causation. The idea is that the fundamentally indeterministic nature of individual quantum state collapses offers room for the influence of mental powers on brain states. Accordingly, Beck and Eccles (1992, 11360) suggest that “mental intention (volition) becomes neurally effective by momentarily increasing the probability of exocytosis.” Further justification of this assumption is not given—it remains unclear how mental influences can affect nonmental (i.e., physical) events.


  The second aspect refers to the problem that processes at single synapses cannot be simply correlated with mental activity, whose neural correlates are coherent assemblies of neurons. Most plausibly, prima facie uncorrelated random processes at individual synapses would result in a stochastic network of interacting neurons (Hepp 1999). Although Beck (2001) has indicated possibilities (such as quantum stochastic resonance) for achieving ordered patterns at the level of assemblies from fundamentally random synaptic processes, this problem has not yet been resolved.


  With the exception of Eccles's idea of mental causation, Beck and Eccles's approach essentially focuses on brain states and brain dynamics. In his more recent account, Beck (2001, 109f) states that “science cannot, by its very nature, present any answer to … questions related to the mind.” In other words, he admits that Eccles's idea of mental causation is purely ad hoc. Because the proposed biophysical model utilizes quantum indeterminacy to open a door for mental influences, the approach is implicitly incompatibilist— compatibilist reasoning would not require indeterminacy.


  Moreover, the model is so specific that it is clearly not settled at the level of the fundamental laws of physics. It includes a temporal direction and even time scales, so it is not subject to the inconsistencies of CoP due to the basic time symmetries described above. Nevertheless, it is subject to the problem that a nonphysical intervention needs to be incorporated into the physical, so the model appears to implicitly deny CoP+. However, as long as no one has a feasible idea of how to conceive nonphysical interventions into the physical (quantum or not), confusing nonphysical and physical descriptions perhaps is best called a category mistake rather than a violation of the (myth of the) causal closure of physics (cf. Atmanspacher and Rotter 2008).


  Discussion and Perspectives


  The relevance of even the most sophisticated arguments from SR and QM for understanding free will is more obscure than most discussions in the literature seem to assume. As discussed above, arguments from CoP and energy conservation are often introduced in an inconsistent way. Moreover, causation in the sense of efficient causation only applies to horizontal (i.e., diachronic) relations between system states at the same descriptive level. For vertical (i.e., synchronic) relations between levels of description it does not make sense to talk about a causal temporal sequence, so the type of causation involved in “mental causation” is a different story. Mental causation, a significant ingredient of most accounts of free will, typically must be dealt with as a composition of efficient intralevel causation and a specified interlevel relation. For corresponding approaches to be viable, a conceptually, formally, and empirically sound connection between neural and mental states and properties is required.


  The framework of “contextual emergence” (see Atmanspacher 2009 for a concise nontechnical overview) as an interlevel relation alternative to both radical reduction and patchwork approaches is a fruitful candidate in this respect. In a nutshell, contextual emergence refers to situations in which a lower-level description (e.g., statistical mechanics) contains necessary but not sufficient conditions for features at a higher-level description (e.g., thermodynamics). Contextual emergence was introduced by Bishop and Atmanspacher (2006) for physical examples, in which higher-level contexts induce lower-level stability conditions implying a new topology serving the definition of lower-level statistical states. These latter states can be used to define coextensional higher-level individual states.


  A paradigm example of contextual emergence in physics is the subtle relationship between thermodynamic observables (e.g., temperature) and statistical ensemble observables (e.g., mean kinetic energy). Although many standard accounts, even in textbooks, unduly trivialize this relationship as an identity, it is more accurately conceived as a sophisticated combination of the multiple realization of statistical mechanical states by individual mechanical states with the emergence of individual thermal states under the context of thermal equilibrium (for details see Bishop and Atmanspacher 2006).


  Contextual emergence has been used as a theoretical approach to mindbrain relations by Atmanspacher and beim Graben (2007) and successfully applied to corresponding empirical case studies by Allefeld, Atmanspacher, and Wackermann (2009). If mental states and properties are properly constructed using the technical procedures of contextual emergence, objections against mental causation a la Kim's (2003) “supervenience argument” can be dispelled (Harbecke and Atmanspacher, forthcoming). In particular, the problem of overdetermination does not arise if mental states are defined as contextually emerging from statistical neural states (compare with an earlier conjecture by Yablo 1992). Hence, contextual emergence allows us to address possible roles mental states play in free-will accounts.


  Shifting from causation to determinism can mitigate the inconsistencies of CoP but leads to other problems. First of all, neuroscience uses both deterministic and stochastic descriptions depending on whether micro-, meso-, or macroscopic levels of description are being addressed—there is no obvious dominance of deterministic accounts in the literature. Second, it is known that deterministic and stochastic descriptions can be transformed into each other (see Atmanspacher and Rotter 2008), so it is a matter of convenience or purpose which class is adopted. Third, whenever levels of description are involved, interlevel relations must be explicitly specified —here there is always the risk of falling into “mereological fallacies” confounding brain behavior with that of conscious persons (cf. Bennett and Hacker 2003). As long as there is no single convincing argument to the effect that neural correlates of mental agency ultimately (i.e., ontologically) behave truly deterministically, epistemic maneuvers to prove determinism will remain inconclusive.


  Compatibilist approaches to free will often underestimate the restrictive force of determinism (Bishop 2009), whereas incompatibilist approaches often overestimate the benefits of indeterminism (e.g., Dennett 2003). Given that the ascription of causation and determinism to neural and mental processes is much subtler and much more context-dependent than often treated, a framework like contextual emergence might prove a fruitful option for reconceiving free-will compatibilism and incompatibilism. A proper understanding of approaches to free will as different from each other as Dennett's (2003) and Kane's (1996) could benefit from elucidating and balancing the contexts in which a deterministic description of neural and mental features may be more relevant for the type of free will being exercised versus the contexts in which an indeterministic description is more relevant.


  The question whether free will is compatible or incompatible with determinism is likely to be much more of a contextual affair than our debates have previously recognized. Physics, biochemistry, neurophysiology, persons, groups, and culture certainly form some of the necessary conditions that must be in place for the existence of choices and actions. But then, what must a particular context provide to define the additional sufficient conditions for persons to choose and act in particular ways that deserve to be characterized as free? The kind of freedom exercised when choosing your favorite chocolate dessert from the menu seems to be significantly different than the kind of freedom exercised in choosing between two equally compelling and exciting job opportunities. Although the necessary conditions for each of these scenarios to exist may have a significant degree of overlap, the different contexts add significantly different conditions for the sufficiency of possible courses of action, the choices to be made, and the kind of freedom at issue.


  Instead of asking “Is determinism true?” and “Is free will compatible or incompatible with determinism?” perhaps we should be asking “What kind of freedom is being exercised in which context?” and “Which conditions in a given context enable the kind of freedom being exercised?”


  Notes:


  (1.) A paradigmatic example of a physical (efficient) cause is the collision of material objects like moving cars, whereas nonphysical causes (e.g., transportation policies) have observable influences on the motions of cars. Contextual emergence (see “Discussion and Perspectives”) represents a framework in which the relationships among causes from different domains may be investigated and clarified.


  (2.) Assuming such features supervene on physiological states would not tell us what the actual dependence relationship is, so we could not conclude anything definite about SR's consequences for such features.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article surveys the most recent versions of the Consequence Argument and objections to them. It considers objections made to some of the more well-known versions of the argument and recent attempts by defenders to answer these objections by offering reformulated versions of it. Many objections involve a principle van Inwagen called “Beta,” which is regarded by many as the most controversial assumption of the argument. Beta is a “transfer of powerlessness” principle, which states, roughly, that if you are powerless to change something “p” (e.g., the past or the laws of nature), then you are also powerless to change any of the logical consequences of “p.” The discussion considers various formulations of Beta as well as purported counterexamples to it and responses to these counterexamples by current defenders of the Consequence Argument.


  van Inwagen, Consequence Argument, powerlessness, Beta


  According to incompatibilism, freedom and determinism cannot obtain together. Somewhat more precisely, incompatibilism is the thesis that, necessarily, if determinism is true, then no one enjoys free will. Some twenty-five years ago, Peter van Inwagen (1983) insisted with considerable plausibility that discussion of this thesis was not taking place on a very high level.1 Whatever complaints one might have about the present state of the free-will debate, the claim that discussion of the compatibility question is not conducted on a high level no longer appears to be one of them. No doubt, we owe thanks to van Inwagen himself for elevating the discussion. In particular, it seems to me that the single most influential contribution to the overall philosophical quality of the recent free-will debate is van Inwagen's careful development of what he has dubbed the “Consequence Argument.” This chapter is a sympathetic assessment of the argument, offered in the light of some of the most recent criticisms of it.2 After making the argument sufficiently explicit, I consider three recent brands of compatibilist response to it and, in each case, I make some gestures in the direction of incompatibilist replies.3


  Some brief preliminaries are in order. First, the proponent of the Consequence Argument ordinarily understands free will to require the ability to do otherwise. A person has free will with respect to a particular action only if the person has the ability to perform some alternative action.4 This allows us to characterize a very weak necessary condition on free will more generally: namely, that a person has free will simpliciter only if the person has free will with respect to at least one particular action—only if, at some point in his life history, he had the ability to do something other than what he, in fact, has done.


  Second, about determinism: We can take this, roughly, as the thesis that the occurrence of every event is conditionally necessitated by the way the world was at a time prior to the event. Given some unique state of the universe at a time in the past, what occurs thereafter could not have been otherwise. Here is a useful general definition: The world is governed by (or is under the sway of) determinism if and only if, given a specified way things are at a time t, the way things go thereafter is fixed as a matter of natural law (Hoefer 2003).5


  We are now in position to see the purported conclusion of the Consequence Argument more clearly. The argument is supposed to show that the truth of determinism would undermine free will. That is, it is supposed to establish the necessity of the following conditional conclusion: If the way things go in the universe is fixed as a matter of natural law by initial conditions, then no one can ever do anything other than what he or she in fact does.


  The Argument


  What, therefore, is the Consequence Argument? First of all, it does not seem to be a single argument but instead an argument form or schema that can be filled out in various ways. We can treat the schema deployed by van Inwagen (1983, 56) as canonical: “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 these things (including our present acts) are not up to us.” I will call any particular effort to make the above schema precise a consequence argument and reserve the definite article (the Consequence Argument) for the schema itself or for the family of arguments it purports to unify. A consequence argument is thus any instantiation of the Consequence Argument; and I will assume that the philosophical merit of the Consequence Argument supervenes on the philosophical merit of a consequence argument.


  As it turns out, the recent literature is peppered with various instances of the argument. Complete enumeration would be unwieldy. I will, therefore, focus on a single strategy of development of the Consequence Argument— and hope that the explication and criticism of this strategy can illuminate the broader debate.


  The most influential (and hotly contested) instance of the Consequence Argument depends on a transfer or conditional principle, according to which our inability to exert any influence upon the past or the laws of nature is leveraged by determinism into our present inability to exert any influence upon those events that are our actions. If a transfer principle of this sort is valid, it will seem that under determinism each of us bears the same control relationship to our actions that we bear either to events that took place long before we were born or to the fundamental physical constants of the universe. How much control do you have over the way the stuff of the universe was arranged 100,000 years ago? “None,” seems the best answer. How much control do you have over the general equations that accurately describe the gravitational behavior of physical objects in the universe. Again, “none” seems the best answer. According to the transfer principle, therefore, your control over your very next action is also none; it vanishes to zero as a result of determinism.


  What kind of principle could do such remarkable work? Consider this: Beta: From Np and N(p → q), deduce Nq6


  A few explanations may help to reveal this principle's power. First, we read the arrow in the second conjunct as the material conditional. Second, we need to understand the “N” operator.7 What is supposed to be transferred under the principle is powerlessness or lack of control. “N” is supposed to capture this. And, although there is considerable variation among proponents of the Consequence Argument with respect to how best to baptize “N,” it turns out to have no small effect on the validity and plausibility of the argument to get the baptism right. I will follow Michael Huemer (2000) in understanding “Np” to mean “no matter what you do (among the things that you are able to do), p.”8 Thus, “N(p → q)” should be read as “no matter what you do (among the things that you are able to do), p only if q.” Putting it all together now—and dropping the parenthetical bit for ease of expression —Beta tells us that we can infer that qis true no matter what you do from the fact that both pis true no matter what you do and p only if qis true no matter what you do.


  To the eye of the uninitiated, the transfer principle is likely to appear both plausible and innocuous. After all, it licenses a form of inference that is natural for us. For example, it seems clear that no matter what I do, the Earth is going to keep spinning on its axis. Now grant that no matter what I do the Earth's continuing to spin on its axis entails that the sun will rise tomorrow. Beta allows us to draw the sensible inference from these two claims that, no matter what I do, the sun will rise tomorrow.


  However plausible Beta may appear, though, it is far from innocuous. If we accept it, along with a few other plausible assumptions, we will be driven toward incompatibilism with surprising force. The first of these auxiliary assumptions is that if a proposition is necessary in the broadly logical sense we can infer that it is true no matter what you do. That is, from □p we can infer Np. Following van Inwagen, call this assumption rule Alpha. The second assumption is that the laws of nature are fixed in such a way that nothing you do can change them. If we let “L” stand for the collection of propositions that express the true laws of nature, then the fixity of the laws can be rendered “NL.” That is, the propositions that accurately describe the laws of nature are true no matter what you do. Finally, the third assumption, running parallel to the fixity of the laws of nature, is that the past is also fixed. This will be to say that there is nothing you can now do to affect the truth-values of propositions about the past. The way the world was is the way the world was, no matter what you now do. Thus, if we let “P” stand for a proposition that completely describes the world at some arbitrary time in the past, then we can express the fixity of the past as “NP.”


  Now for our transfer version of the Consequence Argument (call it “TC” for Transfer Consequence). We begin by assuming, for conditional proof, that determinism is true. We let “A” stand for the proposition that describes any action one claims to have performed freely:


  (1) □((P & L) → A) definition of determinism (2) □(P → (L → A)) from (1) by standard logic (exportation) (3) N(P → (L → A)) from (2) and rule Alpha (4) NP assumption (fixity of the past) (5) ∴, N(L → A) from (3), (4) and Beta

  (6) NL assumption (fixity of the natural laws) (7) ∴, NA from (5), (6) and Beta


  Suppose A is the proposition that you read this chapter at this time. Then TC shows that, given determinism, no matter what you do, you read this chapter at this time. Surely if there is nothing you can do to avoid reading this chapter, then you do not do it freely. Furthermore, the argument claims to be perfectly general. It will apply to any putatively free action we plug in for A. As I mentioned above, the proponents of the Consequence Argument typically assume that freedom involves alternative possibilities. TC purports, therefore, to demonstrate that determinism would eliminate just this crucial kind of avoidability for all of our actions. That is, this conditional proof is supposed to have established the incompatibilist thesis, namely:


  (INC) Necessarily, if determinism is true, then no one enjoys free will.


  Compatibilists have not been shy about attacking TC and its variants. In fact, over the past few decades almost every component of the argument has been challenged for one reason or another. Still, I am going to resist the temptation to rehearse the full history of responses to TC and focus instead on some of the most recent and influential efforts to undermine it. In particular, I will consider three important lines of attack. (Some other possible lines of attack are considered in Kapitan's essay in this volume [chapter 7].)


  Beta Blocking


  If there is an intuitive “weakest link” in TC, it is the transfer principle itself, Beta. Van Inwagen (1983, 96) admitted as much in his early presentation of the argument9 and something of a cottage industry has developed around the construction of counterexamples designed to show that the principle is strictly invalid. Let us remind ourselves of what such a counterexample would look like. It would have to be a case wherein we are intuitively inclined to accept both that (1) no matter what you do, some proposition p is true and (2) no matter what you do, p's being true materially implies another proposition q's being true. In addition, it will also have to be intuitively plausible that, nevertheless, (3) you have some relevant control over q's being true (i.e., it is not the case the q is true no matter what you do).


  The early efforts to construct counterexamples to Beta were ingenious and probing. However, in each case, Beta could be reformulated in such a way as to avoid the counterexample and still function as the lynchpin in TC. Perhaps a quick sketch will help to make clear how this worked. The counterexamples of Widerker (1987) and Zagzebski (1991) were premised on situations in which p becomes true after q. In the context of TC, we are characteristically interested in whether some Beta-like principle can transfer powerlessness from the past to the future. As a result, Timothy O'Connor (1993) pointed out that we can simply amend Beta to include the condition that p is made true before q is made true. This emendation allowed the new Beta principle to avoid the counterexamples without undermining its usefulness in TC. A similar point has been made with respect to counterexamples to Beta that assume indeterminism.10 A case that shows that Beta is invalid in indeterministic contexts will be easy to parry. Why? Because the defender of TC can simply add to Beta that determinism is true. After all, this is what we assume (for conditional proof) when we begin the transfer version of the Consequence Argument. The result of this early counterexample work is that the proponent of TC has been forced to construct a more nuanced Beta principle, perhaps:


  Beta-better: If p is made true before q, and determinism is true, then from Np and N(p → q), infer Nq.


  Nevertheless, there may be counterexamples even to Beta-better, as Erik Carlson has shown.11 His case is as follows:

  At time t0 an agent S can either press or not press a certain button, which is connected to a coin-tossing machine. If S presses the button, the machine will toss the coin twice, first at t1, and then again at t2. If S does not press the button, the coin will only be tossed once, at t1. Let us assume that S is the only agent who is ever able to influence at what times the machine tosses a coin. Suppose, finally, that S presses the button, and that the coin lands heads in both tosses. Let p=“the coin is tossed at t1 and lands heads,” and let q=“the coin is tossed at t2 and lands heads.” Because the coin might have landed tails in the t1-toss, whatever S would have done at t0, S is not able to ensure that p is false. Hence, Np is true. Is S able to ensure that p → q is false? No; if S were to refrain Is S able to ensure that p → q is false? No; if S were to refrain toss, in which case p → q would still be true. Hence, N(p → q) is true. On the other hand, Nq is false. By not pressing the button, S can ensure the falsity of q. Moreover, p is made true earlier than q (Carlson 2003, 731).


  As Carlson also notes, however, the success of this counterexample depends on the interpretation of “propositional ability”; that is, it depends on what it means to have the ability to make a proposition false.12 Consider two possibilities:


  (1) You are able to make p false if and only if you can act in such a way that p might be false.

  (2) You are able to make p false if and only if you can act in such a way that p would be false.


  The first form of propositional ability is markedly weaker than the second. These differences in the conception of ability issue in different conceptions of the corresponding inability or powerlessness. That is, they issue in different conceptions of the truth conditions of the N operator. To lack the first form of ability, therefore, would be for the falsity of p to be incompatible with anything you might do. Np will be true, therefore, just in case no matter what you do p could not even possibly be false. To lack the second form of ability, however, would be only to be incapable of ensuring that p is false. Here, Np will be true even when p is possibly false.


  Thus, in order for Carlson's coin-flipping case to count as a counterexample to Beta-better, propositional ability must be read in the stronger terms of (2) above. Only this sort of reading will give us the result that Np is true (because the first coin toss lands heads but might have landed tails regardless of your button-pressing) and N(p → q) is true (because even if you had refrained from pressing the button, the first toss might have come up tails, falsifying the antecedent, and thereby making the conditional true), and yet Nq is false (because your decision not to press the button guarantees that there is no second coin toss). To make the point explicit, notice that neither Np nor N(p → q) would be true in Carlson's case if propositional ability is read in the weak sense of (1) above. Np would be false because it was certainly possible for the first coin toss to have come up tails, falsifying p. N(p → q) would be false because it was certainly possible, upon your pressing the button, for the second toss to have come up tails, falsifying p → q (again, we are assuming that the first toss has come up heads).


  By way of reply, I want to draw attention to the fact that there is something intuitively awkward about a push toward the strong conception of ability required by the defender of Carlson's counterexample. Imagine that I am standing over a three-foot putt.13 I have made many such putts in the past, though I have missed my fair share as well. Consider the proposition, “The golf ball is not in the hole (by a single legal golf stroke) at time t2, thirty seconds from now.” Am I able to render this proposition false? It seems so. After all, we appear to be wondering if I am able to make the putt. Making the putt certainly seems like something I am able to do even though there is no guarantee that I will make it if I try (I fancy myself about 80 percent successful from three feet). What (2) tells us, however, is that I can render the putt proposition false if and only if I am able to act in such a way that it would—rather than merely might or even would very likely—be false. This seems to suggest that I can do something only if I am able to act in such a way as to guarantee that the thing occurs. Surely this is too high a demand because it would make almost all of our ordinary ability claims false. Thus, insofar as the opponent of the Consequence Argument hopes to deploy Carlson's counterexample to Beta-Better, she will be forced to conceive of ability in increasingly implausible terms.


  I will conclude this section by noting that there may be a version of Beta that is immune to counterexample on any minimally plausible conception of ability. Consider:


  Beta-Best: from Np, Nq, and □((p & q) → r), infer Nr.14


  Unfortunately, I must leave it to be determined if Beta-Best deserves the tendentious name I have given it. I also must leave it to be determined how to assess the overall validity of the transfer Consequence Argument that would be premised upon it. By way of invitation into these determinations, keep in mind that Beta-Best is provable in standard counterfactual logics employing some very weak assumptions.15


  Finessing Fixities


  Another important strategy of attack on the transfer version of the Consequence Argument has been to challenge one or the other of its fixity premises—either NP or NL. This strategy has a venerable contemporary tradition the most prominent fountainhead of which is David Lewis's infamous willingness to argue that we have counterfactual power over the laws of nature—a power sufficient to render NL either false or innocuous in the context of the Consequence Argument.16 Despite the incredulous stares of incompatibilists, opponents of the Consequence Argument have continued to pick up and develop the Lewisian theme. What cannot be denied is that these developments have been creative and ingenious. At the heart of this creativity and ingenuity is a conviction that Lewis was generally on the right track in his efforts to work out the semantics of counterfactuals (Lewis 1973a, 1979).


  According to fixity finessers, ordinary people, at least on some occasions, could have done otherwise than what they have in fact done. What they are at pains to show is that it is possible to maintain this conviction in the face of causal determinism. That is, they hope to show us how it could be true that a person can do something even if the laws of nature together with the past guarantee that she will not do it.


  Consider the following proposal, which I glean from Kadri Vihvelin's ( 2000a) recent work. To say that a person can do something is to say that she has both the ability and the opportunity to do it. Having an ability to do something is a matter of having the skills and capacities necessary for doing it, and these capacities are to be understood at least in part by our relationship to the laws of nature. With respect to our abilities, therefore, we are constrained by the laws of nature. No one has the ability to do something if doing it would have to be or cause a law-breaking event. But having the opportunity to do something, by contrast, is a matter of its being compatible with the circumstances in which the agent finds himself, and these circumstances are to be understood at least in part by our relationship to the actual past. With respect to our opportunities, therefore, we are constrained by the past. No one has the opportunity to do something if doing it would require that the past be different from what it actually is.


  Notice that the compatiblist who accepts this proposal is in position to vindicate at least some of our platitudes about an agent's relation to the laws and the past. No one has the ability to do something contrary to the laws of nature. No one has the opportunity to do something incompatible with the actual past. Still, it is possible that a person is able to do something that is incompatible with the actual past. By the same token, it is possible for a person to have the opportunity to do something that is incompatible with the actual laws of nature.


  The crucial thing to see is that, according to the fixity finessers, we assess ability claims by appeal to one counterfactual while we assess opportunity claims by appeal to another. Suppose I have just eaten lunch. And suppose we want to know if I could have done something other than eat lunch. If I could have done otherwise at that time, t, then I must have had both the ability and the opportunity to do otherwise at t. To answer the ability question we hold the laws of nature fixed. We ask if there is a possible world with the same laws at which I do something other than eat lunch at t. On the assumption that determinism is true, however, the only worlds with the same laws at which I do something other than eat lunch at t are those with a different past from the actual world. Here the finesser claims that there is nothing untoward about letting the past vary because ability claims are about compatibility with the natural laws.17 In other words, we are allowed to consider worlds with a slightly different past from the actual world (for example, a world in which my hunger is completely sated ten minutes before t). On the other hand, we answer the opportunity question by holding the past fixed. We ask if there is a possible world with the same past at which I do something other than eat lunch at t. On the assumption that determinism is true, however, the only worlds with the same past at which I do something other than eat lunch at t are those at which different laws from those of the actual world obtain. Fortunately, the finesser has grounds, once again, for permitting a kind of laxity with the laws of nature because opportunity claims are about compatibility with the actual past. In other words, we are allowed to consider worlds at which the laws of nature are slightly different from those that operate at the actual world (a world, for example, that permits my hunger to vanish at t). Thus, even if determinism is true, a person can have the ability to do something that he could do only if the past had been different from what it actually was. In addition, even if determinism is true, a person can have the opportunity to do something that he could do only if the laws of nature had been different from what they actually are.


  The upshot of this treatment of ability and opportunity is that NL and NP must be reconsidered. Those who have been inspired by Lewis to finesse these fixities are now in position to argue that NL is true in this sense: No one has the ability to act in such a way that an actual law of nature is violated. This need not mean, though, that no one has the opportunity to act in such a way that an actual law of nature is violated. Likewise, NP is true in this sense: No one has the opportunity to do something that could be done only if the past were different. This need not mean, though, that no one is able to do something that could only be done if the past were different. Of course, the ordinary reading of NL and NP is such that we have neither the ability nor the opportunity to act in ways that would render L or P false. This is precisely the point at which fixity finessers make their break from the ordinary.


  There is a great deal to say in response to fixity finessing and I will not be able to say it all. I must be satisfied with just a pair of gestures. First, the view may be unstable. Helen Beebee frames a complaint to this effect in terms of the instability of the view of laws that appears to be required to execute the Lewisian strategy against the Consequence Argument. For, the Lewisian hopes to defend both of the following claims: (1) “deterministic agents are able to do things, the doing of which would require a miracle to happen” and (2) “they are not able to perform miracles: they are not able to do things, the doing of which would be a miracle” (Beebee 2003, 260; italics in original). Beebee goes on to argue that (1) can be maintained only on a Humean conception of laws whereas (2) can be maintained only on a necessitarian conception. This is, therefore, a charge of incoherence against the Lewisian that she takes, ultimately, to undermine the force of the finessing reply to the Consequence Argument.18 Others have made similar charges against this brand of compatibilism (Fischer 1994, ch. 4).19


  A second worry about finessing the fixity principles is that the account of ability on which it is premised comes dangerously close to the defunct conditional analysis. On the conditional analysis, to say that you are able to X is to say that nothing would keep you from X-ing if you tried to X (or chose, wanted, willed to X). One potent form of objection to this analysis is that that truth of the relevant conditional does not actually suffice for ability. Cases of pathological or phobic behavior have typically provided the counterexamples. Suppose I am deathly afraid of snakes: so afraid, in fact, that picking one up is a psychological impossibility for me. Am I able to pick up the snake? The conditional analysis delivers a “yes” answer. Nothing would stop me if only I could muster the courage to try. Nothing would get between my trying and my succeeding. But this ignores an important meaning of “ability.” Perhaps it is true that if I tried to pick up the snake I would succeed; however, I am unable to try. Surely this should count against the claim that I am able to pick up the snake.


  Now notice that a similar complaint can be raised against the finessed ability claim. Vihvelin, for example, proposes the following Lewisian account of ability: “Someone has the ability to do X only if some worlds with the same laws where the person is in circumstances C and tries to X are worlds where she succeeds in doing X” (Vihvelin 2000a, 159; italics in original). Now, if determinism is true in the actual world and the person has not, in fact, done X, then (again) the only way the person could have done X in circumstances C in these alternative worlds is if the past, at these worlds, had been different (whether “all the way back” or just near the doing of X as a result of a divergence miracle). What accounts for your ability to do X in the actual world is the fact that you do X at another possible world suitably related to the actual world but in which the past varies enough to permit you to try to do X. In other words, you are able to do X because the following conditional is true: If the past had been different enough to allow you to try (want, choose, will) to do X, then you would (or at least might) have done X.


  We can see, however, that this account (and those like it) will face the same concern with my ability to pick up the snake that the conditional analysis faced. Is there a possible world with the same laws at which I succeed in my effort to pick up the snake in these circumstances? Surely. After all, there is a possible world with the same laws as the actual world at which the past is such that I do not develop my pathological fear of snakes. So, once again, the finessed account of ability renders the verdict that I am able to pick up the snake even though I have a phobia that, given the way things have actually gone, will not permit me even to try to do so. That is, it appears to render one of the verdicts that led many philosophers to abandon the conditional analysis of freedom and ability. This seems to be a least some prima facie reason, therefore, also to abandon a Lewis-inspired analysis.


  Not Necessarily


  Although the two lines of attack on the transfer version of the Consequence Argument canvassed above have something of a tradition, the final criticism I wish to consider appears to be a newcomer to the debate. The complaint is that the Consequence Argument cannot deliver the conclusion it purports to establish. Recall the conclusion I attributed to the argument:


  (INC) Necessarily, if determinism is true, then no one enjoys free will.


  Both Ted Warfield ( 2000) and Joseph Campbell (2007) have recently argued (in different ways) that versions of the Consequence Argument like TC cannot establish the necessity claim in (INC). At best, the Consequence Argument establishes only a contingent conclusion, namely,


  (inc) If determinism is true, then no one enjoys free will.


  Warfield makes this point on purely formal grounds. He notes that a conditional proof can validly issue in a conclusion that purports to be a necessary truth only if the premises within the scope of the assumption are also taken to be necessary truths. As he says,


  Most incompatiblists, however, either do not adequately understand or simply fail to adhere to a restriction relevant premises in such an argument must meet if the incompatibilist conclusion is to follow from such an argument. Most

  incompatibilists, to be precise, seem unaware that in order to get the incompatibilist conclusion that determinism and freedom are strictly incompatible … their conditional proofs must not introduce or in any way appeal to premises that are merely contingently true in between the assumption of determinism and the step at which the “no freedom” conclusion is reached (Warfield 2000, 169).


  In other words, in order for our TC to establish (INC) all of its premises would have to be not merely true but necessarily true. Premises (4) and (6) should now stand out like two sore thumbs. Although the proponent of the Consequence Argument may have offered us tolerably good reasons to think that NL and NP are true, have we been given reasons to think that they are necessarily true? It seems not. Thus, Warfield concludes that (INC) cannot be validly inferred from the premises of arguments like TC as they are ordinarily developed.20


  Campbell's criticism, by contrast, targets a material assumption of TC and its variants: that every possible world containing a human free agent also has a remote past (i.e., a time prior to the existence of any human agents). Campbell argues that TC cannot establish (INC) without this assumption and that this assumption eviscerates TC.


  To see why Campbell insists that TC needs a remote past, recall that NP is supposed to tell us that the past is fixed. In an effort to be more precise, it is tempting to interpret NP as saying something to the following effect: Any proposition describing the complete state of the world at some point in the past is true no matter what you do (indeed, no matter what anyone does).21 However, it would be dialectically inappropriate in the extreme for the proponent of the Consequence Argument simply to assert, for example, that the truth of a proposition describing the complete state of the world one year ago does not depend on anything you have done. After all, we have not yet been given any reason to suppose that the choices you were making one year ago were not efficacious. To assume otherwise would be tantamount to begging the question because it would require us to reject from the beginning the ordinary assumption that the truth-values of at least some propositions depend on what we do.22 To avoid this dialectical impropriety, the proponent of the Consequence Argument must appeal to a proposition describing the complete state of the world at some point in the remote past —at some point before the exertion of any agential powers. Only then can we avoid controversy in insisting that this proposition is true no matter what you do (indeed, no matter what anyone has ever done).


  However, this opens the door for Campbell's objection. That our world has a remote past appears to be a contingent fact about it. Nothing about the thesis of causal determinism necessitates that there is a time prior to the existence of human agents. To make this point vivid, Campbell (2007) offers the following case:


  Consider, for instance, the possible world W. Suppose that W is a determined world such that some adult person exists at every instant. Thus, W has no remote past. At its first moment of existence lived Adam, an adult person with the knowledge, powers, and abilities necessary for moral responsibility. Shortly after Adam comes Eve, and the rest is history (109).


  The putative coherence of W illustrates that determinism is strictly compatible with the absence of a remote past. It is simply not true that every possible deterministic world has a remote past or even that every agent has a personal remote past. It cannot, therefore, be a necessary truth that every deterministic world contains a remote past, powerlessness over which can be transferred into the present. From this, Campbell concludes that the Consequence Argument cannot be a general argument for incompatibilism. It cannot establish (INC) because it cannot show that agents (like Adam) in worlds like W do not enjoy free will.


  As Anthony Brueckner ( 2008) has aptly pointed out, however, a little tinkering with the specifics of the N operator will still permit us to conclude, “that given determinism, no human act performed at a time relative to which there is a past is a free act” (12; italics in original). What Campbell's argument will show, it might therefore seem, is only that pastless human beings (e.g., Adam) can avoid the freedom-undermining effects of determinism. Brueckner denies that this strikes a blow against the Consequence Argument. Perhaps Campbell's argument will force the proponent of TC to concede that it is not a general argument from determinism alone to the conclusion that no one has free will. Perhaps we can get the general argument only from the combination of determinism and an actual past. But this should come as no surprise because determinism is the thesis that it is the past (together with the laws) that necessitates the future.


  Rather than challenge the conclusion that both Warfield and Campbell reach about the scope of the Consequence Argument as it has so far been developed, I am inclined to follow Brueckner's lead by making some light of the concession their arguments would force: that TC cannot get us all the way to (INC). I do not, however, want to be cavalier about this. What I take to be one of the most potent aspects of Campbell's argument is that it pits Adam against Eve (who came into existence after Adam and therefore has a personal remote past). As Campbell notes, if his argument goes through, then Adam may be free in W whereas Eve is not. “Yet,” according to Campbell, “it is hard to see how Adam and Eve differ in any important respects” (Campbell 2007, 110). Call this the “Eve challenge.”


  This is a serious challenge because it represents a shift in the burden of proof. After all, one way to respond to the failure of TC to issue in (INC) is to be casually satisfied with (inc). It might be tempting to put this point by saying, with a dismissive wave of one's hand, “Surely it is bad enough for compatibilism that there is an argument showing that no one in the actual world (which seems to have a remote past) enjoys free will if determinism is true. Surely the fact that this argument cannot demonstrate that there is no freedom in any possible deterministic world is of little comfort because it is with the actual world that we are ultimately concerned.” This is, in fact, what I want to say. It should not, however, be said too carelessly.


  At the heart of the Eve challenge is the thought that there is next to no intrinsic difference between Adam and Eve that could account for the differential assessment of their freedom implied by TC. The suggestion is that, in making a distinction where we cannot see one (of intrinsic importance), TC reveals that it is overreaching. This should give us pause even about the argument's ability to establish the weaker (inc).


  This is a seductive line of thought, but it is misleading. It misleads by suggesting that what needs to be explained by TC is how (setting aside their differences with respect to remote pastness) Adam can be free, whereas Eve cannot. Here two points should be made. First, the proponent of TC is not committed to the claim that Adam can be free in W. She is committed only to the claim that TC cannot show that Adam is not free in W. Of course, some other argument might show that Adam cannot be free in W. Brueckner (2008) hints at one: namely, that Adam is incapable of deliberating about his very first action—and it is not implausible to suppose that some form of deliberation is required for the form of freedom we are concerned about in the free-will debate (12). The point here, though, is that whether or not Adam can be free in W is left an open question by TC. The proponent of the Consequence Argument cannot, therefore, bear the burden of accounting for a metaphysical possibility when her argument has allowed only for an epistemic one.


  The second point to make here is that there is something untoward in the demand that TC give any explanation of the difference between Adam and Eve apart from the one constituted by the argument itself. It seems to me perfectly reasonable for the proponent of TC to reject this demand and point her interlocutor back to the argument. After all, reflection on the epistemic possibility left open by TC that Adam is free in W casts no particular suspicion on any premise of the argument. I grant that such reflection might (as a matter of psychology) motivate or inspire a person to look back more carefully at the premises of TC. But it gives us no new reason to think that one of them might be false.


  For these reasons, we can grant that TC cannot establish (INC) but be satisfied with the fact that it does establish (inc). TC may not show that determinism necessarily undermines free will, but it does appear to show that the freedom of every human being who has ever existed on our planet would be undermined by it.23


  Conclusion


  The treatment I have offered here is far from exhaustive, as I have tried to indicate along the way. My discussion, for example, has been framed solely in terms of a transfer version of the Consequence Argument that explicitly relies on a Beta-like principle. Some philosophers have argued that a forceful version of the Consequence Argument can be constructed without appealing to any such principle.24 In addition, a great deal of the nuance, depth, and subtlety of the debate about each of the issues I have taken up has surely been lost in my efforts to simplify and synthesize. I hope that, given the purpose of this essay, you will excuse this narrowness of focus.


  Nevertheless, what I am tempted to conclude from reflecting on the recent debate is that the form of reasoning embodied in the Consequence Argument remains philosophically compelling. This is not to suggest that compatibilism is a “wretched subterfuge” or that its attacks on the premier argument for incompatibilism are without merit. What I have tried to show here is only that the Consequence Argument is built on intuitive assumptions and that the incompatibilist appears to have prima facie reasonable replies to the compatibilist attacks upon it—even if the compatibilist is unmoved by these replies. The argument is compelling, therefore, in at least this sense: It would not be irrational for an open-minded inquirer into the free-will issue to conclude, on the basis of the Consequence Argument, that we are not free if determinism obtains.


  Still, in the debate between compatibilists and incompatibilists, we remain at a philosophical impasse, with neither party being much moved by the challenges of the other. Furthermore, if philosophical history is any guide, it is unlikely that this impasse will be circumvented by one more move in the on-going dialectic, whether the move is made by either the proponent or the opponent of the Consequence Argument. It is difficult to know what to do in the face of this kind of clash. There is no obvious reason to begrudge someone her newest iteration of one of the above strategies of attack on the Consequence Argument or her latest defense of incompatibilist reasoning. I am not, therefore, offering a counsel of despair in this domain. With this said, however, there do not appear to be especially strong grounds for hoping that rational convergence can be affected on the compatibility question by way of philosophical business as usual. On the assumption that rational convergence is desirable, my suggestion is that we turn our attention more directly to the deeper meta-philosophical values (if such there be) that ground the competing positions in the debate over the Consequence Argument.25,26


  Notes:


  (1.) Van Inwagen (1983).


  (2.) I follow the recent tradition of giving van Inwagen considerable credit for the prominence of the argument in the contemporary debate. However, he is not its inventor. For earlier instances (or intimations of it), see Taylor (1962), Broad (1934), Chisholm (1967), Wiggins (1973), Lamb (1977), and Ginet (1966, 1980). Tomis Kapitan (2002) nicely connects contemporary versions of the argument to the so-called “Master Argument” of Diodorus Cronos—which would mean that the debate goes back to the fourth century bce. (See the essay by Kapitan in this volume [chapter 7].)


  (3.) Bear in mind that the Consequence Argument is not the only argument for incompatibilism animating the recent discussion. Haji (2009) summarizes and assesses some main contenders. Nevertheless, the Consequence Argument enjoys a distinct pride of place that makes it worthy of special attention in this volume.


  (4.) This alternate action would not occur in the actual world—which would make it a real miracle, and those do not exist—but in the alternative world wherein the laws of nature permit such rearrangements. This is to say that the event is only a miracle in the sense that it would have been a miraculous violation of a law of nature had it occurred in the actual world.


  (5.) For further discussion of the meanings of determinism, see the essay by Bishop in this volume (chapter 4).


  


  (6.) van Inwagen dubbed his original principle β.


  (7.) For the sake of readability, I ignore various temporal and agential indices with respect to N, which are probably formally necessary for avoiding ambiguity. See Beebee (2002); also Huemer (2004) for a response.


  (8.) More precisely, Huemer offers us Nsp and interprets it as saying “no matter what S does, p.” He adds that this should be taken, by definition, to mean “p, and for each action, A that S can perform, if S were to perform A, it would still be the case that p.” Once again, I am trying to simplify the exposition by subtracting details that I hope are extraneous for our purposes here.


  (9.) In responding to a potential objection that the argument begs the question, van Inwagen applies the “weakest link” terminology to Beta, despite the fact that the principle seems “obviously right” to him (see 102– 103).


  (10.) Crisp and Warfield (2000) develop this point, which tells also against a counterexample offered by Huemer (2000).


  


  (11.) The example is developed in Carlson (2000, 2003).


  (12.) For an effort to work out the meaning of “rendering a proposition false” as it is employed in van Inwagen's version of the consequence argument, see Schneider (2004).


  (13.) A tip of the cap to J. L. Austin.


  (14.) This principle amounts to a compression of the two principles Huemer (2000) deploys. Thanks to Tom Crisp for helping me to see the potentialities of Beta-Best.


  (15.) For an informal sketch of the proof, see Huemer ( 2000, 539–40). The following (often called Beta-Box) also appears to be provably valid: from Np and □(p → q), infer Nq

  (16.) In a similar spirit, Saunders (1968) argued against NP, the fixity of the past. But most contemporary finessers of fixity follow Lewis (1981) in targeting NL. However, for a more recent effort to challenge the fixity of the past, see Perry (2008).


  (17.) The point here is subtle. On Lewis's preferred approach to abilities, we conceive of the difference in the past of the relevant comparison world as occurring because of a small “divergence miracle” that takes place at this world just before t, rearranging things such that I am not hungry at t. This divergence miracle is an event that occurs not in the actual world (that would make it a real miracle, and there are not any of those) but in the alternative world wherein the laws of nature permit such rearrangements. This is to say that the event is only a miracle in the sense that it would have been a miraculous violation of a law of nature had it occurred at the actual world.


  (18.) Oakley (2006) and Graham (2008) have both responded, though in different ways.


  (19.) Fischer concedes, however (in his typical irenic spirit) that the “local miracle” compatibilist is able to force a dialectical stalemate with the incompatibilist. Van Inwagen comes to a conclusion very similar to that of Beebee (2003). He argues that freedom in a deterministic world “strictly implies the ability to perform miracles.” For him, this is too high a price to pay for compatibilism, but he admits to having no knock-down argument against paying it.


  (20.) Warfield goes on to develop a new argument for (INC) that he believes does not ignore the inferential constraints he highlights in criticizing the traditional consequence argument. For a response to Warfield's new argument, see Kremer (2004).


  (21.) Campbell addresses his argument to van Inwagen's early characterization of the N operator whereby Np is to be interpreted as “p and no one has, or ever had, a choice about whether p.” I have adjusted Campbell's argument to address the Huemer-inspired N operator we have been employing.


  (22.) Campbell makes an argument that the mere pastness of a proposition cannot be the thing that moves it beyond our agential reach. I simply accept that argument here and build on the intuition it justifies to get us to his argument regarding remoteness.


  (23.) The debate provoked by Campbell's original argument goes on. See Loss (2009, 2010) and Campbell (2010).


  (24.) See, e.g., Ginet ( 1990), Fischer and Ravizza (1992), and Fischer (1994). For a response to these Beta-less versions of the consequence argument, see van Inwagen (1994).


  (25.) I have argued elsewhere (Speak 2004) that compatibilists and libertarians disagree less about metaphysical principles and more about axiology. I hold out some hope that new progress can be made in this debate by way of reflection on the broadly moral and pragmatic values that animate the metaphysical commitments of the parties.


  (26.) I am extremely grateful to the following people for invaluable input on earlier drafts of this chapter that led to many improvements: Jason Baehr, Joe Campbell, Tom Crisp, John Fischer, Robert Kane, Seth Shabo, Kevin Timpe, and Manuel Vargas.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article provides a reply to the Consequence Argument. It notes that the argument's soundness depends upon how one interprets modal notions such as power or ability (to bring something about) and avoidability (the power to do otherwise). It explores these “practical modalities,” and shows how different interpretations of them yield different versions of the Consequence Argument. It examines some familiar compatibilist responses to the argument, including those based on conditional analyses of the ability to do otherwise and the response of David Lewis. An adequate response, the article argues, must identify an ability to act that is adequate for moral responsibility, yet invalidates the Consequence Argument.
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  The Consequence Argument


  The Consequence Argument is one of the most significant challenges to compatibilist accounts of practical freedom. In brief, the argument is that if determinism is true then whatever happens is a consequence of the laws of nature and past events over which we have no control. But whatever is a consequence of what's beyond our control is not itself under our control. Therefore, if determinism is true then nothing that happens is under our control or avoidable by us, including our own actions and thoughts (van Inwagen 1983, 16). Assuming that practical freedom implies control and avoidability, this conclusion is a denial of the characteristic compatibilist thesis that such freedom is consistent with determinism.


  Although the core reasoning echoes ancient fatalistic arguments for the claim that whatever happens is unavoidable, its contemporary resurrection has been facilitated by formalizations of the core modal concepts.1 Using the locution “see to it that” (Belnap, Perloff, and Xu 2001), we may abbreviate one's ability to see to it that a situation p obtains as “Ap.” Then “~Ap” expresses the inability to see to it that p, “A~p” the ability to prevent p, “~A~p” the inability to prevent p, and “p & ~A~p” the unavoidability of p, or, “Np” for short. Typically, reference to an agent and time are implicit, but by adding indices, thus “As,tp,” we explicitly represent an agent S's ability at a time t to see to it that p. By universally quantifying over agents and times, as in “∀s∀t Ns,tp,” we represent the universal unavoidability of p.2


  Formal representations permit principles concerning these practical modalities to be more readily discerned and relevant arguments to be more sharply formulated. To illustrate, let us understand determinism as the claim that a complete description of the world at a time t conjoined with a complete statement of the laws of nature entails every truth about the world at every later time. To this definition may be added three fundamental assumptions of the Consequence Argument:


  Fixity of the Laws. No one is able to see to it that a law of nature is violated.


  


  Fixity of the Past. No one is able at a time t to see to it that the past at t is altered.


  


  Unavoidability Closure. Any consequence of what is unavoidable is itself unavoidable.


  


  If the latter is true, then the following inference rule for the transfer of unavoidability over consequence relations is justified:


  


  R1. Np, q is a consequence of p ⊢ Nq.


  Let “P0” represent the state of the world at some time in the remote past, “L” the conjunction of the laws of nature, and “P” an arbitrary true proposition about the present or future. Noting that according to determinism, P is a consequence of the conjunction of P0 with L, and assuming that the fixity principles sanction N(Po & L), the following is a simple pattern of the argument:

  1. P is a consequence of (P0 & L)             premise 2. N(P0 & L)               premise

  ∴ 3. NP1, 2                   by R1


  For incompatibilists who reject the conclusion, the culprit is the determinism that generates the first premise.


  Unavoidability Closure is schematic given that there are different consequence relations, and so there are different versions of the Consequence Argument depending on which relation is employed. For example, assuming that “N(p É q)” expresses a consequence relation—let's call it practical consequence—then van Inwagen and Ginet have favored the following transfer rule:


  R2. Np, N(p⊃q) ⊢ Nq.


  with “N” expressing universal unavoidability. The argumentation can then be condensed to this pattern:

  1. N((P0 & L) ⊃ P)                    premise

  2. N(P0 & L)                    premise

  ∴ 3. NP1, 2                    by R23


  If one grants that consequence relations are unavoidable then R1 yields R2, though the converse does not hold. Van Inwagen (1983, 124) wrote that R2 “appeals immediately to the reflective intellect,” and although he noted that it is the most difficult element of the argument to defend and the “most doubtful thesis the incompatibilist must accept” (222), he stressed that “one could have no reason for being an incompatibilist” without accepting this rule (van Inwagen 1989, 405).4


  Others versions of a transfer principle for unavoidability are designed to avoid to counterexamples to R2 and its indexed counterpart, for example, R3. Ns,tp, Ns,t(p ⊃ q)⊢ Ns,tq, for any p, q such that q is made


  true later than p.


  


  or, R4. Np, □ (p ⊃ q) ⊢ Nq,


  where “□” expresses logical necessity. 5 Finally, insofar as conditional dependency, expressible through the subjunctive conditional (here represented by “p □→ q”), is a consequence relation, then the following rule,


  R5. Np, p □ → q Nq

  is also an instance of Unavoidability Closure, though the Consequence Argument is usually not set forth in its terms because the truth of many subjunctive conditionals is, in a sense, “up to us.” But this is not always so, particularly when a subjunctive conditional's antecedent and consequent are those of stronger consequence relationships.6


  Other consequence arguments utilize principles formulated in terms of ability rather than unavoidability, specifically,

  Ability Closure. If S is able to see to it that p, and q is a

  consequence of p, then S is able to see to it that q.


  The correlated inference rule is,


  


  R6. Ap, q is a consequence of p ⊢ Aq.


  


  which is equivalent to,


  


  R7. ~Aq, q is a consequence of p ⊢~ Ap


  


  Assuming that the consequence relation contraposes, R6 also yields, R8. A~q, q is a consequence of p ⊢ A~p


  


  from which we obtain,


  


  R9. ~A~p, q is a consequence of p⊢~A~q


  


  It is but a short step to R1. That R6 can also be generated from R1, in turn, indicates that Ability Closure and Unavoidability Closure are equivalent.7


  Van Inwagen described the principle associated with R8 as “clearly analytic” (1977a, 94) and a “trivial truth” (1983, 72), and his first version of the Consequence Argument used an instance of that principle as a premise (70–72). A similar principle is evident in David Wiggins's (1973) argument, namely, the Diodoran principle that the impossible cannot follow from the possible. If at time t it is inevitable that ~p then p is impossible and, so, cannot follow from what could be the case at a later time t´ (43–44). If I could bring about q but do not, and my not doing so is caused by ~p, then my bringing about q would entail p. Because ~p is inevitable, hence impossible, then, by the Diodoran principle, I could not bring about q. Under the assumption that all my acts are caused by antecedent circumstances, I can do only what I am going to do. Lamb's argument uses a derivative of the R8 principle, namely, if an event E is a logical consequence of a set F of true propositions, and S can prevent E, then S can do something such that some member of F would be false (Lamb 1977 23, 29). Combined with the premises that the past and laws cannot be altered, this principle of “canentailment” validates the inference to the conclusion that no agent can refrain from doing what is determined.


  Apart from the syntactical form of a transfer rule, versions of the Consequence Argument can also be differentiated by means of alternative interpretations of the locution “S sees to it that p.” Two contrasts have been prominent. According to the first, there is difference between construing “sees to it that” in terms of conditional dependency, namely


  S sees to it that p iff there is a type of action A such that (i) S does A and


  


  (ii) S does A □→ p.


  or, more narrowly,

  S sees to it that p iff there is a type of action A such that (i) S does A and


  (ii) S's doing A makes it the case that p.


  The latter entails the former, though not conversely. One makes it the case that p by either bringing p about or sustaining p, where this entails the nomological contingency of p (i.e., p is neither entailed by nor ruled out by laws). One brings about p if p begins to obtain through an exercise of one's agency, as when I bring about the vibration of a tuning fork upon striking it against a hard surface, that my team wins by scoring a winning goal, that the muscles in my right leg contract upon standing up, or that the proposition “the Eiffel Tower is in Paris ⊃ I stand up” is true. One sustains p only if p is a currently existing situation whose continuance is due, at least in part, to an exercise of S's agency.


  This difference gives us two construals of the practical modalities. The purely conditional reading yields a broad sense of ability according to which one is able to see to whatever one's act is conditionally dependent upon, thus,


  S is broadly able at t to see to it that p iff there is a course of action A such that at t (i) S is able at t to do A, and (ii) were S to do A then p.8


  By contrast, the narrower sense of “seeing to it that” avoids conferring upon agents the ability to see to it that the logical and mathematical necessities obtain. Using “causal” in the liberal “making it the case” sense indicated above, we may characterize a narrower causal ability as follows: S is causally able at t to see to it that p iff there is a course of action A such that at t (i) S is able at t to do A, and (ii) S's doing A would make it the case that p.9


  With causal ability, p is dependent upon S's actions, that is, p is the case because of what S does so that had S not done A, then p would not be the case unless there had been other causal interactions. Causal ability is, thus, massively more restrictive than broad ability, though the former entails the latter so that broad inability implies an analogous causal inability. Parallel distinctions can be made between broad and causal unavoidability.


  The second contrast is the option of interpreting “seeing to it that p” in terms of doing something such that p would obtain, or, more weakly, in terms of as doing something such that p might obtain, that is, by making p more likely than it would otherwise be. Some abilities are probabilistic in this way, e.g., my ability to make a five-foot putt. Introducing degrees of likelihood into the mix affords even greater flexibility, and this is important for practical freedom given that increased likelihood can be correlated to greater responsibility and, also, that low probability abilities are sometimes all that is required for responsibility. Adding this contrast between would and might to that between causal and conditional dependency yields four distinct interpretations of the ability to see to it that, and thus, four different readings of unavoidability (cf., Carlson 2000, 280). Combining these four interpretations with the various syntactic versions of the transfer rules for unavoidability and ability noted above, it is apparent that there are a considerable number of distinct principles that underlie transfer rules for ability and unavoidability, and a like number of consequence arguments.


  Regardless of what particular rule is employed, it is not difficult to understand why these arguments seem so compelling. It is evident to many that we cannot tamper with the laws of nature and the past, and the practical modalities do seem subject to transfer-type inferences. For example, I was obligated to give a lecture on indexicals in Tilburg on September 13, 2001, but could not fly to Amsterdam from Chicago as scheduled on September 11, 2001, nor in the two days thereafter due to circumstances beyond my control. I notified the conference organizers of my inability to travel. Obviously, if I was unable to travel from Chicago to Tilburg by September 13, 2001, then I was unable to give that lecture there and, therefore, my obligation to do so evaporated. But the conference organizers did not need my help drawing this conclusion; they quickly reasoned that my not delivering the lecture was unavoidable, exactly as one would expect given Unavoidability Closure.


  Yet, examples do not prove a rule. We cannot automatically assume that any of the transfer rules are valid until we are confident that they framed in terms of an adequate notion of ability. And here a caution is needed: Regardless of what version of the Consequence Argument is advanced, its appeal would be diminished were it insisted at the outset that a necessary condition of one's being able to see to it that q is that not be already determined that ~q will occur, or, in what comes to the same thing, that q be consistent with the past and laws. For suppose that Np holds and that the entailment of ~q by p is a consequence of determinism: then it is already determined that ~q holds and that no one will bring about q. If so, then according to the proposed condition, no agent is able to see to it that q, and N. q follows immediately. Plainly, those sympathetic to compatibilism will not be persuaded by this reasoning. What makes the Consequence Argument so attractive is that it is plausible prior to any analysis of ability.10


  A Standard Compatibilist Response


  Compatibilists need a convincing reply to this argument if their program is to move forward, but it is unlikely that any compatibilist attempt to turn back the argument can be divorced from a systematic account of the practical modalities. One might suppose that the conditional analysis of traditional compatibilism already provides such an account. If one is able to see to it that p just in case one's undertaking would be efficacious—where one “undertakes” an action when one proximately intends to do that action or tries to execute a plan whose projected outcome is that action—then it is easy enough to invalidate the Consequence Argument. Suppose that I am now able to play my piano, that is, present circumstances are such I would play my piano if I undertook to play it. Suppose, further, that the laws and the past entail that I do not play my piano now. Then, even though I am able to do something other than what I am in fact doing (typing these words), it does not follow that I am able to violate any laws or past facts, for I would not violate those laws or alter those facts even if I undertook so doing. Consequently, none of the aforementioned transfer rules for ability and unavoidability are valid.


  The traditional conditional analyses have been rightly repudiated, for they fail to supply a sufficient condition for ability; even if one would see to it that p by doing A it does not follow that one is able to do A and, if so, the ability to see to it that p is not secured.11 A more common strategy has been to deny one or both of the fixity principles by arguing that because agents can act in ways other than they do then they are able to act in ways so that the past or the laws of nature would have been different. On the face of it, this approach seems utterly absurd, but interestingly, if the unavoidability operator is interpreted in terms of broad ability it is not absurd at all.


  Consider this example. Suppose Roni, a soldier in an occupying army, is ordered to search houses for militants by having a civilian walk in front of him with the barrel of his gun resting on the civilian's shoulder. Aware of regulations that prohibit this sort of action, Roni hesitates and briefly considers disobeying his commander's instructions. After a bit, he remembers that he is a soldier, that orders are orders, that the consequences of disobedience are severe, and decides to conduct the search as commanded.12 Let P represent the state of affairs of Roni searching houses with the barrel of his gun on the shoulder of a civilian. If determinism is true, then some remotely past state of the universe, P0 together with laws of nature, L necessitate that P obtains. However, if Roni were to refuse to obey orders, then P would not obtain, and if P were not to obtain, then Po & L would not obtain. Hence, assuming that Roni is able to refuse to obey orders, then


  (a) Roni is able to do something such that if he did it then P0 & L would not obtain.


  Consequently, Roni is broadly able to bring about ~(P0 & L). If so, then one of the following would be true:

  (b) Roni is able to do something such that if he did it then P0 would

  not obtain.

  (c) Roni is able to do something such that if he did it then L would

  not obtain.


  Compatibilists differ about which is preferable. Those who accept backtracking counterfactuals such as (b) may favor an “altered past” approach and deny the Fixity of the Past. Those who adopt the “local miracle” approach may favor (c) and deny the Fixity of the Laws.13


  In either case, by the characterization of broad ability given above, and on the assumption that Roni is able to disobey orders, it follows that Roni is broadly able to see to it that either that L does not obtain or that P0 does not obtain. So, if the unavoidability operator is defined in terms of broad ability, one or both of the Fixity premises of the Consequence Argument are mistaken.14 If, by contrast, it is absurd to deny either of the Fixity principles, and ability is construed in the causal sense, then the premises of the Consequence Argument are true; even if the conditionals (a)–(c) hold, there is nothing Roni is able to do that would make it the case that either P0 or L does not obtain, and so, Roni is causally unable to see to it that ~(P0 & L). But, in that case, because Roni is able to disobey orders and by so doing would make it the case that ~P, he is causally able to see to it that ~P. Consequently, the transfer rules for causal unavoidability are invalid. Likewise, because Roni is causally able to see to it that ~P and ~(Po & L) is a consequence of ~P, then the transfer rules for causal ability are invalid.15


  In sum, this compatibilist response poses a dilemma for the Consequence Argument: If we adopt the broad sense of ability, then, although the argument is valid, at least one of its premises is false, whereas if we adopt the causal sense of ability, then, although the premises are correct, the argument is invalid because the relevant closure principle fails. As the most prominent exponent of this line of reasoning, David Lewis, concluded, there is no one consistent reading of the critical modality that would render the Consequence Argument sound (Lewis 1981, 120–121).


  An Alternative Compatibilist Response


  The Lewisonian response faces two immediate problems. First, as presented, it operates with an unanalyzed notion of an “ability to do” and, thereby, rests on examples stipulating that agents are able to do other than what they are caused to do. Those who wonder whether we are able to act otherwise in a determined universe are correct in demanding a fuller account. Second, its dilemma argument is couched in terms of broad ability and causal ability, but neither sense of ability is rich enough to account for all ascriptions of responsibility. There are cases where agents are not responsible for a certain state of affairs simply because they were unable to prevent it even though they possessed both the broad and the causal ability to prevent it.


  To illustrate this last point, suppose that the pilot and copilots of a passenger plane suddenly die en route due to a poison ingested before take-off. The head steward, apprised of the dreadful situation, is faced with the task of guiding the plane to a safe landing. He knows nothing about flying a plane, but were he to press certain buttons and levers and manipulate the steering mechanism in certain way—basic actions he is able to perform—then the plane would land safely on the designated runway. As it is, he fiddles madly with the controls and manages to do something that results in the plane's landing, though, unfortunately, not safely, for all aboard perish except for the steward himself who survived minor injuries. Should he be blamed for those passengers’ deaths? Was he responsible for seeing to it that the plane landed safely? Certainly not. The steward lacked the ability to bring about a safe landing of the plane and for this reason is not responsible for the result. Yet, he was causally able and, hence, broadly able, to see to it that the plane landed safely because he was able to perform various basic actions that would have been causally sufficient for a safe landing. Someone else in his position differing only in having the requisite skill (e.g., a trained pilot) would have been responsible.


  This case suggests that the kind of ability that is relevant to responsibility involves a measure of skill and know-how. One might be causally and broadly able to bring about what one produces, blindly, accidentally or unintentionally, without the faintest conception of what is being accomplished much less knowledge of how to accomplish it. By contrast, the sort of ability that the head steward lacks—and that is relevant to obligation, praise, and blame—is an ability to intentionally do something that one is reasonably confident will have a certain result, e.g., the plane's landing safely.


  It is not within the scope of this essay to give an account of intentional action. Suffice it to say that one acts intentionally insofar as one's action is either (i) knowingly constituted by, (ii) a desired goal of, or (iii) an envisioned component of one's executing a reliable plan or strategy. Performing the act is then an outcome of the execution that, in turn, is caused by the agent's undertaking. To undertake a course of action A is, once again, is to proximately intend to A or to intend to act in accordance with a strategy for A-ing that begins with performing various basic actions and whose envisioned outcome is one's A-ing.16 The strategy is reliable to the extent that undertaking in accordance with it is efficacious in producing one's Aing. To be able to do action A intentionally at a specific time implies acting on a reliable strategy for A-ing; thus, that one's A-ing at that time would be a likely outcome of that undertaking. The degree of probability expressed by “likely” may vary in accordance with the degree of one's ability (e.g., we speak of being better able to make a two foot putt than an eight footer) but doing something intentionally—as distinct from intentionally trying to do something—seems to presuppose that one's undertaking is more likely than not to be efficacious. If so, then one minimal condition for the ability to act intentionally is having a reliable strategy for so doing, that is:


  Requirement of Efficacy: S is able at time t1 to intentionally A at time t2 only if were S to undertake A-ing within the interval t1−t2 in accordance with a strategy for A-ing, then it is more likely than not that S would A at t2.


  Although it will not do to analyze the ability to act intentionally in terms of the efficacy of an undertaking, such efficacy is part of the story. But more is involved; the agent must also be able to undertake the action in question (Chisholm 1976, 57). What does that involve?


  An ability to do something intentionally involves a measure of skill, and skill involves various cognitive components, e.g., an understanding of both what is to be accomplished and how to go about accomplishing it. For example, on a given day, Adrian can sue the local mayor, inasmuch as there is a course of action whose performance would ensure that he sue the mayor. Yet, in other respects, Adrian might be unable to perform this act. Perhaps throughout the day he never possesses the knowledge that there is a local mayor or who that person is. Or, knowing that his neighbor Karin is the local mayor, he might be ignorant of how to raise a lawsuit, to the extent of not understanding what a lawsuit is. Lacking the requisite information, the bare opportunity to sue is not a real opportunity (i.e., one about which Adrian is sufficiently informed and would do were he to try). Alternatively, though a veteran of litigation and fully aware that he would sue the neighbor were he to try, Adrian might believe he cannot sue Karin, not because he lacks the requisite skill or opportunity, but because his peculiar values and beliefs “practically necessitate” his refraining (C. Williams 1980, 124–31). In each case, Adrian's inability traces to a cognitive deficiency, specifically, a failure to take suing the mayor to be an open course of action for him at the time. A further cognitive requirement of ability is in order:


  Requirement of Presumed Openness: If S able at time t1 to intentionally A at t2 then at t1, S presumes that it is yet open for him/her to A at t2.


  But this raises a further question: What is it to presume a course of action to be open?


  I have argued (Kapitan 1986b, 1989, 1996) that there are two presumptions or tacit beliefs that constitute an agent's sense of openness: one is of the efficacy of one's undertaking A; the other is of the contingency of one's Aing. Both presumptions are held against a set of background assumptions about prevailing circumstances. I do not view attending the ballet in the evening as open without assuming both that I would attend the ballet or not as a result of my choice, and that it is a contingent matter whether I attend the ballet this evening given things as they now stand. This qualifier reflects my general reference to a totality of circumstances (i.e., an envisioned background) for it is not enough that I view attending the ballet as open relative to this or that circumstance alone. Yet, it is doubtful that I, or most deliberators, make a sweeping reference to the entire past. Prospective undertakings are viewed as contingent relative to background circumstances constituted by information that one accepts, in which “acceptance” is any affirmative attitude ranging from strong belief and firm intention to low degrees of tentative affirmation. At any moment, I accept a great deal of information. However, I do not review each such piece of information while deliberating, nor do I assess my ability to perform the action against each of the pieces of information that I regard as relevant; there is no time for that. Rather, I make a general reference to what I accept or, more colloquially, I presume that I can perform the action “as far as I can tell” where this phrase modifies the modality occurring within the scope of my presumption. This body of self-acknowledged acceptances constitutes the agent's envisioned background relative to that prospective undertaking at the time.


  So, one's presumption of openness is a pair of tacit beliefs that one's undertaking would be effective in bringing about one's action (where “effective” can be interpreted in terms of ensuring or in terms of rendering likely to some degree), and that one's action is, as yet (at the time of the presumption), contingent. In both cases, the agent's self-representation is in first-person terms and the presumptions are relativized to the envisioned background. We have,


  Presumption of Openness: At t1 S presumes A-ing at t2 to be open if and only if at t1 S presumes that relative to what he/she then accepts (i) his/her undertaking to A at t2 would be effective; (ii) his/her undertaking to refrain from A at t2 would be effective; and (iii) his/her A-ing at t2 is as yet (at t1) contingent.


  By taking his or her A-ing to be contingent S presumes both that it is not yet settled whether he or she will A and, hence, that A-ing is not yet necessitated relative to the envisioned background. Because the background is defined by what one takes oneself to accept, then the presumption of openness underlies both a felt uncertainty about what one will do as well as a sense of freedom from determining conditions.17


  G. E. Moore ( 1912) once observed that whenever we have several different courses of action in view we have a sense that it is possible for us to choose any one of them because we do not know beforehand, which choice we actually shall make. From this sense of epistemic possibility, “one of the commonest senses of the world ‘possible’” it “follows that almost, if not quite always, when we make a choice, after considering alternatives, it was possible that we should have chosen one of these alternatives that we did not actually choose” (136). If we broaden this type of possibility to acceptances, thus, to doxastic possibility, then, barring extraordinary irrationality, when I presume that a course of action is open for me then it is possible—relative to my first-person salient acceptances at t1—that I so undertake and that I refrain from so undertaking.


  My undertaking might be doxastically possible even if it were impossible relative to the present state of the world or to the entire past. These factors lie outside the envisioned background and, hence, outside the powers of one's self-conceived agency. I might be ignorant of the factors working within the organism that I am, including, perhaps, hard-wired Freudian determinants, irresistible desires, ingested drugs, or implanted transmitters. Such factors, if they exist, are restraints upon the third person, but during the time of my presumption of openness they do not shackle me. They do not erase the first-person possibility of my doing or undertaking A. That is, the truth of the first-person statement “I can do it, as far as I can tell” or, more simply, “I can,” is guaranteed whenever I correctly presume that the action is open, as this presumption is characterized above.18 There is a kind of first-person ability here that can be defined as follows:


  S is internally able at t1 to A at t2 if and only if S's presumption at t1 that his/her A-ing at t2 is open is true.


  If we combine this internal ability with the efficacy conditionals, then we get an interesting notion of ability to act intentionally:

  S is able at t1 to A intentionally at t2 if and only if at t1 (i) S is

  internally able at t1 to A at t2 and (ii) were S to undertake A-ing

  within the interval t1 −t2 in accordance with a strategy for Aing, then it is more likely than not that S would A at t2.


  In virtue of this formula, there are several ways in which one might fail to be able at t1 to A intentionally at t2. An agent might fail to have a concept of A, view A-ing at t2 as open, or fail to be internally able at t1 to A at t2, or fail to have a reliable strategy for A-ing insofar as implementing the strategy at that time is not likely to result in performing the action.


  Let us speak of an agent's reliably seeing to it P in terms of intentionally performing action-type(s) A that he or she knows will make it is more likely than not that P obtains. This implies having a reliable strategy for performing A-type actions and conceptions of A-type actions and of P. For example, I reliably see to it that certain words appear on my computer monitor by intentionally hitting certain sequences of keys on my keyboard, basic actions that I able to perform at will. If S reliably sees to it that P, then P is a reliable consequence of S's intentional behavior, regardless if seeing to it that P is itself an intentional action of S. We can now characterize the kind of ability of seeing to it we are after:


  S is strictly able at t1 to see to it at t2 that p iff there is an action-type A such that (i) S is able at t1 to intentionally A at t2, and (ii) p would be a reliable consequence of S's doing A at t2.


  Strict ability entails broad and causal ability, but it differs by requiring the agent to have conceptions of the action and the result as well as a reliable strategy for producing the latter from the former.19


  Although the notions of broad and causal ability are unable to support a viable compatibilism, the shift to strict ability can sustain the counterexample to Unavoidability Closure and to correlated rules. Roni does not have the strict ability to prevent P0 & L, because he does not possess a reliable strategy that would knowingly result in ~(P0 & L). But he is strictly able to prevent P because he is able to intentionally disobey orders and, by so doing, would act on a reliable strategy that would make it the case that ~P (i.e., in his not using a civilian as a shield in searching houses). Accordingly, although P0 & L is strictly unavoidable for Roni, he is strictly able to see to it that ~P and, hence, P is not strictly unavoidable for him. This is so regardless if the consequence relation at stake is logical consequence, nomological consequence, conditional dependence, or practical consequence (viz., the N(p ⊃ q) relation). Consequently, for those consequence relations, both Unavoidability Closure and Ability Closure fail. Note that this result allows that any of the conditionals (a)-(c) in Section 2 be true even though Roni does not have the ability to violate the laws or alter the past.20


  Allowing that the substituends of “p” contain temporal parameters, let us define a notion of an agent's control over a situation p as follows: At t S has basic control over p just in case S is strictly able at t

  to see to it that p and strictly able at t to see to it that not-p.


  Basic control over a situation is the ability to both act and refrain from acting. An agent's control over p may be enhanced by having basic control over conditions that are either necessary or sufficient for p (e.g., one's own desires, beliefs, general abilities, and character). Enhanced control comes in varying degrees, but if determinism is true then no one has complete control over anything.


  Is this account of ability adequate for moral responsibility? That is a large issue, but I think it is. In the prospective sense, to be morally responsible is simply to be under a moral obligation, and accepting the “ought implies can” principle, then what one is obligated to do is something one is able to do. Speaking retrospectively, one is morally responsible for what one has done insofar as one is deserving of blame or praise for that behavior. But I have argued that this latter phrase is ambiguous and there are two relevant concepts of retrospective responsibility (Kapitan 1989, 36; 2000, 94– 95). On one hand, X is deserving of blame for having A-ed iff there is some agent Y who would be justified, according to certain standards, in blaming X for having Aed. Y must occupy a position of proper authority and possess evidence that X satisfied the responsibility conditions with respect to A (e.g., that X's A-ing was intentional or forseeable), that X was obligated with respect to A, and that X's A-ing is subject to those standards. So construed, being worthy of praise or blame is a property that X possesses in relation to agents within a specified normative framework. Call it accountability or “external responsibility.”


  Accountability must be distinguished from the moral excellence or fault that an agent exhibits in performing a certain action, and that has nothing to do with anyone being justified in praising or blaming the agent. The crucial determinants of this “internal responsibility” are an agent's attitudes, notably, the agent's intentions and beliefs, and, specifically, beliefs about one's obligations, one's own abilities, the options before one, and the consequences of undertaking those options. For both external and internal responsibility, agents are subject to “oughts,” and given that “ought” implies “can,” then each type of responsibility is mated to an ability requirement. For internal responsibility, it is enough that the agent is internally able to do otherwise and internally able to refrain. For external responsibility, an agent's basic control over what he or she is responsible for is all that is needed, at least for minimal accountability, whereas higher degrees required enhanced control.


  The Practical Modalities and Closure


  At this stage it should be apparent that agents are able to act other than they are determined to act by the past and laws of nature even though no agents are strictly able to prevent the past or the laws from being what they are. Consequently, Unavoidability Closure and Ability Closure, when interpreted in terms of strict ability and strict unavoidability, are false and the correlated transfer rules R1–R9 are invalid.


  Yet, there is a nagging feeling that there is more to be said. The closure principles are analogous to other principles with an ancient pedigree, namely, those asserting the closure of necessity and possibility over consequence. Insofar as unavoidability is a type of necessity and ability a type of possibility, one might think that analogous principles are available for them too. In fact, the analogy is limited. A critical difference between the alethic modalities and the practical modalities is that the latter embody intentional factors that the purely alethic modalities lack and for which closure over consequence is unattainable. Although allusions to “blind necessity”—and, for that matter, “blind possibility”—are entirely apt, the sort of ability worth caring about is saddled with vision, for better or for worse.


  This having been said, it remains that we do seem to reason in accordance with the closure principles. For example, suppose that Helen is obligated to pay off a $5,000 loan to Anders within three years. She knows that one way to do so is to save $150 each month until she has the requisite amount. She is strictly able to see to it that she does this and knows that as a result of so doing she will have saved $5,000 within three years. Accordingly, she is strictly able to save $5,000 within three years. The transfer of ability in the case passes not through entailment or conditional dependency, but through the relation of reliable consequence. Generalizing, letting “Asp” express “S is strictly able at time t to see to it that p,” then the appropriate transfer principle is this:


  R10. Asp, q would be a reliable consequence of S's seeing to it that p ⊢ Asq


  where t is a time no later than the time at which S would see to it that p. Proof. Suppose the premises. Then p is a foreseen consequence of S's undertaking some action A. Then, because q would be a reliable consequence of seeing to it that p, were S to A then S would reliably see to it that q. But then q would be reliable consequence of S's doing A, and so, by definition, S is strictly able to see to it that q.


  Likewise, an agent's strict ability to bring about a result p implies a strict ability to bring about whatever is reliably “required” by bringing about p. So, if I am strictly able to obtain a master's degree in French, then because I know that I cannot do so without performing the required subsidiary actions (e.g., enrolling in a degree granting institution), then I am strictly able to so enroll. R10 is equivalent to


  R11. ~Asq, q would be a reliable consequence of S's seeing to it that p⊢~Asp


  and, as a refinement of R10, we have,

  R12. As~p,~q would be a reliable consequence of S's seeing to it that~p⊢As~q


  so, by R11 we get:

  R13. ~As~q, ~q would be a reliable consequence of S's seeing to it that ~p⊢~As ~p.


  It follows that a strict inability to prevent something q from happening carries over to anything p that one knows would result in preventing q. Thus, R14. Nsq, ~q would be a reliable consequence of S's seeing to

  it that ~p⊢Nsp


  Hence, R15. Ns. q, q would be a reliable consequence of S's seeing to it that p⊢Ns. p


  Something close to this rule was relevant to canceling my obligation to lecture in Tilburg given that not travelling to Tilburg was strictly unavoidable for me (see, “The Consequence Argument,” above).


  Although each of R10–R15 holds, none can be used to support the Consequence Argument. To illustrate, suppose, as before, that P0 & L entails P and we accept the counterfactual,


  (1) If Roni were to bring about ~P, then ~(P0 & L) would obtain.


  


  Granting, (2) Roni is strictly able to bring about ~P,


  then if strict ability transferred through the relations of logical, nomological, or practical consequence, or through conditional dependency, we would have the implausible,


  (3) Roni is strictly able to bring about ~(P0 & L),

  and thereby substantiate the reasoning underlying the Consequence Argument. However, strict ability does not so transfer as the implausibility of (3) reveals. Alternatively, one might try to infer the implausible (3) from (1) by means of R10 if the following held:


  (4) ~(P0 & L) would be a reliable consequence of Roni's bringing about ~P.


  Yet it is pretty certain that (4) fails. Even if a theory of causation allowed that ~(P0 & L) would be a causal consequence of Roni's bringing about ~P, it would be a reliable consequence only if Roni correctly envisions a route from his not using a civilian as a shield to ~(P0 & L). But this sort of envisioning is clearly impossible for any finite agent like ourselves because ~(P0 & L) is beyond our cognitive grasp given that no one can grasp P0 (a complete state of the world at some past time) or L (the conjunction of the laws of nature). So (4) is implausible,


  Moreover, the following rule,

  R16. Nsp, q would be a reliable consequence of S's seeing to it that p⊢Nsq.


  does not hold. Let p be “Jones's team receives a $5 million grant” and q be “Jones receives a 10-percent raise next year.” Jones knows that if he saw to it that his team received the grant then he would receive a 10-percent raise next year. The team does receive the grant, but there was nothing Jones could do to prevent it because it happened through agency of others, quite beyond his control. So, Nsp is true and q would be a reliable consequence of Jones's seeing to it that p. Yet, Nsq is not true if either Jones does not receive the raise or Jones has the strict ability to muck things up in such a way to ensure that he does not receive that raise.21 Likewise, if S possesses more than one way of reliably seeing to it that q then, whereas the strict inability to prevent p from obtaining does transfer to any action that would reliably prevent p, there is no automatic transfer of the strict inability to prevent p to the strict inability to prevent q even when the agent knows that q would result from p.


  Nor does strict inability transfer through known consequence relations, including the weakest, conditional dependency:


  


  R17. Nsp, S knows that (p □→ q) Nsq


  Thus, even if S knows that q will result from p, as long as he does not know that p is unavoidable for him, he may still satisfy the conditions for being strictly able to prevent q. Even if it is added that S knows that p is unavoidable for S, it does not follow that q is strictly unavoidable, for S might know that he himself is S. So, R17 is false. On the other hand, if Nsp is formulated in the first person, then a refinement of R17 is available to secure the inference to S's strict inability to prevent q. But this refinement is of little use to the Consequence Argument because no finite agent knows that (P0 & L) □→ P.


  To the extent that the present account of the practical modalities is accurate, the Consequence Argument is invalid.22


  Notes:


  (1.) Contemporary variants of the Consequence Argument were independently developed in Wiggins (1973), van Inwagen (1975), Lamb (1977), and Ginet (1980). Since then, versions have been advanced in van Inwagen (1983), Widerker (1987), Ginet (1983, 1990), O'Connor (1993a), Fischer (1994), Finch and Warfield (1998), Huemer (2000). (For discussion of some of these options, also see the essay of Speak in this volume.) In Kapitan (2002), I pointed out that the argument is similar to the “Master Argument” of Diodorus Cronos (see Mates 1961, 36–40; M. White 1985, 69–91; Knuuttila 1993, 14–16). P. Mackie (2003) notes the similarity of the Consequence Argument to the logical version of fatalism, arguing that the two stand or fall together.


  (2.) Van Inwagen ( 1983, 93) interpreted “Np” as “p and no one has or ever had any choice about whether p,” viz., the universal unavoidability of p. He allowed that “Np” could be read as “p and no one has or ever had any choice about whether p in the sense of having a choice that is relevant to moral responsibility (104), and also acknowledged that, so understood, “Np” expresses the type of necessity that is “opposed to free will” (van Inwagen 1990, 284).


  (3.) If responsibility does not imply “having a choice,” then a parallel argument can be given by construing “Np” as “no one is, or ever has been, even partly responsible for the fact that p,” an argument whose rules and premises van Inwagen (1983, 104–105, 183–88) takes to be equally plausible. This “direct” argument for the incompatibility of determinism and responsibility is criticized in Kapitan (1986b), Ravizza (1994), Fischer and Ravizza (1998), McKenna (2001, 2008a), Widerker (2002), Fischer (2004), and Slater (2005). Seth Shabo (2010) defends a version of the argument.


  (4.) McKay and Johnson ( 1996) show that if the ability to bring about p is an ability to ensure that p obtains, then van Inwagen's rules support the inference from Np and Nq to N(p & q)—the so-called rule of agglomeration. However, just as ability to ensure does not distribute over a disjunction, then the correlated type of unavoidability is not closed under conjunction. To preserve R2, McKay and Johnson (1996, 119) propose reading “Np” as “p and no one can or could (choose to) do anything that might lead to p's being false” (also see O'Connor 2000, 13 and van Inwagen 2002a, 166–67). This yields a strong unavoidability that rules out even a weak ability to prevent p, i.e., an ability to do something such that ~p might be true (an ability that is disjunctive-distributive). The McKay and Johnson coin toss counterexample to agglomeration for this strengthened operator fails, so the barrier is removed to retaining R2 with “N” expressing strong unavoidability and, thereby, preserving van Inwagen's original argument.


  (5.) R3 is advanced in O'Connor ( 1993a, 209). Finch and Warfield (1998, 522– 25) point out that R4 cannot be used to derive the rule of agglomeration and also avoids indeterministic counterexamples to rule R2 set forth in Widerker (1987) and Vihvelin (1988). Of course, these counterexamples do not achieve what a compatibilist might hope, namely, a demonstration that R3 fails in a deterministic universe, a point emphasized by McKay and Johnson (1996, 118). See also, a criticism of R3 in Blum (2003) and the convincing response by Schneider (2008, 114).


  (6.) Michael Slote ( 1980) pointed out that not all modal operators are closed under consequence, e.g., epistemic and deontic operators as well as the alethic modality of “nonaccidentality.” Such modalities are selective inasmuch as they hold only relative to certain circumstances, say, as an obligation holds relative to a particular promise, but not to others. Perhaps unavoidability is similarly selective. For example, a particular event in the past may be unavoidable relative to our present desires, beliefs, skills, and dispositions, yet relative to these same factors we might be able to do other than what we are caused to do (19–20). These are rich suggestions if the ability needed for practical thinking and responsibility is “selective” as Slote suggests, especially if it includes epistemic elements, as urged in Dennett (1984, 148–49), Slote (1985, 328), and Kapitan (1989). Unfortunately, Slote's largely promisory remarks have left his essay open to criticism (van Inwagen [1990], O'Connor [1993a, 212–14]; Fischer [1994, 40–44]).


  (7.) See Kapitan ( 2002, 157, n. 15). Given the demonstrable equivalence of closure principles for ability and unavoidability, it is not surprising that objections to Unavoidability Closure will carry over to Ability Closure and that attempts to support the former by the latter will be looked upon as “question-begging.” For example, Erik Carlson (2000, 284) defends his version of R4 by means of an argument that uses the following transfer principle for ability: “If (i) p and q are true, (ii) S is able to act so that q would be false, and (iii) for any agent and any way of acting so that q would be false, if the agent acts in that way then p would be false, then S is able to act so that p would be false.” Carlson admits that he has no defense of this principle (285). Expectedly, anyone with doubts about Unavoidability Closure and who grasps the equivalence of the closure principles will be equally skeptical of Carlson's principle.


  (8.) See, for instance, Gallois ( 1977, 102) and Fischer (1994, 75). Arguably, van Inwagen's (1983, 68) definition of “can render false” fits the pattern as well.


  (9.) Carl Ginet ( 1990, 102) provides a similar formula: “It was open to S at t to make it the case that p if and only if it was open to S at t to act in such a way that had S so acted, S would thereby have made it the case that p.” I merely economize in calling this sort of ability “causal,” acknowledging a difference between “causing” and “making it the case that” (see Kim [1974] and Hasker [1989, 105]). Compare Schneider (2004, 418), who defines “x can render p false” as “x can do something such that if x did it because of that p would be false,” treating “because” as expressing a primitive “explanatory relation.”


  (10.) A similar remark pertains to definitions of the practical modalities that tip the balance in favor of incompatibilism, for example, defining “As,tp” as “S is able at t to do something that is consistent with the conjunction of past at t and the laws and that would bring about p.” Again, given his characterization of “exact access,” van Inwagen's (2002a, 166) definition of “Np” as “p and every region to which anyone has or ever had exact access is a subregion of p” too easily secures the transfer rules. Michael Huemer (2000, 538) reads “NSp” as “no matter what S does, p” and he then unpacks this as “for any action A that S can perform [S performs A □→ p]).” Whether R4 follows by definition as he claims (539–40) depends upon the reading of “can.” If one can do only what it is temporally possible to do then R4 does follow, but if “can” is taken in a compatibilistically safe sense (section 3), then R4 will not follow.


  (11.) The defects of the traditional conditional analysis have been described in Lehrer (1964, 1968), Chisholm (1966), van Inwagen (1983), Mele (1992, 94–94), Kane (1996, 52–58), Yaffe (2000, 207–209), and McKenna (2009). For a recent variant of the analysis see Perry (2004). For discussion of recent attempts to revive the traditional conditional analysis in free will debates, see the essay of Berofsky in this volume.


  (12.) The example is realistic enough. During the Israeli invasion of Gaza in January 2009, some Israeli soldiers searching homes for militants in the Ezbt Abd Rabbo neighborhood forced Palestinian civilians to enter the homes ahead of them, despite the fact that the Israeli Supreme Court had barred fighters from using civilians as shields. The accounts of twenty-six Israeli war veterans were collected by Breaking the Silence, an organization of Israeli army reservists critical of their country's treatment of Palestinians. “Sometimes we would enter while placing a rifle barrel on a Palestinian civilian's shoulder, advancing into a house and using him as a human shield,” said one Israeli soldier with the Golani Brigade. “Commanders said these were the instructions, and we had to do it.” This was reported by Dion Nissenbaum in “Israeli soldiers in Gaza describe a ‘moral Twilight Zone’” (McClatchy Newspapers, July 14, 2009) and by Steven Weizman, “Israeli soldiers: ‘No clear red lines’ in Gaza war” (Associated Press July 15, 2009). The use of human shields by the Israeli army is also documented in a report issued by the Israeli human rights organization, B'tselem, entitled “Guidelines for Israel's Investigation into Operation Cast Lead” at http:// www.btselem.org, and in the UN report on the Gaza Conflict (September 2009) at http://www2.ohchr.org/english/bodies/hrcouncil/specialsession/9/ FactFindingMission.htm.


  (13.) On David Lewis's local miracle approach it is not necessary that Roni's disobedience would itself be a law-breaking event nor cause a law to be violated. Rather, the law may be broken by some “divergent miracle” occurring shortly before his action (Lewis 1981, Fischer 1994, 69). Lewis's approach has been criticized by many, e.g., Kapitan (1991c), Huemer (2000), Beebee (2003), and van Inwagen (2004), but defended in Oakley (2006) and Graham (2008). That a compatibilist might endorse the backtracking conditionals and challenge the Fixity of the Past is noted in Greenspan (1976), Narveson (1977), Foley (1979), Fischer (1983, 1994), and Horgan (1985). Perry (2004, 251–52) accepts the backtracker though without adopting the broad sense of ability. Choice of either alternative partly depends upon one's favored truth-conditions for counterfactuals and upon one's similarity metric for worlds. Although the backtracking theory requires the entire past to be substantially altered in order to retain the laws, the local miracle approach alters the laws and requires only a slight adjustment of the past.


  (14.) If unavoidability is not agglomerative, then the correlated notion of ability is not disjunctive-distributive. Thus, even if Roni is able to bring about ~(P0 & L), hence, (~P0 V ~L), it would not follow that he is able to bring about ~P0 or able to bring about ~L. But then one must either defend the claim that the truth of (a) does not require the truth of one of (b) or (c), or avoid interpreting unavoidability in terms of broad ability.


  (15.) In Kapitan ( 2002), I argued that the closure of causal ability under entailment is false and that Roni-type counterexamples stand even if Ns, t p is read as strong unavoidability (see note 4). I also pointed out that although causal ability is closed under the makes it the case that relation, causal unavoidability is not (145–56). See also Schneider (2004, 422–23).


  (16.) Planning conceptions of intentional agency are developed in Bratman (1987), Mele (1992), and Mele and Moser (1994). I borrow the term “undertakes” from Roderick Chisholm (1976, ch. 2) who also uses “endeavors” as a synonym. Undertaking is not identical to intending; intending can be a passive state that need not involve an attempt to act, whereas undertaking involves attempting or trying to do something. An undertaking is typically prompted by a volition, though not always, for example, as in immediate reactions to perceptual stimuli, such as ducking when a stone is thrown at one's head, reactions that are caused by past policy decisions (intendings). Bratman (1987, 133–38) distinguishes intending, endeavoring and intentionally doing an action and allows that one can endeavor (undertake, try) to A without necessarily intending to do A.


  (17.) I elaborate upon the sense of openness in Kapitan ( 1986a, 1989, 1991b), and claim that the pronouns within attitudinal scope are devices for attributing first-person thought. Nelkin (2004) argues that one might know and believe that you will do A yet still deliberate about whether to A. I agree that this is so given that the belief is not within one's practical context while deliberating. What Nelkin's examples show is that even if one's belief that one will A is within one's practical context one can still deliberate about A-ing by considering when to do A, how to do A, what the consequences of A-ing will be, and whether one should stick to one's resolve to do A. But in these cases, one is not deliberating about whether to A.


  (18.) Following Castañeda ( 1989, 206–31) I take first-person thought and reference to be irreducible. I set forth an account of first-person awareness in Kapitan (2006).


  (19.) The idea that practical thinking requires only a type of epistemic openness, is championed by Dennett (1984, ch. 5). He writes that it is this “epistemic openness, this possibility-for-all-one-knows, that provides the elbow room required for deliberation” (113). In Kapitan (1986b, 238–39), I argue that this formulation will not do as it stands because different ways of reading the scope of “all” vis-à-vis “knows” make the phrase “possibility-forall-one-knows” ambiguous. Some have argued against such a requirement. For example, Erik Carlson (2000, 283) writes that the proponent of the Consequence Argument should deny an “epistemic requirement” according to which if S has a choice about p then S must know (or, at least have a true belief about) how to falsify p. He argues that this requirement implausibly allows Nq to be false even if Np and N(p ⊃ q) are true so long as an agent knows how to falsify q. However, his example does not preclude Nq from being true for reasons other than the agent's knowing how to falsify q. Otherwise, because the epistemic requirement is reasonable, we would have a counterexample to the closure principles.


  (20.) The Fixity of Laws premise remains plausible even on a regularity view of laws (see, for example, Berofsky [1987] and Beebee and Mele [2002]). A strict ability to break the laws requires both a conception of laws (regularities) and possession of a reliable strategy linking one's undertakings to a breaking of laws. Neither of these are conditions that are met by finite beings like ourselves despite our abilities to do other than what we do in a determined universe. I thereby disagree with van Inwagen (2004, 349–50), who claims that the compatibilist “must grant that in a deterministic world, freedom is freedom to break the laws.” Perhaps an omniscient being would have the ability to break the laws, but I have argued elsewhere (Kapitan 1991c) that an omniscient being has no ability to act intentionally whatever, hence, no strict ability.


  (21.) A similar point is made in Fischer ( 1994, 29). It should be noted that R15 cannot be derived from R10 in the manner in which R1 was obtained from R6, because the relation of reliable consequence does not contrapose to produce the required lemmas.


  (22.) I wish to thank Dan Speak for sharing with me an early draft of his contribution to this volume. I am also deeply indebted to Jonah Nagashima and Adrian Seeley for their valuable assistance in collecting and reviewing research materials used in writing this essay.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article considers recent debates about the adequacy of conditional analyses of freedom and classical compatibilism. It begins with a discussion of objections to conditional or hypothetical analyses of freedom that began to surface in the 1950s and 1960s. It discusses four such objections to conditional analyses, some of which can be successfully rebutted by classical compatibilists, but several of which present serious problems. These problems, the article argues, have led over the past fifty years to the abandonment of conditional analyses of freedom by many “new” compatibilists inspired by the work of Harry Frankfurt, P. F. Strawson, and others. The discussion notes that compatibilists must look beyond conditional accounts of freedom if they are to fully blunt the force of incompatibilist arguments.
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  By the end of the third quarter of the twentieth century, most thinkers who believed that free will is compatible with determinism (compatibilists) were gloomy. Their prospects were rendered dim by a commitment to the following two propositions:


  (Counterfactual Power [CP]) An agent has free will with respect to an action A he performs only if he could have refrained from performing A.


  (CA1) An agent could have refrained from performing some action A if and only if he would have refrained from performing A if he had tried to do so (or, perhaps, if he had wanted or chosen to do so).


  These propositions permit free will in some deterministic worlds because CP tells us that free will requires CP and CA1 tells us that this power is possible in some deterministic worlds because the performance of A in such a world is compatible with the fact that A would not have been performed had the agent tried to refrain from A. (Free will is not guaranteed because, according to some incompatibilists, determinism rules out other conditions of free will, such as self-determination.)1


  Longstanding difficulties with CA1 led some leading compatibilists to abandon CP. Harry Frankfurt (1969) rejected the Principle of Alternate Possibilities, which requires that an agent be able to have acted otherwise if she is morally responsible for her action. More relevant here is his defense of hierarchical compatibilism (Frankfurt 1971), which abandons CP as a condition of free will, contending that the latter is essentially the total satisfaction of one's effective will, a condition the holding of which does not depend on one's ability to will or act differently. And earlier, P. F. Strawson (1962) had advanced the view that moral responsibility is an essential feature of any society recognizable as human and that, because free will is a sine qua non of responsibility, the metaphysics had better get the message. Free will has to be compatible with determinism because the possible truth of the latter cannot obliterate the former. Thus, quibbling about CP is beside the point.


  I believe that the free will problem as a problem generated by the prospect of determinism is a metaphysical problem. It cannot, therefore, be solved just by examining the concept of responsibility and the varied social and moral dimensions of agential evaluation. Such concerns are secondary to those that address the relation between our powers and the laws governing our decisions.


  Clearly, this view is widely shared. Neither Frankfurt's nor Strawson's views have quelled a vigorous debate among believers in the centrality of power to free will. Let us call those compatibilists who reject CP Frankfurt/Strawsoncompatibilists. Of the non-Frankfurt/Strawson-compatibilists (i.e., those who cling to CP), several in recent years have attempted to mount a defense based upon an effort to salvage a version of CA1 that addresses all the traditional concerns. It is the thesis of this essay that these efforts (of those I will call the conditionalist compatibilists) have failed, but the failure does not signify the death knell of compatibilism itself.


  Traditional Problems of the Conditional Analysis


  There was not a mass conversion to incompatibilism in the face of the serious problems confronting conditionalist compatibilism. Instead, most compatibilists, I believe, joined the Frankfurt-Strawson bandwagon. The abandonment of CP enabled them, therefore, to be sanguine about the failure of CA1. But let us first review some of the major obstacles confronting the holdouts—the conditionalist compatibilists. What is wrong with CA1?


  Objection No. 1 . The conditional can be satisfied by someone who does not have power over the instantiation of the antecedent of the conditional and is not, therefore, really in a position to do A (Broad 1952; Chisholm 1964; van Inwagen 1983). If, for example, I cannot even try to do A, although I would do A if I tried, then I really cannot do A. And, of course, were we to try to analyze the power to choose or try by a conditional, we would be beginning an infinite regress. Note also that a person who cannot bring herself to try or choose to do A will not be held morally responsible for the failure to do A (unless she is responsible for being unable to try).


  A similar argument is based on the fact that I cannot choose or try, not because I cannot bring myself to do so, but because I lack some general requirement for normal, intelligent human activity. I am a great poker player, but I cannot play poker now because I am in a coma. I would play poker now if I tried because if I tried, I would not be in a coma.


  Objection No. 2 . The poker example highlights an important distinction that suggests another difficulty with conditional analyses. Even in a coma, powerless to play poker, I maintain the ability or skill. Ability is a type concept in the sense that, under a variety of conditions, its possession does not insure that it is exercised at will. A great tennis player retains her ability even when she lacks a racket, an opponent, or a court (i.e., opportunity). When her skills are thwarted by capricious winds or nefarious sorcerers,2 her abilities are masked rather than lost. Thus, ability cannot be provided with a simple dispositional analysis. If I am a good foul shooter, it does not follow that I will sink a foul shot now if I try, even if we assume ideal environmental conditions. In fact, it does not follow that I will sink any foul shots in the game because I may be off that night.


  Objection No. 3 . A powerful response to Objection No. 2 is that CA1's failure results from construing “could have” as a type notion, whereas the “could have” in CP is not. Because an agent has free will only when he can exercise his ability in a particular context, then both CP and CA1 should invoke the idea J. L. Austin (1961) called the can of “all-in ability” or token power. I have free will (and am open to moral praise and blame) only when the sole element needed for the exercise is my effort. Perhaps then Objection No. 2 can be blunted; we will return to the significance of the distinction between ability and power later. But Austin also produced a well-known example of the skilled golfer who happens to miss an easy putt he tries to sink as a putative counterexample to the dispositional analysis of the power—not ability—to sink that putt. He is upset with himself because he knows that he could have done it, even though he tried and failed. So, Austin suggested, token power, too, does not admit of a conditional analysis.


  This objection, too, does not succeed. The golfer's miss may be due to his stroke, the circumstances, or the indeterministic nature of the world. There is not a clear demarcation between the first two, because either a slightly different stroke under those circumstances or slightly different circumstances with the actual stroke might each have succeeded. Suppose that he hit the ball a tad too hard for the circumstances. His verbal reaction (“I could have sunk that putt”) is a signal that he possesses the ability to have sunk putts of that kind and, because ability is a type, he did not lose it through the episode of the missed putt. Ditto if the culprit is a slight, unforeseen wind gust. Whichever is the explanation, the reference to a particular episode may be accommodated by understanding the sentence as identifying that particular putt as an instance of the sort of situation that falls under the general ability. Perhaps ability is a disposition that is masked, that is, present through a nonmanifestation that is explained by a factor that interrupts the connection between circumstances and response. Is there any way in which “I could have sunk that putt” can rather mean “I had the token power to have sunk that putt”?


  Austin suggested that we can mean this and, when we do, it entails indeterminism. Counterfactual token power does not exist in a deterministic world.


  If this is right and if CP exists in some possible world, then the golfer's claim may well be true just because his failure is a consequence of indetermination: the identical stroke under identical circumstances might have succeeded. But then the outcome is not really up to the golfer. He may have trained himself to have extraordinary abilities, ones that have a high probability of success, and hope for the best. But in the circumstance in which he failed, under indeterminism there was nothing else he could have done to attain success—he tried as hard as he could. In what sense then can he be ascribed a power in that circumstance? Yes, under indeterminism, in a different situation, but under identical circumstances, he might have succeeded. But we would surely not ascribe the power to make a hole in one to a blind person who has never been on a golf course, takes a wild swing, and sends the ball in the opposite direction from the putt, because there is a possible world in which that golfer under those circumstances would have benefited enormously from a random hurricane that lifted the errant ball all the way to the hole. Thus, whether the world is deterministic or not, even the incompatibilist should conclude that this golfer did not really have a token power (or “all-in-ability” in Austin's sense) to have sunk the putt he tried and failed to sink.


  The incompatibilist may rightly complain that the example of the golfer is not representative of the sorts of cases he would like to cite as ones of power in an indeterministic world. Even if the golfer's world is indeterministic, he does not completely control the outcome of his action and it is really control we expect an ideally free agent to possess. Of course, as the golfer learned, the world can frustrate our efforts or thwart our decisions, so we may look for better candidates for control among decisions rather than actions that may or may not flow from those decisions.3 The incompatibilist argues that at least indetermination in a decision-making situation permits the agent to select from more than one option, thereby providing a necessary condition of an agent's controlling the outcome. Moreover, although the golfer's desire to exercise ensurance control (i.e., control over an outcome of action) may be frustrated by the indeterministic nature of the situation, it does not follow that he lacks the capacity for direct, active control over his decisions. So, assuming indeterminism, even if the golfer has no ensurance control over the fate of his putt, he may have direct control over his decision to strike it a certain way.


  In the end, however, there is a telling response to the incompatibilist. Although we present CA1 as a biconditional, compatibilism succeeds on a merely conditional interpretation. The compatibilist need only insist that, if—but not only if—an agent were to succeed if she were to try to A, then she could have done A. For because the antecedent conditional is true in a deterministic world, we would have power in such a world. Austin is not disputing this weaker version of CA1 (WCA1). WCA1 does not say what follows from the falsity of “If John were to try to A, he would A.” What Austin wants to say, that John can A in spite of the falsity of “If John were to try to A, he would A” is perfectly consistent with this weakened compatibilism.


  In other words, to argue for freedom under indeterminism is not to argue against WCA1. It is perfectly consistent to say that there is free will under determinism (WCA1) and free will under indeterminism. Indeed, I believe that it is true!


  The upshot is that Austin's golfer does not constitute a serious argument against conditionalist compatibilism, suitably weakened; so that, at this point, Objection No. 1 is the only serious argument against conditionalist compatibilism.


  Objection No. 4 . Keith Lehrer (1968) argued that no analysis of “I can A” in terms of “If C, then A” succeeds because, although the conditional is compatible with ~C, it is always possible that the satisfaction of ~C renders the agent impotent to do A. So it can be that the conditional is true although the agent cannot do A.


  If this objection to CA1 requires the abandonment of conditionalist compatibilism, non-Frankfurt/Strawson-compatibilism does retain some options. Suppose that Lehrer is right, that no conditional analysis of “can do A” in terms of “would do A if C” succeeds because it is always possible that the agent cannot do A just because ~C. For example, “I can do A” cannot mean “I would do A if I want to” for it is possible that the nerves required to do A are disabled just because I do not want to A.


  Of course, the fact that “I can do A” does not mean “I would do A if C” does not imply that, in any given case, I cannot do A because of ~C. Thus, the following scenario is not ruled out by Lehrer. I do B because I want to and I do not try to do A. But I can try to do A and would be successful if I tried. Indeed the latter situation is the way many situations would be described in ordinary life. That is, I possess CP (I could have done A) although the possibility that my doing of B is determined—the desire can be supplemented with a complete sufficient condition—is not precluded. That possibility permits an opening for compatibilism without conditionalism.


  Thus, Objection No. 4 does not provide positive support for incompatibilism even if it spells the death knell for conditionalist compatibilism. There is a coherent compatibilist position, one that finds CP in a deterministic world, but does not base that power on a conditional fact. Of course, it would be nice to have some basis for this version of non-Frankfurt/Strawsoncompatibilism; but at the moment I simply want to carve out a space for this possibility.


  Thus, only Objection No. 1 is presented as ruling out compatibilism überhaupt. It says that only under indeterminism can one block an infinite regress and provide the possibility of CP.


  Conditionalist Compatibilism and the Analysis of Dispositions


  Conditionalist compatibilists such as Kadri Vihvelin ( 2004) and Michael Fara (2008) think it fruitful to revisit the problems surrounding CA1 because of insights gained from the recent, spirited literature concerning the relationship between dispositions or dispositional powers and subjunctive conditionals. Although the role of subjunctive conditionals is a common element in the two discussions—those concerning the nature of free will and those concerning the nature of dispositions—the discussions collapse only if one is entitled to read “I could have done A” as the statement of a dispositional power and that is, of course, arguable.


  Thus, the conditionalist compatibilist would argue in two stages: (1) Free will is a certain kind of dispositional power.


  One objection to (1) is that there are actions I am free, but not disposed, to perform. I am free (i.e., able) to chew gum for two hours, but am not disposed to do so. Fara (2008) addresses this by analyzing free will in terms of ability and analyzing ability in terms of disposition: I am able to X if and only if, if I were to try to X, I would be disposed to do so. We will address this and other issues pertaining to (1) later.


  (2) Dispositional powers are analyzable as subjunctive conditionals that are compatible with determinism.


  The hope is that the work for (2) has already been done within this literature. Thus, Vihvelin looks to the analysis of dispositional powers by David Lewis (1997) as a reason to revisit the field ceded to the incompatibilist. She claims that free will is a certain kind of power that can be understood as a set of Lewis-dispositions. And Fara defends compatibilism roughly by changing the consequent of the conditional analysis in CA1 from “he would have refrained from performing A” to “he would have been disposed to refrain from performing A.” In this way, Fara recognizes the existence of masked abilities, analogous to masked dispositions, and uses this in defense of compatibilism. Thus, I retain the ability to act otherwise in a Frankfurtscenario—that is, a scenario in which an agent sets out and completes a task on his own, but would have been forced to complete the task anyway by a counterfactual intervener, who would have intervened had he learned that the agent would defect—because the counterfactual intervener merely masks or blocks, but does not remove, this ability.


  Thus, CA1 might have to be revised in accordance with a specific proposal, but if the only important component of CA1—the possibility of dispositions existing in deterministic worlds—is preserved, compatibilism is secured (so long as [1]—free will is a dispositional power—holds). Call any revision of CA1 with this feature a compatibilist-friendly CA-type proposal.


  Recent Literature on the Analysis of Dispositions


  Recent work on dispositions and powers has taken place on a variety of fronts and generated controversies, many of which need not concern us. In general, there have been numerous efforts to secure a more exalted ontological status for dispositions in opposition to reductivists or Humeans. Dispositions, in the eyes of some of these writers, are not ontologically dependent on underlying categorical properties and have a legitimate claim to membership in the subvenient base that generates all other properties. They are real, physical, intrinsic, and fundamental. Thus, according to Stephen Mumford (2007), natural laws depend on the dispositions of objects rather than the reverse. Many philosophers (Ellis 2001; Molnar 2003; Mumford 2007) hold that some dispositions are ungrounded (or selfgrounded), and they defend this position by appealing to the basic properties of elementary particles (e.g., charge and spin). We may remain neutral on this (and prior) issue(s) for, if free will is a disposition, it is evidently not basic and would, therefore, more plausibly rest on some sort of causal basis. (Thus, Lewis's theory, which invokes intrinsic causal bases for dispositions generally, may at least work for free will. See below.)4


  Although the view that there are ungrounded dispositions is, therefore, compatible with the view that free will, as a grounded disposition, has an intrinsic causal basis, the belief in ungrounded dispositions is often associated with a strongly realist account of dispositions, which bears on the second prong of the conditionalist compatibilist's position: the claim that dispositional powers can be analyzed as subjunctive conditionals. If strong realism about dispositions is the view that dispositions are real and irreducible, that they do not supervene on a more fundamental basis of qualities distributed over space, a basis that excludes laws, modalities, and the like, then the conditionalist compatibilist position can be rendered consistent with strong realism only if the notion of analysis is weakened here. The strong realist, who concedes that some dispositions have causal bases, may accept that subjunctive conditionals are made true by dispositions. Thus (2) above is acceptable to a strong realist so long as it is recast as: Dispositional powers are the truthmakers of subjunctive conditionals that are compatible with determinism. To avoid metaphysical disputes, we assume that this weakening is possible even if we sometimes find it simpler to use the terminology of analysis.


  Several important disposition-related phenomena have been widely discussed.

  1. A “finkish disposition” is a disposition that is obliterated upon

  the appearance of the stimulus condition. Although most finks

  are external, like C. B. Martin's (1994) electro-fink—a sensor that

  deadens a live wire as a conductor approaches it—finks can also

  be internal. In habituation, a stimulus that normally disposes

  an organism to produce a standard response, can eliminate the

  disposition altogether.

  2. A masked disposition is one in which interference inhibits the

  expected manifestation without removing the disposition. Arsenic is

  poisonous in spite of the administration of an antidote that prevents

  injury to one who has ingested the arsenic. A fragile vase fails

  to break when dropped because it is heavily wrapped (Johnston

  1992a).

  3. In mimicking, an object that lacks a particular disposition is

  induced to display the normal manifestation of the disposition when

  the stimulus is presented. A cup made of plastic is not fragile, but a

  sorcerer causes it to shatter, just like glass, when dropped.


  Although no one denies that there is some connection between dispositional properties and subjunctive conditionals, the question that concerns us is whether, in light of the problems posed by finks, maskers, and mimickers, a compatibilist-friendly CA-type proposal is feasible. The simplest version of one is given by Lars Gundersen (2002, 389):


  (CA) An object x possesses the dispositional property F to exhibit manifestation m when subjected to stimulus s iff, if s was to obtain, m would obtain.


  Because both Gundersen and Sungho Choi ( 2008) defend CA or a principle like it, any disagreement on detail is irrelevant to the free will discussion— nothing they say can be a challenge to C-compatibilism. Although Lewis's proposal is different, it, too, as we shall see, is a compatibilist-friendly CAtype proposal.


  Take maskers. Lewis and Choi prefer to deal with them by incorporating their nonexistence in the stimulus conditions. Thus,


  


  This glass is fragile = This glass would break if dropped and not protected by packing.


  Because there are an openended set of maskers—padding, rubber floors, intervening sorcerers with a soft spot for glass, very short falls— the analysans becomes enormously unwieldy. Choi concedes that at a certain point the analysis is no longer the analysis of the conventional disposition (fragility), but that does not refute CA as a view about any dispositions, conventional or otherwise; we just find ourselves with many more dispositions, each of which varies slightly from the other and all of which submit to a conditional analysis. The number of specific dispositions increases enormously if we deal with finks in the same way, a suggestion endorsed by Choi, but rejected by Lewis. That is, Choi proposes that we also add to the stimulus condition the nonexistence of all possible finks. For example, because a sorcerer may protect a falling glass by changing it into plastic as it falls, we include his absence as one of the stimulus conditions. But what if there are thaumaturgists with powers similar to the sorcerer? Well, we must exclude them, too. And so on.


  Despairing of this approach, David Manley and Ryan Wasserman ( 2008) propose a single analysis. Let N be an object, C the highly specific stimulus conditions applied to N, and M the response. If each distinct, specific disposition is a C-case, they propose the principle “Most”:


  N is disposed to M when C if and only if N would M in most C- cases.


  Most is also a compatibilist-friendly CA-type proposal because it can obviously be true in a deterministic world, although it certainly allows that the manifestation of a disposition might be undetermined. Indeed, it is reminiscent of a suggestion made by Nowell-Smith (1960), who argued that we need a looser sort of dispositional analysis for abilities, one expressed in terms of tendencies or probabilities. Gundersen (2002) takes a different tack because he does not find maskers a problem in the first place. He reminds us, first of all, that CA analyzes dispositional properties in terms of subjunctive conditionals and the latter are not strict conditionals. Thus, subjunctive conditionals can survive instances of true antecedents and false consequents. Maskers, therefore, present a problem only if they are nonaccidental.


  It might so happen that a pill that is disposed to cause death if ingested is in fact ingested, and yet, due to some masker, the expected manifestation does not show. But that, in itself, does not make a case against (CA). It must, furthermore, be demonstrated that the manifestation would not be displayed, were the pill to be ingested (Gundersen 2002, 392–93).


  Gundersen concedes, however, that the systematic connection can be established by attaching the masker, as happens when a boron rod is added to a nuclear pile. The rod functions as a masker for the uranium's pile disposition to chainreact when too much U235 is added. But, he argues, just because the pile alone is disposed to chainreact does not imply that the composite object (pile plus rod) is similarly disposed. So a masking counterexample cannot be constructed. He, therefore, rejects Alexander Bird's (2000, 229) contention that “a, when placed in a particular context, a ‘masker-context’, retains its dispositional property to chain-react and yet a would fail to display the characteristic manifestation in such a maskercontext.” (2000: 229)


  The irrelevance of these debates to the free will issue is evident. Whether you accept Lewis-Choi, Manley-Wasserman, or Gundersen, you are accepting a compatibilist-friendly CA-type proposal. For Lewis-Choi, the maskers appear in the list of stimulus conditions, a condition that has no effect on the possibly deterministic character of a disposition; for Manley-Wasserman, a disposition's manifesting itself in a majority of cases does not preclude the existence of an associated disposition that manifests itself in all cases; and Gundersen is explicitly committed to CA.


  Consider now whether revisions required by the existence of mimickers will lead us away from a compatibilist-friendly CA-type proposal. In the case of the styrofoam that is made to break by a sorcerer who hates the sound of styrofoam hitting the floor, A. D. Smith (1977) and Lewis claim that the styrofoam is not judged fragile by the analysis because it does not break in the “direct and standard” way glass breaks. So, for them, this example does not necessitate any changes in CA. Choi observes that, if there is a regular connection between these objects and their shattering when dropped, even if that involves an unusual intermediary (such as a sorcerer), then the object has a disposition as given by CA even if it is not the disposition of fragility (perhaps, agreeing with Smith and Lewis, that fragility requires a certain way of breaking.) But it is still necessary to rule out mimickers as well as maskers in the specification of stimulus conditions, according to Choi, because a fragility-mimicker might turn his attention to a fragile object and cause it to break in a nonstandard way. Without the proposed modification, the fragile object would not count as fragile because its nonstandard breaking would require that it be lumped with the styrofoam.


  But again CA is preserved, even with a difference of opinion regarding the resolution of certain bizarre cases, in particular regarding the specification of stimulus conditions.


  Finkish Dispositions and Lewis's Proposal


  If a serious problem for conditionalist compatibilism emerges from this literature, it can only be the problem of finkish dispositionals. Indeed, in C. B. Martin's (1994) famous paper on the subject, he claims that such dispositionals constitute a decisive refutation of the simple conditional analysis and Jonathan Kvanvig (1999) and Lewis agree.


  But, Choi ( 2008) asks, why not retain CA and simply add to the absence of maskers and mimickers the absence of finks? Choi concedes that, if the analysis of a specific disposition Dn is to include explicitly the absence of Dn maskers, Dn mimickers, and Dn finks, we confront the problem of producing a noncircular account of these notions on pain of infinitely long stimulus conditions for each disposition. (In this regard, Choi observes, Lewis is not in a much better position because he includes the absence of maskers and mimickers in the stimulus conditions.)


  An alternative is Lewis's analysis, which attracts Vihvelin because it deals with finkish dispositions in a way that permits a response to Lehrer's objection to conditionalist compatibilism. Lewis proposed a modified form of CA that would utilize the assumption—challenged by many as we noted earlier—that dispositional properties invariably rest on or are explained by intrinsic properties of their owners. Sugar is soluble in water because of the weakness of its intermolecular bonds.5 The intrinsic causal basis of a disposition D of an object O is an intrinsic property (or complex of properties) P of O that serves as a causal basis of D. Because each disposition has a unique set of stimulus conditions s and a unique set of manifestation conditions m, normally, s plus B is a sufficient cause of m.


  Something x is disposed at time t to give response r to stimulus s iff, for some intrinsic property B that x has at t, for some time t' after t, if x were to undergo stimulus s at time t and retain property B until t's and x's having of B would jointly be an x-complete cause of x's giving response r (Lewis 1997, 157).


  The inclusion of the causal basis in Lewis's analysis limits dispositions to nonfinkish ones, because, in the case of finkish dispositions, x does not retain property B through the appearance of the response—the stimulus eliminates it. Thus, the possibility cited by Lehrer that kills the conditional analysis— the absence of the power to give response r when stimulus s is absent—is eliminated by the demand that the causal basis of the power be retained.


  A crucial advantage of Lewis's analysis is that the addition of intrinsic properties to the simple dispositional account does not affect the compatibility of the account with determinism. Because Lewis's dispositions exist in deterministic worlds, Lewis's analysis is a compatibilist-friendly CA-type proposal. Might free will be a certain kind of power that can be understood as a set of Lewis-dispositions? Yes, says Vihvelin.


  The Defense of Conditionalist Compatibilism via Lewis's Analysis


  Interestingly, Lewis's analysis is more useful to compatibilism than Vihvelin realizes. Because Lehrer's objection has been addressed, the only remaining item on the list of problems for CA1 is: The truth of “I would have done A if I had tried” is not sufficient for the truth of “I could have done A” because it must also be the case that I could have tried to do A.


  Although Vihvelin addresses this issue of the possibility of being unable to try, she does not invoke Lewis's analysis although, as we will see, it might offer a solution to the issue. She says of the person so paralyzed by fear that she cannot even try to scream, although if she tried, she would scream, that this person retains the abilities to act (she has normal vocal chords, does not have laryngitis, etc.)—but loses the abilities required for reasoned choices. Because, in Vihvelin's view, the ability to make reasoned choices is free will, this woman lacks one sort of ability, free will, although retaining another: the ability to scream.


  One ability differs from another. But more crucial is the distinction between an ability and the power to exercise it. If I become insane, I lose skills (abilities) that bear on the ability to make a reasoned choice and, using Vihvelin's definition, I have no free will. This loss might be temporary or permanent. In contrast, after deep, rational reflection about which course to take, I learn that a dear friend has died or I have an automobile accident, I cannot exercise my reasoning ability although it remains intact. For Vihvelin I have free will, but cannot exercise it. Some find this odd.


  Why is it so important to distinguish power from ability? If free will is, as Vihvelin says, the ability to make choices on the basis of reasons, what are we to say of the ability to have acted otherwise? Almost all of us know that we have the ability to make choices on the basis of reasons; if that is free will, why has anyone disputed its existence? The answer, of course, is that many people, compatibilists and incompatibilists, demand CP as well. It must be that, in a specific context, we could have chosen otherwise. I was free then because I could have done otherwise then. When incompatibilists worry about the implications of determinism, they do not suppose that determinism annuls the ability or the occasional display of the power to make rational choices. They worry that we ever retain the power (rationally) to choose an option we in fact fail to choose. If Vihvelin is a conditionalist compatibilist as defined here, then she, too, should be worried.


  To return to our fearful woman, Vihvelin concedes that the woman lacks free will because of her inability to choose, but denies that she must, therefore, be unable to act. Perhaps. But if Vihvelin availed herself of the distinction between power and ability, she would see that the woman really cannot scream in the sense that she lacks the power to do so in spite of retaining normal abilities relevant to screaming. And we can then raise the general worry whether, if determinism were true, she would ever retain the power to scream when she is not screaming.


  How then does Lewis's analysis help? In introducing causal bases for dispositions, we can just as readily introduce them for efforts and choices. I am disposed to perform for an audience each night, but am overcome by stage fright, so that I cannot even try to get onstage. Well, there must be an intrinsic causal basis of this fear as there is of the skills manifested in playing the piano.


  In fact, the analysis already accommodates this concern. For recall that, if I am disposed to perform, then the stimulus (the circumstances of a performance, the bellowing of the cue “You're on!” and, perhaps, the absence of maskers and mimickers) combined with the intrinsic property B are a sufficient causal condition of walking on stage. Thus, B must include the causal basis of trying or choosing. If I were unable to make any effort to go onstage, the causal basis of this effort would be absent and there would not be a complete cause of action. Stimulus s (“You're on”) and intrinsic state B (without the basis of effort) would be insufficient for the response and the analysis would rule that I lack the relevant disposition or power. Obviously, the analysis must likewise accommodate worries about the general presuppositions of action. If stimulus plus B are sufficient for response, B must also include or presuppose consciousness, linguistic skills, and minimal intellectual and emotional skills.


  Thus, built into the analysis (once we allow that free will is a dispositional property) is the idea that an agent has the power to A only when he has the power to try to A, even if the concept of ability itself does not make this stronger demand. If I must be able to try to A in order to have the power to A, and that ability is provided by its causal basis, we need look no further for additional conditions at earlier stages. Consequently, the analysis solves the infinite regress problem. It ensures that I am powerless to play poker in my comatose state in spite of the truth of the simple conditional “I would play poker if I tried.”


  Because Lewis's analysis per se does not dictate that stimulus s be entirely extrinsic, we might construe trying as the stimulus itself, as traditional compatibilist analyses often do. Thus, simplifying, Jones has the power to r if he is in some intrinsic state B such that he r's if he tries. Must B contain Bt, the causal basis of trying? If it does not, then it is possible that it is absent. But then, Jones could not try and we would be confronting the Lehrer problem again. So we must assume that B includes Bt. Moreover, given that a conditionalist compatibilist is committed to CP, one advantage of a conditional analysis in terms of effort rather than choice or desire is that it is common for us to be able to try to do each of two incompatible actions, but can seem strange that free will requires that we able to desire each of two incompatible actions. Now it is clearly unacceptable to require that we actually desire both alternatives as if free action must always be conflicted action. And Lewis's analysis does not imply that because the causal basis is not the disposition itself. Nonetheless, it may be sufficiently strange to demand that the causal bases of both desires be present. My spontaneous action of jumping into the river to save a child would then be free (and praiseworthy) only if a different stimulus would have activated the causal basis of my desire not to save the child, present in me, and I would have let her drown.6 Overall, there are no advantages to an analysis in terms of desire compared to effort.


  The incompatibilist will regard all of this as a futile exercise, for she will insist that it is high time to trot out her persistent refrain.


  Standard Incompatibilist Rejection


  The assumption of the conditionalist compatibilist that free will is a dispositional power appears to open a wedge for the incompatibilist. She may concede Lewis's analysis—and as an analysis of dispositions it is a compatibilist-friendly CA-type proposal—but insist nonetheless that the agent is powerless (in the sense of token power or all-in ability) to do what he does not do in a deterministic world. She will argue that whatever fails to happen in a deterministic world cannot happen. So that even if the subjunctive conditional of the analysis is true, when the antecedent is false—whatever the antecedent is—the agent is powerless to act. This is true even if the antecedent is “if he were to try otherwise” and Objection No. 1 rears its ugly head again! So if the agent possesses the causal basis of action and fails to act because the stimulus is absent, he could not have acted; he lacked control over the creation of the stimulus conditions, trying or otherwise. In a deterministic world, the controller of those conditions has the power to set in motion a string of events leading to a response by the so-called agent, who is in reality a tool, impotent to resist the combination of his own nature plus the stimulus conditions, produced from without. As successful as Lewis's analysis is as an analysis of dispositions, per se, it does not establish that free will is a dispositional power.


  So this sleight of hand will not impress the incompatibilist. He has always acknowledged that agents have powers in this sense; that is, whether the stimulus is preference or effort, people sometimes would decide differently if their preferences or efforts were different. They have two objections. The first is that, in a deterministic world preferences (or efforts) cannot be reversed. The extraction of preference from the causal basis is akin to flattening a bump under the rug, only to see it pop up under a different corner. If Sue opts for A over C, until the compatibilist can show that Sue's not preferring C to A is not a barrier to doing C in the way that the coma of the poker player is, the incompatibilist is not obliged to surrender even if Lewis's analysis solves some problems plaguing other compatibilist analyses.


  Now compatibilists may rightly note that the absence of a necessary condition of X tells you only that X will not take place, not that it cannot take place. Common sense is right in recognizing that merely not wanting C or not trying to C cannot in itself render Sue incapable of doing C. And here, of course, is the place where determinism enters the story in order allegedly to do the trick. In the eyes of the incompatibilist, trying to A is the result of a sufficient causal condition operating in accordance with a law, that is, a necessary truth, thereby rendering any alternative (e.g., trying to C) beyond the powers of the agent. And it is this assumption that enables the incompatibilist to level a second complaint. If a compatibilist were to claim that it is sufficient to salvage freedom for decisions in spite of its absence vis-à-vis effort, the incompatibilist would trot out the same refrain. Determinism renders an agent incapable of deciding (or acting) otherwise on the basis of whatever effort is in place. Whether one is a standard libertarian and accepts the theory of agency (O'Connor 2000; Clarke 2003) or a libertarian who does not accept the theory of agency (Robert Kane 1996, 2002a) and is content just to demand an indeterministic connection between effort and decision, the determination of decisions would obliterate the power to decide otherwise. No deft evasive maneuver will do; the incompatibilist position must be accepted or confronted head on.7


  The Defense of Conditionalist Compatibilism: Masked Abilities


  Fara's defense of conditionalist compatibilism does not rest on Lewis's analysis. He concedes the failure of simple conditional analyses of ability like CA1 for they fail to take masked abilities (analogous to masked dispositions) into account, that is, abilities that cannot be exercised even if we try because, for example, the opportunity is lacking. He offers instead the following.


  The Dispositional Analysis . An agent has the ability to A in circumstance C if and only if she has the disposition to A when, in circumstance C, she tries to A (Fara 2008, 848).


  This analysis, he contends, is not defeated by Objection No. 1. Alice suffers from arachnophobia and cannot, therefore, try to lift a spider. But then she is clearly not disposed to lift a spider and, because conditionals with impossible antecedents—“she tries to lift a spider”—are false, the right-hand side of the biconditional is false. So, unlike CA1, we get the right result—she is unable to lift a spider. (A normal rubber ball cannot bounce if it is nailed to the wall.) If an agent acted freely, she was disposed to act otherwise if she tried to do so.


  By contrast, in Frankfurt-scenarios, it is true that the agent would not act differently if he were to try; but he retains the ability to act differently. The ability is masked by the counterfactual intervener just as my ability to leave the room is retained in spite of the door's being locked. The dispositional analysis of ability, unlike CA1, permits this result.


  It is not difficult to see that the response to Vihvelin in terms of an insistence upon the difference between abilities and token powers is just as applicable to Fara. Surely someone in a locked room cannot leave and is not responsible for failing to do so (unless he is responsible for being in this position).


  Does Fara have new arguments against the incompatibilist? He does observe that many incompatibilists rest their position on the Consequence Argument and the latter fails when “can” in the argument is read as “has the ability” in Fara's sense. Fara presents an example of a skilled golfer who misses an easy putt because of a gust of wind. He is not able to control the wind, nor the fact that the wind interferes with his putt; but he retains the ability, masked by the wind, to sink that putt.


  It has long been known that the Consequence Argument fails for certain senses of “ability” (e.g., conditional senses) (van Inwagen 1983, 114–26), and it fails as well for Fara's sense of “ability” because the latter for Fara is a type notion. Because Dupont has the ability to sink short putts, we cannot say of the putt he failed to make that he lacked the ability to sink it in spite of the fact that Dupont's abilities do not extend to wind control or sinking short putts on a windy day.


  But it is misleading to conclude that “the master argument for incompatibilism is unsound. The dispositional analysis of abilities has rescued compatibilism” (Fara 2008, 863). Michael Huemer (2000) has advanced a valid version of the Consequence Argument, invoking the following interpretation of the N (necessity)-operator:


  Ndp = p and for each action A that d can perform, if d were to perform A, it would still be the case that p.8


  “Action” in Huemer's argument refers to token actions. If Fara dismisses Huemer's version, he must advance an argument that addresses the reasons we have presented on behalf of the incompatibilist for the token sense of ability as the relevant one in free will contexts. It is surely the relevant one in the context of moral responsibility as no one would blame the golfer for his failure.


  Fara is right in saying that token abilities cannot be masked; I am not free to do something when you exercise the power, power over which I have no control, to bar me from doing it. It is also true that I lack token ability to A when I fail to A upon trying as hard as I can to A. I see no indictment of the relevance of token abilities in this. The final argument advanced by Fara is: “And if free action requires the ability to act otherwise in this sense (“If I try and fail, I am unable”: BB), then one can never act freely if, just before the time of action, one tries to do something else instead” (Fara 2008, 863).


  I find this puzzling. My choice is A or B. If I am leaning in favor of A and instead try (as hard as I can) to B, I am successful or not. If I am successful, then free will requires that I could have done A. That may be the case. In that eventuality, therefore, I did act freely. That sounds fine. So perhaps Fara is supposing that I fail to B. Well then, I did not act freely or, more accurately, I could not have done B. So I am never free when I fail to do something I try as hard as I can to do. Granted. Where then is a sound argument against token abilities?


  Internal-External Distinction


  Fara's case relies heavily on a distinction between internal and external impediments. If I cannot open the locked door because I have no key, I lack no relevant ability. If I cannot open it because I have cerebral palsy, I lack the ability to open the door.


  Consider, however, the following two cases described by Neil Levy ( 2008a, 230–33):

  (1) John is walking along the beach when he notices a child drowning. John is a good swimmer, and (psychologically and physically) capable of rescuing the child. But John chooses to ignore the child's plight.

  (2) Add to (1): Unbeknownst to John, hungry sharks patrol the water; were he to attempt a rescue, he would be devoured were it not for a good-hearted marine biologist with advanced powers, operating without John's knowledge, who stands by to help; were John to attempt a rescue, the marine biologist would use a powerful weapon instantly to paralyze the sharks so that John could effect his rescue. Were John to try to rescue the child, he would not even notice the sharks, who would have sunk to the sea bed.


  Clearly, John (1) is able to save the child and is morally responsible for failing to do so.


  If, as Fara suggests, we are supposed to determine John's abilities by subtracting the role of this external agent, a counterfactual intervener, then we shall have to regard John (2) as unable to save the child although in actuality he would save the child if he were to try. This is strongly counterintuitive. Yes, the counterfactual intervener in this case is an enabler rather than a disabler. But why should that make a difference? In fact, every action requires enabling conditions, internal and external.


  Thus, as Levy observes, if we bracket the counterfactual intervener because he does not actually intervene, we must excuse John for failing to save the child. The feeling that he is responsible for the failure, therefore, must be based on the fact that the enhancer has provided him with an ability bearing on his responsibility, even if he fails to exercise it and the enhancer remains inactive. But then, if the marine biologist has created an ability in John, should we not regard the conventional counterfactual intervener, a disabler, as destroying an ability?


  This is not to deny that there always remains a type sense of ability that is unaffected by an intervener; but the important consideration is that there is another sense of ability, relevant to free will and responsibility, that is affected by the enabler.


  Levy describes a phobic, Jillian, who is unable to prevent a panic attack in the presence of spiders. A sympathetic neurosurgeon implants a chip in her brain that he controls. When Jillian goes up to her dingy attic, the chip is turned on, her fears are dampened, and she can proceed. Jillian may not even know that she has now acquired a new ability. As Levy (2008a, 235) says, “Jillian, or the mechanism or set of mechanisms upon which she acts, consists not only of the phobic machinery, which (left to its own devices) would trigger overwhelming panic in her, but also of the overriding element that ensure that the panic is short-circuited.”


  If Jillian acquires a capacity by virtue of the compound mechanism in play, then in a Frankfurt-scenario, in which the functioning mechanism expands to include the counterfactual intervener, one should lose a capacity. It is only because the counterfactual intervention is external to the agent that we think that we can appropriately ignore it in assessing agents’ capacities. But since no abilities are purely intrinsic, one cannot demand of abilities relevant to free will that they be purely intrinsic.


  In focusing on the enabling conditions of action, we might be stretching the concept of ability in unacceptable ways. John is clearly able to swim in both scenarios. The less basic the action, however, the more there will be enabling conditions. In this context, therefore, should we demand limits to the process of including effects of actions in more inclusive action-descriptions, such as “saving the child”? It has been said of Alex Rodriguez, the outstanding Yankee baseball player, that he has the ability to become the all-time home run hitter. Babe Ruth apparently lacked this ability because he tried and failed, although his failure was secured long after his death by Hank Aaron.9


  If, in the case of John, we are not allowed to seek descriptions more remote than the ability to swim, then Fara can point to the fact that, because both John (1) and (2) possess this ability, we can regard them both as free and blameworthy.


  Where then do we draw the line? Immanuel Kant ( 1959) wanted us to focus on the freedom of the will for the latter remains unaffected by external contingencies. But Joel Feinberg (1970, 35–37) has rightly challenged this position. A person set upon forming an intention to do A may be overcome by a sneeze and forget what he was doing. So we might imagine a Frankfurtscenario in which Jones, contrary to the murderous plan of Black, the counterfactual intervener, is about to form an intention not to kill Smith. At this point, Black introduces a substance that sets off a sneezing fit in Jones, a fit that Black knows will eventually divert Jones and cause him to forget his qualms and resume his homicidal project.


  Also, in many Frankfurt-scenarios, the counterfactual intervener is replaced by an internal brain chip that functions similarly, that is, it prevents the agent from taking a course of action even if she does not try to do so. Of course, there is no difference in principle between such scenarios and those involving the ingestion of behavior-altering drugs. We have here internal masks and Fara would be committed to the position that the agent retains the ability to perform what she is prevented from performing.


  Fara might argue that these implanted brain chips are really external to the agent, reverting to the position that free will must be an internal ability. Let me then offer additional arguments against the effort to put the internalexternal distinction to service in this context to draw important conclusions.


  Why must masks, even internal ones, be externally imposed? There are numerous natural masks. The enzyme lactase, naturally present in human beings, metabolizes milk and, thereby, prevents lactic acid poisoning, which can be fatal. Thus, lactase masks the poisonous effect of milk. (We do not call milk a poison because lactase is abundant in the human body.)10


  There are natural, internal masks that operate without external stimulation. Perhaps my having a normal level of serotonin prevents me from committing suicide. If I have an abnormal level of serotonin, I am perhaps condemned to Social Anxiety Disorder. No matter how hard I try, I cannot participate in a group without great anxiety.


  Fara might complain that, at a certain point, we are dealing with finks rather than masks and he is then free to regard the intervention as ability-nullifying. In order to draw that line, we must have an understanding of the causal basis of the ability in question. As difficult a question as this is for many cases, there are numerous examples of internal masks. For example, acetylcholine is a neurotransmitter whose release is essential for muscle contractions. The botulinum toxins in Botox prevent the release of acetylcholine. Thus, a person who has been injected with Botox will be unable to move the muscles in the area of the injection. Acetylcholine retains its powers; it just is blocked from using them. Thus, when the Botox wears off, the neurotransmitter is released and normal muscle function resumes.


  Thus, much of our life is under the control of internal, natural masks that inhibit the exercise of abilities and that, therefore, reduce our power and, thereby, our freedom to act in one context or another. There are also internal enablers that influence decision making by directing our attention or by strengthening some motive. The normal human propensity to repress unpleasant episodes permits agents to make decisions they would otherwise not make. Sometimes these decisions are foolish, as would be a decision to purchase a sports car because of a failure to recall that one's spouse becomes extremely angry when important decisions are made without consulting her.


  Although we often lack specific powers, the view that determinism annihilates all token power—incompatibilism—does not follow. Yet the defense of the compatibilist posture by conditionalist compatibilism has here been shown to be unsatisfactory.


  The Prospects for Nonconditionalist Non-Frankfurt/Strawson-Compatibilism


  Compatibilists do not view subsumption of decisions under laws as per se destructive of free will so long as the laws explain decisions by reference to the desires or values of the agent. There must, therefore, be genuine, robust psychological laws, generalizations that describe causal/nomic processes and sustain counterfactuals. Psychological generalizations that simply mirror the goings on in the physical domain à la epiphenomenalism are insufficient. (These conditions are compatible with the demand that psychological states not introduce their own novel forces that might then exert downward causation onto the physical level, thereby overthrowing the fundamental physicalist tenet of the causal closure of the physical.)


  A defender of the Consequence Argument might or might not concede the existence of such laws, but he would point out that, even if they provide human beings with a kind of self-determination, they do not provide the counterfactual power classical compatibilists also insist upon. The Consequence Argument blocks that.


  If the Consequence Argument (Huemer's 2000 version) is to be successful at showing the unalterability of decisions, then the argument must be strengthened by the controversial assumption of the strong supervenience of mental states—decisions—upon physical states. For, on Huemer's assumption that all laws are physical, determinism combined with the state of the world 1 million years ago can yield nothing about decisions. “Decision” is not a term of physics (even in the broad sense of “the physical sciences”). Let us concede this modification and focus attention on premise (3), the unalterability of laws-premise.


  A case can be made, I believe, for the existence of psychological laws. Much criticism of their possibility is based on a mistaken construal of them as disguised a priori principles. There are plenty of putative candidates of genuine empirical laws from psychological research. Now, premise (3) implies, for example, that a (putative) law of the Theory of Bounded Rationality, describing the manner in which certain people develop rational decision strategies, is as unalterable as the law that no one exceeds the speed of light. This implausible position clearly rests on the conceptual truth that laws are unalterable.


  What is the basis of this conceptual truth? It cannot just be the analytic link between laws and truth for that would generate a simple (and fallacious) argument for fatalism. No one would be able to alter any of the Body of Truths just because it is analytic that they are all true even if some are made true by the free actions of agents.


  The theoretical underpinnings of the conceptual truth can be found in the Governance Theory of Laws, the view that regards laws as prior to and determinative of actual historical patterns. On this view, laws are built into the structure of the world and determine the historical path taken by events. Laws are necessary truths, determinative of, not compilations of, the actual.


  The governance theory has to bite a pretty fat bullet. For surely the doctrine loses much intuitive plausibility if it demands uniform treatment of laws, so that laws of rationality are as unalterable as the law that nothing exceeds the speed of light. Defense of the theory's posit of a conceptual link between nomicity and governance (and/or necessity) is far harder if it proposes to extend the analysis to all laws, including laws of rational decision making.


  Moreover, the theory works for the incompatibilist only if the necessity of laws implies power necessity, i.e., the absence of the power to violate laws. Yet this assumption is not self-evident. First of all, the capacities of human beings depend upon the results of their maximal efforts under ideal conditions. Horribly vague as this is, it is an open question whether unalterability in this sense is entailed by the necessity of laws. In fact, remarks by prominent philosophers of science render that position problematic. In Mark Lange's (2000, 108) highly regarded work on scientific laws, laws are said to possess different grades of necessity. Can there be degrees of impotence? More significantly, according to Lange, one and the same generalization can be nomically necessary in one science and an accident in another or, as he sometimes says, the necessity of a generalization is relative to the interest of the experimenter; also, laws can be violated and remain laws so long as the violations are of no interest (228– 38). Surely, power cannot be so relativized or vary with one's interests.


  I suspect that some adherents of the governance theory intend it to apply only to fundamental laws, thereby barring worries based on oddities associated with the thought that laws of decision theory are “built into the structure of the universe.” Of course, this interpretation permits a challenge to premise (3) of the Consequence Argument because the latter makes a blanket claim of unalterability for all laws. Moreover, although most laws of physics are inviolable, the laws directly undergirding the psychological, generally neurophysiological, are clearly not fundamental.


  The Consequence Argument defender might try to restrict the relevant physical laws to fundamental ones; but then the argument's assumption that determinism applies to decisions fails because one needs chemical/electrical/ neurological laws and the defender would have to suppose implausibly that they can all be derived from fundamental physical laws. Although this claim of the failure of reduction needs extended defense, it is worth noting that there are serious problems even in the presumed reduction of chemistry to physics, to say nothing of reductions between laws of higherorder sciences.11

  Finally, if the incompatibilist shifts to the position that all physical (nonpsychological) laws are unalterable, it can be shown that there is no basis to draw the line between the alterable and the unalterable in this way. In 1940, some people might have believed that “No human can run the hundred metre dash in less than 9.7 seconds” is a—physiological, therefore, physical rather than psychological—law. In 2008, Usain Bolt succeeded in doing so. We say that he showed that that proposition is false and, therefore, not a law; but, since we are not appealing to analytic connections, we can adjust our concepts to say that he violated the law.12 As we have said, the capacities of human beings depend upon the results of their maximal efforts under ideal conditions and this line between power and its absence is not necessarily the line between the nomic and the nonnomic.


  A complete defense of this point of view, one version of which has been described by Helen Beebee and Alfred Mele (2002), would be sustained by a Humean-like conception of laws. This conception, commonly called the Regularity Theory of Laws, requires defense; but independently of this theory, we have indicated that there are reasons to challenge the thesis of the Unalterability of Laws, where the latter is supposed to render an agent incapable of altering her decision, no matter how hard she tries.13


  A more detailed defense of the rejection of the thesis of the Unalterability of Laws can be found elsewhere (Berofsky 2010 and Berofsky, Nature's Challenge to Free Will, Oxford, forthcoming.) If it succeeds, compatibilism without conditionalism can be upheld.


  Notes:


  (1.) It is rarely noticed that CA1. does not entail that action A is determined. Suppose that Jones confronts a choice between A and B. The following is a consistent triad:


  1. (1.) Jones chooses A.

  2. (2.) The choosing of A by Jones is undetermined, i.e., there is no sufficient condition of A prior to the choice, although all necessary conditions of both A and B are present.

  3. (3.) If Jones had tried to B, he would have succeeded.


  Although the counterfactual condition (3) may be interpreted as a noncausal conditional, the triad remains consistent even if (3) is read as causal. Even if A is undetermined, it is possible that the addition of the making of the effort to B to the other necessary conditions of B would have resulted in a sufficient condition of B. A is undetermined, but B would have been determined. Incompatibilists reject CA1. because they insist that (2) follows from the fact that Jones could have done B.


  (2.) The modern version of demon neurologists.


  


  (3.) As we shall see below, this is not a surefire method (see Feinberg 1970.).


  (4.) Dispositions, themselves, have been characterized as intrinsic. D is an intrinsic disposition of O if every object intrinsically identical with O and that operates under the same natural laws as O has D. Not every disposition is intrinsic. Although many philosophers, including George Molnar (1999), Lewis (1997), and David Armstrong (1973), espouse the view that every disposition is intrinsic, Jennifer McKittrick (2003) has convincingly argued otherwise. A castle (her example) that is intrinsically identical with an invulnerable castle may be vulnerable because it is situated in a valley, easily accessible to the enemy. That is not to say that intrinsic properties are irrelevant to the possession of external dispositions. The vulnerable castle can be rendered impregnable by a radical redesign (e.g., the addition of a large moat with man-eating piranhas).


  (5.) Of course, some dispositions are explained by other dispositions until we reach a set of structural properties (in the case of grounded dispositions). Thus, the weakness of an intermolecular bond may itself be a disposition that is explained by a nondispositional property.


  (6.) In some versions of the mind-body identity theory, there may be no difference between the causal basis of the desire to A and the desire to A. It is even then not incoherent to have conflicting desires (and bases). But the causal basis of trying, because it is an action, must be distinct from trying, for I cannot try to do A and try to do ~A at the same time.


  (7.) In addition to the rejection of Lewis's analysis by believers in ungrounded dispositions, other issues have been raised. Consider a fragile object C. Suppose it possesses in addition to the intrinsic property B that explains its breaking upon being struck another intrinsic property B* that destroys B upon being struck just before it breaks. So C is fragile according to Lewis's analysis; but it does not break (so long as it retains B*). So it possesses two opposite dispositional properties, fragility and strength. Choi (2006) regards this as unacceptable, but Lewis is unperturbed.


  (8.) Here is Huemer's version: Rule a*: From Np and p → q, deduce Nq (where ‘→ ‘represents entailment).


  Rule B*: From Np and Nq, deduce N(p & q).


  1. (1.) (P & L) → P assumption of determinism

  2. (2.) NP premise

  3. (3.) NL premise

  4. (4.) N(P & L) 2., 3.; rule B*

  5. (5.) NP 1., 4.; rule a*) (2000: 527)


  For further discussion of Huemer's and other versions of the Consequence Argument, see the essays of this volume by Speak (chapter 6) and Kapitan (chapter 7)


  (9.) Aaron, of course, lost the title to Barry Bonds.


  


  (10.) I owe this example to Choi (2008, 819).


  (11.) In several papers, Eric Scerri ( 2005, 1994) has challenged the alleged reduction of chemistry to physics, claiming as well that “chemistry is not even approximately reduced to quantum mechanics” (1994, 168). He argues that quantum mechanics does not enable us to predict the chemical behavior of elements. In the case of compounds, the quantum mechanical account of bonding will not enable us to predict what compounds will form. “Emergence is alive and well” (2005, 925).


  (12.) That is not to suggest that any falsified generalization was a law. We would want to impose strict requirements on generalizations that attain the status of laws once we drop the truth requirement.


  (13.) David Lewis ( 1981) has famously challenged the Unalterability of Laws premise. I am arguing that this premise should be rejected in a fashion more direct and radical than Lewis's.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article considers two of the most widely discussed types of new compatibilist theories under the headings of “mesh theories” and “reasonsresponsive theories.” The first part of the article examines hierarchical theories, focusing initially on Frankfurt's theory, which is the most widely discussed of such theories. It considers three kinds of objections that have been made of Frankfurt's hierarchical theory—concerning manipulation, weakness of will, and“identification” with higher-order desires. The second part turns to reasons-responsive compatibilist views of free agency. Such views require that for agents to be free and responsible, they must be “responsive to reasons,” in the sense that they must be able to recognize and evaluate reasons for action, and be able to act in some manner that is sensitive to a suitable range of reasons.


  mesh theories, reasons-responsive theories, compatibilist theories, Frankfurt's hierarchical theory, free agency


  Two of the most widely discussed types of contemporary compatibilist theories are mesh theories and reasons-responsive theories. Mesh theories account for free will in terms of a well-functioning harmony between different elements within an agent's psychic structure. Reasons-responsive theories account for free will in terms of the relation between an agent and her reasons for action; free agents are those who, when acting intentionally, are in some manner sensitive to a suitable range of reasons for action. In this chapter, I shall focus on these two approaches.


  Free Will, Moral Responsibility, Determinism, Compatibilism


  


  Matters of terminology are controversial. I will begin by making clear how I use relevant terms and flag those points where others depart from my usage.


  Free will , as I use the term, is the unique ability of persons to exercise control in the strongest manner necessary for moral responsibility. A free act just is an act that involves an exercise of that ability.1 What I mean by a free act is similar to what Frankfurt means by acting of one's own free will (see “Frankfurt's Hierarchical Theory,” below), or what Fischer and Ravizza mean by acting with guidance control (see “Fischer and Ravizza's ReasonsResponsive Theory,” below).


  A morally responsible agent is a person whose agency is sufficiently developed that she can be morally responsible for an act in such a way as to be praiseworthy or instead blameworthy for it. What does worthiness come to? I will assume Derk Pereboom's (2001, xx) basic-desert-entailing view of moral responsibility: A person who is blameworthy for an act deserves blame just because she freely and knowingly did something morally wrong. Praiseworthiness is to be treated likewise.


  Determinism is to be understood in terms of broadly logical necessity as the thesis that the facts of the past and the laws of nature entail one unique future.2


  Treat compatibilism as the single, conjunctive thesis that both free will and moral responsibility are compatible with determinism. And treat incompatibilism as the denial of this thesis.3


  The Compatibilists’ Argumentative Burdens


  It is easy to appreciate how the compatibilist must address the purely metaphysical thesis in contention: She must demonstrate that there is a possible world that is determined and in which a set of sufficient conditions for free and morally responsible action are satisfied. If she succeeds, strictly speaking, incompatibilism is false and compatibilism is true. But her victory would ring hollow if the sufficient conditions specified were so demanding that it would not be empirically credible to believe that mere mortals like us could live up to them. Thus, beyond the purely metaphysical thesis, most contemporary compatibilists are committed to a further empirical truth about actual persons. Hence, they must appeal to credible ingredients of philosophical and moral psychology, ones that it is reasonable to believe normally functioning and psychologically healthy people actually do satisfy.


  Mesh Theories and Reasons-Responsive Theories: A First Pass


  A lean compatibilist theory of freedom, one now permanently shelved, held that a person acts freely just in case there are no impediments to her doing what she (most) wants to do (e.g., Hobbes [1651]1997, 108). Call this “Hobbesian compatibilism.” If a person is chained up or threatened at gun point or has an epileptic seizure, she does not act freely. But if she is simply doing what she wants, she does. And this is compatible with the truth of determinism. The appeal of this proposal was its simplicity. It required no special metaphysical extras beyond the normal functioning of human agency.


  One transparent shortcoming with Hobbesian compatibilism is that a person's lack of freedom may arise precisely from her own desires. Desires arising from compulsive disorders, phobias, addictions, or psychotic episodes could all be attributable to a person, and yet when she acts upon them unencumbered by any external impediments—when they are causally efficacious in leading her to action—it seems that she is not at all free. In essence, they encumber or impair the agent, and yet they do so from sources that are in some sense elements of her own psychological constitution.


  Can a compatibilist correct the failure of Hobbesian compatibilism while preserving its basic intuitive appeal—that freedom is most fundamentally a matter of the unimpaired operation of normally functioning human agency? One general strategy is to show that the deviant desires (or intentions) are the results of defective subsystems or processes within the overall psychological ingredients playing a role in the production of action. When the relevant subsystems misfire, break down, or become out of sync with each other, the desires or intentions they cause can be regarded as alien to the agent in something like that way an external impediment is. A car can be impeded by a roadblock, but it can also be impeded when its own internal systems come into a state of disharmony that renders it inoperable, or less than adequately operable. Likewise for persons qua agents. A rich theory of action should be able to identify various psychological processes of persons that uniquely figure into the sophisticated intentional actions of which normally functioning persons are capable. When the pertinent ingredients “mesh” in a harmonious way, then the person acts unimpeded; her actions and the desires or intentions causing them are a free outcome of her exercising her own agency. Call any such theory a “mesh theory.” A distinct strategy for correcting the deficiencies of Hobbesian compatibilism also attempts to account for freedom in terms of the unimpaired functioning of normal human agency. But, unlike mesh theories, it does not attend to the complexity of internal psychological structures. Instead, it asks whether the relationship between agent and action involves a sufficiently rational link. Is the agent, by way of the desires or intentions leading to action, suitably sensitive to rational considerations? Or is the agent related to action via those desires or intentions in a manner that is immune to the entreaties of reasons? Notice that the agent acting upon desires or intentions arising from compulsive disorders, phobias, addictions, or psychotic episodes (all problems for the Hobbesian compatibilist) would not be sensitive to appropriate rational considerations. The compulsive handwasher washes her hands when she has good reason to do so, but also when she has no reason to do so, and even when she has overwhelmingly good reason not to do so. Her behavior is disjointed from a proper spectrum of possible reasons that would otherwise confirm the free, unimpaired exercise of her deliberative agency. Call any theory that accounts for free will and moral responsibility by reference to sensitivity to reasons a “reasons-responsive theory.”


  Mesh Theories: A Second Pass


  Various philosophers have opted for some version of a mesh theory.4 I shall focus primarily on Harry Frankfurt's, as his is the most influential, and others have formulated their versions by reference to the relative strengths and weaknesses of his. I will also consider briefly Watson's and Bratman's proposals.


  Frankfurt's Hierarchical Theory


  Frankfurt ( 1971, 7) begins with the fundamental notion of desire. “Firstorder desires” are desires that have actions as their objects. Most firstorder desires are not effective; they do not play a role in leading an agent to action. Frankfurt identifies an agent's will with her effective first-order desire, the one “moving” her “all the way to action” (8).5 Many creatures have firstorder desires. But, Frankfurt contends, persons also have reflexive capacities to adopt attitudes about their own attitudes. “Higher-order desires” have as their objects not actions, but instead desires of a lower order. Although presumably only a limited number of creatures could have such sophisticated second-order desires, these desires are not the sort Frankfurt believes to be distinctive of persons. Persons, Frankfurt contends, are distinctive in their ability to form higher-order desires whose contents are for select firstorder desires to be their wills. Frankfurt (10) calls these higher-order desires volitions.


  Building upon these distinctions, Frankfurt ( 1971) develops a hierarchical theory of freedom. Treating the symbol “→” as representing the relation “bring about,”6 consider the following template for understanding the agency of persons in nondeviant cases:


  volition → will → action


  Frankfurt distinguishes two types of freedom modifying action and two types modifying will. When an action is free in Frankfurt's sense, then the action gains its status as free by virtue of the fact that nothing impedes the relation between will and action (14–15). Here Frankfurt distinguishes two types of freedom, one that requires only that nothing impede the actual relation between will and action, another that also requires that the agent is free to act otherwise; nothing would impede her alternative course of action were she to will otherwise (19). The freedom that modifies will in Frankfurt's sense, rather than action, is treated in precisely the same fashion. When an agent's will is free, then it gains its status as free by virtue of the fact that nothing impedes the relation between volition and will (15). One type of freedom bearing on an agent's will requires only that nothing impede the actual relation between volition and will. Another also requires that the agent is free to make some other first-order desire her will (18–19). Thus, Frankfurt distinguishes four types of freedom. Two implicate considerations regarding a leeway among alternatives. Two implicate only considerations regarding the actual source of an agent's action. Here are the four technical terms Frankfurt assigns to each7:


  modifying action source: acting freely


  


  leeway: freedom of action


  


  modifying will (acting of one's own) free will


  


  freedom of the will


  Many nonhuman animals are able to act freely and with freedom of action. But because only persons are capable of having volitions, only of them does it make sense to say that nothing impedes the relation between their volitions and their wills (14). Hence, only they are able to act of their own free wills and with freedom of the will.


  One further qualification is needed. To explain the freedoms that modify will, it is not enough that the relation between an agent's volition and will be unimpeded. As Frankfurt (1971, 16) observes, because a volition is merely a desire, it is possible that it will conflict with a competing desire of the same order, just as first-order desires often do. It would then be indeterminate as to whether, in acting in accord or in conflict with a volition, an agent was acting of her own free will or with freedom of the will. What Frankfurt requires, on top of the mere fact of satisfying the hierarchical mesh between volition and will, is that the agent decisively identify herself with one of her first-order desires (16). In doing this, the volition(s) aligned with her identification will come to constitute what at a higher-order of reflection she wants her will to be (regardless of whether it is her will).


  Frankfurt ( 1971) takes no stand as to whether, in his terminology, freedom of the will is compatible with determinism. Alluding to the debate over whether determinism is compatible with the ability to do otherwise, he writes that it is a “vexed question just how ‘he could have done otherwise’ is to be understood….” (18–19).8 Regardless, Frankfurt (1969) has famously argued that moral responsibility does not require the ability to do (or will) otherwise. Rather, what is required is only that, in his terminology, an agent act freely and of her own free will (Frankfurt 1971, 19). And these two freedoms, Frankfurt contends, are compatible with determinism.


  To help illustrate the pertinent freedom(s), Frankfurt ( 1971, 19–20) introduces the case of the willing addict, whose first-order desire for a narcotic is irresistible, and so invariably constitutes his will. Nevertheless, this addict identifies with his addictive first-order desire. His volition is precisely that his first-order desire for the drug be and remain effective in leading him to action. Thus, when he takes the narcotic, he does so freely, and of his own free will, because he acts upon the will that, at a higher-order, he wants to have. However, due to his addictive first-order desire, he is not free to have any other first-order desire be his will other than the one that is. Hence, he lacks freedom of the will. Despite this, Frankfurt contends, when he does take the drug, because he does so freely and of his own free will, he is morally responsible for doing so.


  In light of the above treatment, here is a formulation of the freedom that Frankfurt argues is required for moral responsibility:

  OFW: A person acts of her own free will if her action issues from the will she wants*.9


  Treat “wants*” as a shorthand means of restricting the relevant wants to higher-order desires, in particular unopposed volitions, and ones whose objects are the first-order desires with which the agent identifies.


  Susan Wolf ( 1990) has labeled Frankfurt's view a “Real Self” view, because the core idea is that an agent's free and morally responsible agency is a matter of her actions issuing from her true or deep self. When an agent does not want* to have the will she does have—when the desire moving her to action is not one with which she identifies—then her conduct is alien to her. She is, in a sense, impeded by external desires in a manner analogous to the way Hobbes regarded literal external impediments, like shackles, to impede agents.


  Three Problems for Frankfurt's Hierarchical Theory


  Frankfurt's compatibilist proposal has had a considerable influence on contemporary work on free will and moral responsibility. One major influence, perhaps the strongest single influence, turns on his argument that moral responsibility does not require the ability to do otherwise.10 I will not address that here. Others in this volume are charged to take this topic up directly. (See the essays of Fischer, Widerker and Haji of Part V.) Instead, I will examine three other elements of his compatibilist thesis.


  Problems Handling Manipulation Cases


  One objection to Frankfurt's theory focuses upon the sufficient condition specified in OFW. Both Robert Kane (1996) and Don Locke (1975) have challenged Frankfurt by presenting cases in which an agent is covertly manipulated into acquiring the “proper” alignment between her volition, will, and action. Yet, due to the pervasive nature of the manipulation, it is contended that the agent does not act (or will) freely and is not morally responsible, contrary to how Frankfurt would have it.


  More recently, Fischer and Ravizza ( 1998), Haji (1998), and Mele (1995, 2006a) have pressed the point as it bears on Frankfurt's commitment to a nonhistorical theory. To illustrate, consider Mele's (1995, 145–46) case of two agents, Ann and Beth. Ann comes to be who she is under her own steam. But Beth, who was not anything like Ann, is unknowingly converted overnight by a team of neuroscientists into a psychological duplicate of Ann. Suppose that Ann then acts freely and is morally responsible for what she does. Frankfurt is forced to say that, when Beth acts just as Ann does, she (Beth) acts freely and is morally responsible for her conduct immediately following the manipulation. But, it is argued, this is the wrong result, and to the extent that we are inclined to say that Ann is morally responsible whereas Beth is not, we have evidence that our concept of moral responsibility has an historical dimension (Mele 1995, 146; 2006, 170–72).


  In response to such historical worries, Frankfurt ( 1975; 2002b) remains defiant, embracing both nonhistoricism and the counterintuitive implications it implies:


  What we need most essentially to look at is, rather, certain aspects of the psychic structure that is coincident with the person's behavior…. It is irrelevant whether [the causes to which we are subject] are operating by virtue of the natural forces that shape our environment or whether they operate through the deliberate manipulative designs of other human agents. We are the sorts of persons we are; and it is what we are, rather then the history of our development, that counts (Frankfurt 2002b, 27–28).


  Many find the price Frankfurt is willing to pay too high, and conclude that either there must be a compatibilist-friendly way to distinguish between freedom-destroying histories and freedom-enabling ones, or compatibilism must be shelved. Whether that is the correct conclusion, what is clear is that Frankfurt's exclusive reliance on a mesh forecloses his ability to append a compatibilist-friendly historical requirement to OFW.11


  Problems Accounting for Freedom with an Unharmonious Mesh


  A second objection to Frankfurt's theory focuses upon the necessary condition specified in OFW (e.g., Haji 2002a).12 Consider another case of Frankfurt's, the case of the unwilling addict (1971, 12). The unwilling addict's will is not the will she wants, and she does not act of her own free will, just as OFW tells us. Here it seems OFW generates the proper result. But how is Frankfurt to distinguish this case from the case of a user who is a weakwilled nonaddict? Suppose this user judges it best that she not take the drug. Suppose also that she has a first-order desire not to take it, and in light of her judgment about what is best, she forms a corresponding volition for her will to be constituted by her first-order desire not to take it. Nevertheless, her first-order desire for the drug, although not irresistible, is strong, and in this case she succumbs to temptation and takes the drug of her own free will. Given OFW, Frankfurt is forced to say that this description of the case is incoherent. If she is acting contrary to the will she wants(*), then ipso facto she does not act of her own free will. But this just speaks against OFW: Better to deny that OFW gets the necessary conditions right than conclude that an agent such as this weak-willed nonaddict does not act of her own free will.


  This creates further problems for Frankfurt. If Frankfurt retreats to a revised version of OFW—OFW-suff—which offers only sufficient and not also necessary conditions, he is therefore unable to account for a common sort of phenomena in the lives of many morally responsible agents. If so, Frankfurt fails to satisfy one of the basic desiderata of an adequate compatibilist theory (see “The Compatibilists’ Argumentative Burdens,” above), namely, that it offer a plausible theory of freedom applying to actual persons. The problem is especially puzzling in light of Frankfurt's (1987, 33) remark that his model “lends itself in fairly obvious ways to the articulation and explication of … weakness of the will.” On the contrary, it is mysterious how his model would account adequately for this phenomenon in contrast with, for example, compulsion. More worrisome, if some distinct account of freedom were able to explain an agent's acting of her own free will in such contexts, it would likely provide an appealing basis for explaining an agent's freedom even when her will is aligned in Frankfurt's preferred manner. This, in turn, would cast doubt, not on the truth, but on the explanatory relevance of OFW-suff.


  Problems Explaining Identification


  A third objection to Frankfurt's theory is that a crucial ingredient in OFW —identification—obscures rather than illuminates the nature of free will. Watson (1975) first pressed this point. Faced with the prospect of potential conflicts among higher-order desires (see “Frankfurt's Hierarchical Theory,” above), Frankfurt appealed to the notion of identification via an agent's decisive commitments. He thereby claimed to locate which desires were truly an agent's own and so were implicated in an agent's free will, and which desires were in opposition to or alienated from her real self. But, Watson asks, “What gives these volitions any special relation to ‘oneself’? It is unhelpful to answer that one makes a ‘decisive commitment,’ where this just means that an interminable ascent to higher orders is not going to be permitted. This is arbitrary” (1975, 218).


  Several of Frankfurt's subsequent papers include attempts to offer a satisfactory answer to Watson's challenge. In one earlier proposal, Frankfurt (1987, 37) wrote that identification involves two ingredients: an unopposed volition to act in accord with a first-order desire, and a judgment that any further deliberation would be unnecessary. Later, Frankfurt (1992b as reprinted in 1999a, 87) appealed to the distinction between activity and passivity. When a person is active, she determines what her will shall be, thereby rendering pertinent desires internal. When her will is being acted on by desires, those desires are external to her and she is passive with respect to them (1994 as reprinted in 1999: 132–33).


  In yet another paper, satisfaction does the work (1992 as reprinted in 1999: 105). What is satisfaction? Something surprisingly austere. It requires: “… no adoption of any cognitive, attitudinal, affective, or intentional stance. It does not require the performance of a particular act; and it also does not require any deliberate abstention. Satisfaction is a state of the entire psychic system —a state constituted by the absence of any tendency or inclination to alter its condition” (104). In this passage, Frankfurt clearly departs from his earlier (1987) requirement of judgment. And insofar as satisfaction does not require the performance of an action, it clarifies what Frankfurt (1992a) does not mean by “activity”; being active with respect to one's desires is not a matter of acting. Satisfaction, it seems, is to be understood merely negatively in relation to a person, construed as a “psychic system.”


  Frankfurt's reliance on satisfaction appears to offer a reply to another objection to identification closely related to Watson's. In an especially penetrating treatment of Frankfurt's earlier work, J. David Velleman (1992) suggested that Frankfurt's appeal to identification is meant to do the work of providing a reductivist account of agent causation. A person, if she is to be the agent of her actions at all, must stand in the right kind of relation to her desires; otherwise, she is merely a passive witness to their place in the causal nexus of her psychic life. But, in keeping with Watson's objection, Velleman (474) complains that merely calling forth the notion of identification in the absence of further clarification is just a label for the problem of showing how an agent can be implicated in the efficacy of her desires in the right way, which is the very problem that agent causation is designed to solve. Velleman himself proposed that we functionally identify the agent with a master-desire (or motive); in particular, the desire to act in accord with reason (478–80). Frankfurt, however, as revealed in the above quotation, opts for a different strategy. Unlike on Velleman's proposal, an agent is not to be identified with any element within a psychic system, such as a master desire; the agent is the system. When is the system properly functioning as an “agent cause”? This is to be answered exclusively in terms of the negative condition of satisfaction: when there is an absence of any tendency or inclination to alter its condition.


  A great deal rides on Frankfurt's notion of identification. Without it, he has no reply to Watson's original challenge. With it, he cements his real self view; it is the basis by which the agent, qua real self, gets into the act, as Velleman would require. It is therefore unsatisfying for Frankfurt to offer no more than the assertion of a negative condition on an agent as a psychic system— satisfaction—as the only ingredient beyond the interplay of desires. Will attention to other aspects of Frankfurt's work help shed light on this elusive notion of identification?


  Several philosophers have recently attempted to elucidate various aspects of Frankfurt's work. Michael Bratman (2002) examined Frankfurt's claims regarding an agent's endorsement of her desires, in which endorsement is taken to be implicated in identification. If we are to understand these desires —the ones an agent endorses—as providing justifying reasons for action, then, Bratman contends, somehow we need to understand the attitude of endorsement in terms of the agent's taking the pertinent desires as such (i.e., as justifying reasons). This, however, presupposes identification rather than accounts for it, and so, Bratman argues, Frankfurt's theory needs supplementing so as to avoid a charge of circularity (69).


  Velleman ( 2002) examined Frankfurt's claims about the link between internality and the essential features of a person's volitional structure. Frankfurt (1994a) appealed to the distinction between the volitionally essential and inessential in order to account for, among other things, both love and autonomy. When an agent acts from volitional sources that are essential, her will is autonomous, and she is active rather than passive (1994a, as reprinted in 1999, 132–3). Whereas, when an agent acts from volitional sources that are inessential, her will is heteronomous and she is passive rather than active. Velleman's (2002, 97) main objection to Frankfurt is that there is no real self that comes equipped with motivational essences, and agents who lose pertinent motivations do not thereby suffer identitydestroying changes.


  Richard Moran ( 2002) examined Frankfurt's distinction between internal and external, arguing that Frankfurt means to understand this distinction in terms of his distinction between active and passive. But if an agent is related to her lower-order desires by being active, it is not by virtue of acting. So what does activity come to? Moran suggests that it is by way of Frankfurt's notion of rational endorsement (194). One is active with respect to her lower-order desires when she endorses them, and endorsing them is a matter of a kind of activity analogous to the activity involved in belief formation, and governed by relevant norms of desire (203–14).


  In response to Bratman, Frankfurt retreats from his use of the term “endorse,” because it suggests a positive evaluation of the sort that invites Bratman's treatment. And Frankfurt (2002d, 87) explains that he only meant “accept.” In response to Velleman, Frankfurt denies that he had in mind anything like a self as a “singular entity,” and so denies that he ever meant to address the essential nature of such a thing. Acknowledging that his figure of speech was perhaps misleading, he explains that he only meant to mark the “limits of the self” (2002a, 124). In response to Moran, Frankfurt (2002d, 220) denies that one can analyze activity in terms of endorsement because the analysis would be circular; a psychic event counts as an agent's endorsement only if the agent identifies with it, and so is active in relation to it. And, to the extent that endorsement does enable being active with respect to an attitude, Frankfurt notes, it is not a matter of whether the endorsement is rational (219). It would thus not be subject to the sorts of norms of desire that Moran postulated.


  The overall impression left by Frankfurt's various replies to thoughtful critics is unsatisfying. By his own admissions, his own choice of words are often not a reliable guide to what he (now?) means. It is therefore challenging to know what exactly to make of this notion, identification, and whether the charge of obscurity arising from Watson's (1975) original criticism can be satisfactorily answered. In the end, it appears that Frankfurt's account of identification rests solely upon the notion of satisfaction. It is not to be explained, let alone analyzed, by reference to any other attendant concepts, such as endorsement, volitional essentiality, or activity. Frankfurt's commitment to it distills to a bald commitment to the negative notion of satisfaction of a “psychic system.”


  Watson's Structural Theory


  Not long after Frankfurt presented the initial formulation of his hierarchical theory, Watson (1975) offered an alternative model. Like Frankfurt, Watson was interested in accounting for free agency in terms of a mesh between different elements within an agent's psychic structure. Watson offered an alternative proposal based on a Platonic conception of motivation wherein judgment or evaluation can be its own source of motivation. The proper way to account for an agent who acts freely, and who, in Frankfurt's terms, would identify with the sources of her agency, is not in terms of a mesh located in hierarchies of desires, but rather between different systems within an agent, 1) her motivational system, which is influenced by elements such as one's appetitive desires, and 2) her valuational system, whereby an agent judges what she takes to be valuable, good, or desirable (215–16). A free agent is one whose motivational system works in harmony with her valuational system (216). On Watson's account, it seems that if anything is to do the work of identification, it is an agent's valuational system (219), which can be plagued by opposing desires arising from an agent's motivational system, gumming up the works and causing agents to act unfreely or against their wills by virtue of acting contrary to what they judge it best to do.13


  One advantage Watson ( 1975, 219) claims for his mesh theory, in comparison with Frankfurt's, is that it more accurately captures the nature of practical judgment. Agents normally deliberate about what to do, and what it is best to do, not what lower-order desires they would like to be the ones on which they would act. Indeed, Watson just seems plain right about this, though perhaps there is some reason to retain a commitment to a hierarchical ingredient in a mesh theory (e.g., Bratman, 2005, 45– 47). In particular, some deliberation is distinctively devoted to questions of self formation or constitution, captured by such expressions as “making something of oneself.”


  Although Watson's mesh theory differs from Frankfurt's in the manners just adumbrated,14 there are also several points of similarity, which invite some of the same objections. Watson's proposal looks to be just as susceptible to challenges of manipulation cases as was Frankfurt's; and, in fact, Watson has explicitly registered his agreement with Frankfurt regarding Frankfurt's defiant embrace of the seemingly counterintuitive force of the charge (1999, 363–65). Some might also think that the same worry applies to an act's status as free when it does not issue from a harmonious mesh. If the harmony is not only sufficient but necessary for exercises of free will, the result is that there is no weakness of will, because this requires freely acting contrary to one's judgment of what it is best to do. However, as is well known, this seems not to be regarded by Watson (1977) as a problem. He has argued for skepticism about weakness of will on just the point that agents do not freely act contrary to their evaluative judgments about what is best to do. Nevertheless, though Watson does not develop the point, it appears that, on his view, the harmony is not necessary. As he sees it, unfree agents are not those who merely do not act in accordance with their valuational edicts, but rather are unable to do so (1975, 216).15 Finally, as Velleman (1992, 472) has pointed out, Watson's appeal to a valuational system is susceptible to the same sort of objection that he (Watson) put to Frankfurt. Why take an agent's judgment issuing from her valuational system to be the source of who she is, what she identifies with, and hence, the spring of her free action? Watson (1987, 149) himself anticipates this objection, though he does not offer any suggestions as to how to overcome it.


  Bratman's Planning Theory


  In a series of papers, Bratman embraced the problematic framed by the controversy between Frankfurt and Watson.16 Bratman (2003) offers a distinctive answer to Velleman's (1992) challenge that identification needs to be explained in a way that satisfactorily accounts for an agent's role in action. Bratman draws upon his planning theory of intentions, a theory that accounts for intentions as embedded in larger plans. An agent's actions are intentional by virtue of the plans into which her intentions fit. My intention to head to the local pub, for instance, is understood as an intention in relation to my plan to meet my friends there for an evening of good cheer. Here we have a meshing of one element (an intention) within wider aspects of agency (a plan), and although this is not itself a matter of hierarchy, it is suggestive that at a more primitive level of agency (i.e., mere planning agency) a kind of mesh is required for persons to get about in the world, to make today's activities gel with tomorrow's travel plans, and to make tomorrow's travel plans conform with the unexpected contingencies that tomorrow might turn up. We can then account for morally responsible agency by building upon these resources (Bratman 1997).


  Turning directly to the question of what psychic elements have “agential authority” to speak for an agent, for her identifications, Bratman (2004, 32– 33) looks, not as Frankfurt does, to higher-order desires, nor as Watson does, to evaluative judgments, but instead to higher-order intentions construed as self-governing policies of practical reasoning. These policies involve diachronic commitments to managing one's life in ways that allow her to be effective in carrying out her other plans and intentions. A commitment to work hard after dinner, for example, will constrain other potential plans. It will be given a ranking priority that will help one organize and control her life over considerable stretches of time. Such a self-governing policy will be hierarchical, though in a way that differs from Frankfurt's. It will be hierarchical insofar as it will govern (by constraining or fostering) other plans that are liable to arise in the course of a life (33–35). But, why will such a self-governing policy, as opposed to other candidate features of agency (e.g., higher-order desires or evaluations), have the authority to speak for the agent? Bratman's answer is that it will bind the agent's activities across time with the same threads that bind her identity across time (35–39).


  How does Bratman's proposal fare in response to the objections put to Frankfurt's and Watson's accounts? Bratman can respond differently to relevant cases of manipulation. Bratman's theory is transparently historical. Along with other historical compatibilists, he can say that agents manipulated as, for example, Mele's Beth is, are not free or responsible. Is Bratman able to account for an agent's freely acting contrary to her identification-conferring higher-order policies (i.e., in the context of an unharmonious Bratmanian mesh)? Or is he forced to conclude that in such cases the agent acts unfreely and thus is not responsible? It is unclear. I will not pursue the matter, but simply note that Bratman, like Frankfurt and Watson, faces the burden of addressing this charge. What of the criticism that identification is left unaccounted for? On this point, I believe that Bratman has made some progress. By linking the conditions of identification to conditions of agency, we get what Bratman calls a “nonhomuncular” account of the agent's playing a role in her agency. Though it should be noted that the very advantage by which Bratman is able to make progress might also be his undoing. His view relies on a particular formulation of a Lockean account of personal identity, one in which certain higher-order selfgoverning policies help to constitute an agent's identity. An agent who would reject relevant policies and act contrary to them would appear to do so only at the expense of suffering an identity-destroying change, which is hardly a credible way to understand cases of this sort.17


  Reasons-Responsive Theories: A Second Pass


  Another attractive approach to theorizing about freedom and responsibility emphasizes responsiveness to rational considerations.18Reasons-responsive theories are plausibly thought to have roots in the Aristotelian idea that man is a rational animal, one that, when suitably matured, can appreciate and be sensitive to good reasons about how to live well, how to make informed decisions, and so on.19 I shall focus primarily on Fischer and Ravizza's formulation, as theirs is the most comprehensive, has been by far the most influential, and has instigated a vast secondary literature. I will begin by briefly considering Wolf's theory.


  Wolf's Reason View


  According to Susan Wolf ( 2005), the problem with any real self view is that a person might come to satisfy the pertinent mesh by freedom-defeating means. A person raised in an intolerant and authoritarian racist environment might have acquired her twisted values through a brutal means of rigid indoctrination affording her no ability to grasp what is wrong with such values. Such a person would be psychologically determined to possess and act on these values and, being unable to do otherwise, would not be morally responsible, despite the fact that her actions flow from her real self (266). What is required for a person to be free and morally responsible is not merely that her actions issue from her real self, but also that the agent has the normative ability to act “in accordance with the True and the Good” (Wolf 1990, 79).


  Wolf's ( 2005, 269) view is an instance of a reasons-responsive view because what matters—indeed, the only thing that matters—is the normative ability to respond to reasons deriving from the True and the Good. As Wolf (1990, 81) puts it, “It is only the ability to do the right thing for the right reasons  … that is required for responsibility.” Famously, Wolf derives an intriguing asymmetry thesis from the following fundamental commitment: An agent psychologically determined to do wrong is not free or responsible. But an agent psychologically determined to do right by acting in accord with the True and the Good is free and responsible. The person who leaps into the water to save a child while being unable to do other than what is right is no less free or responsible in any sense that we should care about than the person who does so but was able to do other than save the child (81–82). Hence, praiseworthiness does not require the ability to do otherwise, but blameworthiness does.


  In a recent defense of her view, Wolf ( 2005, 271) takes up a

  misunderstanding of it. Some, she reports, claim that she too easily allows praise, as a person could be unable to do other than what is right as result of nothing more than her having been conditioned by her culture or upbringing. In response, Wolf cements her commitment to a reasons-responsive view:


  [T]he ability to appreciate reasons … is all important…. [A]ccording to the Reason View, a person who does the right thing for the wrong reasons deserves no more praise than a person who doesn't do the right thing at all. Moreover, a person who does the right thing on the basis of values she doesn't understand…. is as little responsible for what she does as those whose path lead to more objectionable behavior (272).


  It does not matter what history led an agent to be as she is and act as she does—good or bad, right of wrong. What matters is whether, in being as she is, she is responsive to moral reasons.20


  Some compatibilists have found it dialectically advantageous to avoid a commitment to the ability to do otherwise insofar as there are compelling incompatibilist arguments, such as the Consequence Argument (Ginet, 1966; van Inwagen, 1975]), that this ability is incompatible with determinism. By committing to this ability as a condition of blameworthiness, Wolf shoulders the burden of defending a compatibilist account of that ability. Wolf's (1990, 100–112) key move is to claim that metaphysical determinism does not entail psychological determinism, and it is only the latter that violates the conditions of blameworthiness. This, however, is bound to strike many —and not just incompatibilists—as unsatisfying. Wolf is certainly correct that metaphysical determinism does not entail psychological determinism. Nevertheless, Wolf requires that an agent who is blameworthy is able to do otherwise at the time at which she acts. If this agent does so at a determined world, then whatever her agential springs—described either in psychological terms or in terms of the microphysical state they are identical with or supervene upon—the incompatibilist will insist that, holding fixed the past and the (nonpsychological) laws, the agent is not able to do otherwise.


  Fischer and Ravizza ( 1992b, 1998) have argued that in light of “Frankfurttype examples” Wolf should move to a symmetry thesis according to which neither praiseworthiness nor blameworthiness requires the ability to do otherwise. As is well known, Frankfurt (1969) produced a type of example meant to show that the ability to do otherwise is not required for moral responsibility. Fischer and Ravizza applied Frankfurt's argument to Wolf's view of blameworthiness: Take any example in which an agent is blameworthy for some act. Assume the agent has the psychological ability to do otherwise, just as Wolf would require. Now imagine “counterfactual ensuring conditions” that play no causal role at all in bringing about the agent's act, but that nevertheless render the agent incapable of doing otherwise. How so? Were she about to do otherwise and thereby act in accord with the True and the Good, something or someone, a demon or a mechanism, would have interfered and brought it about that the agent acted in this counterfactual scenario just as she in fact did act when she did so on her own.21

  If Fischer and Ravizza are correct that Frankfurt's argument can be soundly applied to Wolf's asymmetry thesis, then it seems that Wolf's reasonsresponsive theory is in jeopardy. The test for responsibility cannot be whether an agent is able to respond to reasons bearing on the True and the Good. Sometimes, she can be responsible and yet lack that ability. Nevertheless, it might be possible to advance Wolf's key insight by looking for a less direct link to an agent's sensitivity to moral reasons. In fact, this is the general strategy Fischer and Ravizza pursue.22


  Fischer and Ravizza's Reasons-Responsive Theory


  Building on John Martin Fischer's ( 1994) earlier work, Fischer and Ravizza (1998, 51) advance a view they label semicompatibilism. This is the thesis that determinism might well be incompatible with the freedom to do otherwise, but it is compatible with a kind of freedom that does not implicate the ability to do otherwise. They characterize these freedoms in terms of control. Regulative control requires the ability to do otherwise; guidance control does not. Also, defending Frankfurt's argument against PAP—the principle that moral responsibility requires the ability to do otherwise— they contend that all of the freedom required for moral responsibility can be accounted for exclusively in terms of guidance control. And because guidance control is compatible with determinism, so is moral responsibility.


  The main charge Fischer and Ravizza ( 1998) set for themselves is a compatibilist-friendly analysis of guidance control, which they seek to explain in terms of responsiveness to reasons. On its face, however, a reasonsresponsive view is ill-suited for theorists who endorse Frankfurt's argument against PAP. The natural way to establish that an agent is responsive to reasons is to contend that, if various reasons were presented to her, she would act otherwise. But in a Frankfurt example (such as the one described in “Wolf's Reason View,” above), agents are not responsive to reasons. If different reasons were presented to them, these agents would not be able to respond differently to those reasons, due to the presence of some counterfactual intervener. Fischer and Ravizza contend that, despite this hurdle, Frankfurt's argument can be wedded to a reasons-responsiveness analysis.


  How so? The freedom an agent exercises in a Frankfurt example is solely a matter of guidance control, and this control is a matter of the actual sequence of events leading to action. It is irrelevant what alternative courses of action are open to such an agent. To give, therefore, what Fischer and Ravizza (1998, 53) call an actual-sequence analysis of guidance control, we must focus on the properties of the process implicated in the agent's bringing about a (putatively) free action. Thus, whatever psychological processes of the agent are causally implicated in her bringing about her action, simply call these, collectively, the mechanism of her action (39). Fischer and Ravizza propose that we attend only to the actual-sequence mechanism and study the properties it bears in the actual scenario in which the agent acts as she does (even if the actual scenario is one involving a Frankfurt example). Some of these properties will be dispositional or modal properties (53). It will be true to say of the agent's mechanism, that, if various reasons were present, and if it operated unimpeded, then it would respond differently to those reasons. The truth of these claims then confirms that the agent's mechanism is indeed responsive to reasons, and this helps to confirm that, in acting as the agent does, she is indeed responding to relevant reasons (good or bad, right or wrong) that are present.


  But notice that to test the truth of these counterfactuals we must “go to worlds” in which the pertinent mechanism operates unimpeded. In those worlds, we rule out the presence of anything like a Frankfurtian counterfactual intervening device. The net result is that in a Frankfurt scenario, an agent is not responsive to reason; she cannot do otherwise even in the presence of good reasons to do otherwise. But she acts with guidance control insofar as she acts from an agential mechanism that is responsive to the reasons that are actually present and bear on what she actually does. The responsiveness of this mechanism is underwritten by counterfactuals establishing the sensitivity of the mechanism to respond differently to a proper spectrum of reasons to do otherwise. Nevertheless, the truth of these counterfactuals is in no way meant to establish that the agent has the freedom to do otherwise (i.e., has regulative control) as the relevant worlds are not accessible to the agent (53).


  Thus far, responsiveness to reasons is underspecified. Sensitivity comes in degrees. A mechanism is strongly reasons-responsive if, when it operates, an agent will react differently to sufficient reasons to do otherwise (Fischer and Ravizza 1998, 41). This, however, is too strong as a requirement for the freedom relevant to moral responsibility. It would, for instance, rule out responsibility for weak-willed action. A mechanism is weakly reasonsresponsive if, when it operates, the agent will respond differently to at least some reasons to do otherwise (44). This, however, is too weak. Insane agents who do not act from mechanisms that are appropriately responsive to reasons might well act from mechanisms that are sensitive to some minimal range of reasons to do otherwise. Furthermore, an agent might even act from a mechanism responsive to a range of different reasons, but the range might reveal no sane or stable pattern (65–68). What is required, Fischer and Ravizza argue, is action from a moderately reasons-responsive mechanism (69–76).


  Fischer and Ravizza ( 1998) propose an account of moderate reasonsresponsiveness that has two components, a receptivity and a reactivity component. Receptivity involves the means whereby an agent (by way of a mechanism) comes to recognize and evaluate the spectrum of reasons for action. Reactivity involves the means by which an agent reacts to her recognition of sufficient reasons and acts accordingly. Fischer and Ravizza propose an asymmetry: Guidance control requires regularly receptivity to reasons but only weak reactivity to reasons. To capture the spectrum of reasons to which an agent's mechanism must be regularly receptive, Fischer and Ravizza require that the spectrum exhibits a pattern of rational stability (70–71). It must also pass a sanity test, such that a third-party inquirer could come to understand the pattern of reasons the agent would accept (71–72). In addition, some of the reasons must be minimally moral, which is needed to rule out smart animals, children, and, perhaps, psychopaths (76–81).23 As for reactivity, Fischer and Ravizza argue that it is sufficient that an agent act from a mechanism such that there is just one possible world in which that mechanism operates and the agent reacts differently to a sufficient reason to do otherwise (73). They contend that “reactivity is all of a piece” (73). A mechanism that reacts differently to a sufficient reason to do otherwise in some possible world shows that the same kind of mechanism can react differently to any reasons to do otherwise. It has the general capacity.


  There is one further, crucial condition. In order for an agent to exercise guidance control, the mechanism on which she acts must be her own. This ownership condition ensures that the agent's mechanism is not alien to her, that it was not, for example, installed by means of brainwashing or covert electronic manipulation. Ownership requires three conditions. First, the agent must view herself, when acting from relevant mechanisms, as an agent, capable of shaping the world by her choices and actions. Second, she must see herself as an apt target of others’ moral expectations and demands as revealed in the reactive attitudes. Finally, the beliefs regarding the first two conditions “must be based, in an appropriate way, on the individual's evidence” (Fischer and Ravizza 1998, 238). Fischer and Ravizza also distinguish between individuals who unreflectively take ownership of their mechanisms of action and those who entertain philosophical considerations bearing on that question (225–26). A reflective agent might come to believe that no one is morally responsible, and so she herself is not a fair target of others’ moral demands. Fischer and Ravizza grant that these reflective agents are not morally responsible, because, failing the subjective condition on moral responsibility, they do not own the mechanisms from which they act (228).


  Fischer and Ravizza's ownership condition introduces an historical element into their account. This distinguishes their view from, for example, Frankfurt's, and allows them to argue that in relevant cases of manipulation, such as that of Mele's Beth (discussed above; see “Three Problems for Frankfurt's Hierarchical Theory”), the agent is not morally responsible.


  Six Problems for Fischer and Ravizza's Theory


  Fischer and Ravizza's compatibilist proposal has probably instigated more discussion in the free will debate in the last decade than any other single contribution. It just is not possible to survey adequately all of the good work they have inspired.24 Below I will simply mention several topics, flagging the relevant literature, and pausing to offer brief assessments of only a few. Even in this cursory survey, I will attend only to their effort to analyze guidance control. I shall set aside their efforts to defend three key ingredients in their overall account. One is the considerable work, done mostly by Fischer, to defend Frankfurt's argument against PAP (e.g., Fischer 2002b). (See Fischer's essay in this volume on this topic.) Another is the work both Fischer and Ravizza have done to resist arguments designed to show that moral responsibility is incompatible with determinism (e.g., Ravizza 1994; Fischer and Ravizza 1998; Fischer 2004). Finally, the third ingredient is Fischer's longstanding efforts to show that arguments for the incompatibility of determinism and the freedom to do otherwise have not been—and maybe cannot be—decisively refuted (e.g., Fischer 1986, 1994).


  Problems with Receptivity


  Patrick Todd and Neal Tognazzini ( 2008) located a missing element in Fischer and Ravizza's account of receptivity. As Fischer and Ravizza formulate the view, it is possible that an agent act from a mechanism that is regularly receptive to a host of reasons to do otherwise, but is not receptive to the actual moral reasons to do otherwise that are present in her actual context of action—the agent is incapable of recognizing the force of the pertinent reasons. Todd and Tognazzini are right to argue that such an agent is not morally responsible. They propose an amendment to Fischer and Ravizza's view. Receptivity should include not just an appropriately sane pattern of reasons-recognition, but also receptivity to the actual moral reasons bearing on her context of action.


  Problems with Reactivity


  Fischer and Ravizza claim that, so long as an agent's mechanism is reactive to just one reason to do otherwise in one possible world, this confirms their “reactivity is all of a piece” thesis according to which the agent, via the mechanism, has the general ability to react to any reasons to do otherwise. But this appears to allow for cases in which an agent is patently unfree.25 For instance, Mele (2000, 2006) offers the case of an agoraphobic incapable of leaving his house, even to attend his daughter's wedding, though he would leave it if it were set on fire. The upshot appears to be that what Fischer and Ravizza need, as I have put it (McKenna 2005), is not regular receptivity and weak reactivity, but regular receptivity and weaker reactivity (see also Pereboom 2006). This allows them to make room for cases in which a blameworthy agent recognizes sufficient moral reasons to do otherwise but does not act upon them. In response, Fischer (2005, 154n3; 2006b, 228) concedes the point and accepts the proposed emendation.


  Problems with Mechanisms


  Fischer and Ravizza ( 1998) admit that they have no principled basis for mechanism individuation whereby, when we “hold fixed” the mechanism across possible worlds, we can have a secure grip on thinking that that same mechanism is operative in other possible worlds. They simply rely upon an intuitive notion of sameness (40).26 At a crucial juncture, Fischer and Ravizza (1998, 74) consider an objection that focuses upon a (putative) nonaddict who acts from a particular mechanism in taking a drug and who would only react to stronger reasons not to take the drug, because this addict would get more “energy or focus” in the face of these strong reasons. The user, the objection contends, is not reactive to some reasons not to take the drug, and so is not morally responsible for taking it, despite the fact that the user would respond to an extreme incentive. This would then suggest—contrary to Fischer and Ravizza—that reactivity is not all of a piece, and thus that reaction to some reasons to do otherwise does not confirm a mechanism's general capacity to react to all reasons to do otherwise. Fischer and Ravizza's reply to this prospect is to claim that, although such cases are possible, in the scenario in which such an agent gets more energy or focus, a different mechanism is at work (74). But because they have no principled basis for mechanism individuation, it is hard to see what could license their contention (McKenna 2001). Why couldn't an agent act from the same mechanism and get more energy or focus only in the presence of—for example—extreme reasons? Indeed, this seems to describe Mele's case of the agoraphobic nicely.27


  On the matter of mechanism individuation, Ishtiyaque Haji's ( 1998) reasonsresponsive theory compares favorably. Haji also develops a kind of actual sequence, reasons-responsive view, and also considers what aspects of an agent are to be held fixed in settling whether, in acting as she did, she was appropriately reasons-responsive. Haji proposes that what we hold fixed is an agent's proximal desire, the one immediately preceding action, as well as the “motivational base” from which this desire gains its relative strength (75–78). Notice that in contexts such as that of Mele's agoraphobic, we would get the right result: Set a man's house on fire and you are bound to alter his motivation-base, or put differently, scare the hell out of him! Nevertheless, when evaluating whether he is reasons-responsive in remaining in his house and not attending his daughter's wedding, holding fixed his actually obtaining desires and motivational base (and considering this as at least partially constitutive of his mechanism), if no reasons would persuade him to leave, it seems his phobia can rightly be regarded as freedom-defeating, which yields the proper result.


  As I see it (McKenna 2009), there is no reason why Fischer and Ravizza cannot borrow this good work from Haji, whose reason-responsive view also offers an impressive compatibilist actual-sequence account of moral responsibility.


  Perhaps nonspecialists will see haggling over the details of mechanism individuation to involve minutia with little bearing on Fischer and Ravizza's larger enterprise. That would be a mistake. Their entire view hangs on this notion. Without it, they cannot give a mechanism-based account of reasonsresponsiveness. But by their own lights, they cannot, as some have advised they should (e.g., Ginet 2006), fall back on an agent-based account without having to concede that agents in Frankfurt examples are not reasonsresponsive. And without the contention that agents in Frankfurt examples are reasons-responsive, they cannot analyze guidance control in terms of reasons-responsiveness. Their entire semicompatibilist position would unravel.


  Problems with Ownership and Manipulation Cases


  Fischer and Ravizza are right to contend that their ownership condition incorporates historical elements that aid them in handling certain kinds of manipulation cases. As noted above (in “Three Problems for Frankfurt's Hierarchical Theory”), by the light of his own compatibilist thesis, Frankfurt is forced to concede that agents such as Beth are morally responsible. But Fischer and Ravizza are able to claim that Beth, being manipulated into her current state, is not morally responsible, because she did not take ownership of the mechanisms by which she acts (subsequent to the manipulation).28 Isn't it possible that an agent's subjective states of taking responsibility be “manipulated in” by, say, aliens zapping the agent's brain over her developmental years? And could they not do so in ways consistent with her being given good evidence that she is actually an agent in the world and is the appropriate object of others’ reactive attitudes? Fischer (2004, 2005a; Fischer, Kane, Pereboom, and Vargas 2007) has resisted. I will not pursue the matter further here.


  It is worth noting, however, that it is not clear that Fischer really needs to resist. Some have argued that once a compatibilist faces a manipulation argument that truly gets all of the details right, including the historical details, then the compatibilist should simply accept the implication: Agents manipulated in such a way are no different than determined ones in any relevant respect (McKenna 2004; and, in a slightly different fashion, i.e., with a case of creation rather than manipulation, Mele 2006). Nevertheless, this does not undermine their (historical) compatibilism. Agents so manipulated are morally responsible, or, at any rate, it is not clear that they are not.


  Problems with Ownership and Subjectivity


  According to Fischer and Ravizza, ownership requires that one adopt certain attitudes towards her own self. This exposes them to the possibility that a person might not adopt the relevant attitudes, in particular, that the person might not come to think that she is an appropriate object of others’ moral demands and expectations as manifested in the reactive attitudes. Some have pressed Fischer and Ravizza on this point (e.g., Eschleman 2001; McKenna 2000; Mele 2000, 2006). For instance, Mele offered the case of Phil, a philosopher who mistakenly comes to be convinced that hard determinism is true and so believes he is not an apt target of the morally reactive attitudes (Mele 2000). Phil otherwise operates as a well-functioning agent (e.g., he does not act from compulsions or phobias and the like). When Phil spreads unfavorable rumors, falsely believing hard incompatibilism, contra Fischer and Ravizza, Mele contends that Phil is morally responsible, yet Phil does not satisfy the requisite subjective requirement. In response, Fischer and Ravizza (2000) claimed that Phil is like a sailor at sea with no rudder to guide his ship. The sailor is buffeted about, and so is Phil. Mele (2006), however, countered that the sailor's lack of responsibility for his ship's path is explained by his lack of a rudder, and not his belief that he is not in control. By hypothesis, Phil's “rudder” is working, and so, Mele, claims, he is morally responsible despite failing the pertinent subjectivity condition. Fischer (2006a, 327–28) has indicated a willingness to concede this point to Mele, but contends that his first subjective requirement—that a person see herself as an agent—is unscathed, and so some subjectivity condition is required for ownership.


  Problems with Counterfactuals and Their Relevance to the Guidance Control


  One especially intriguing debate that has recently emerged concerns a dispute between what might be called source compatibilists like Fischer and Ravizza, who rely only upon guidance control, and what might be called traditional leeway compatibilists such as Michael Fara (2008), Michael Smith (2003), and Kadri Vihvelin (2004), who contend that the freedom to do otherwise (i.e., regulative control) is required for moral responsibility. An especially contested topic concerns the status of the counterfactuals Fischer and Ravizza employ to analyze the reasons-responsiveness of a mechanism. Recall that to test a mechanism for reasons-responsiveness in, for example, Frankfurt examples, we go to worlds in which the counterfactual intervener is not present and ask whether in relevant worlds, if different reasons were put to the agent and the pertinent mechanism were operative, would the agent respond differently? Fischer and Ravizza (1998, 53) contend that appeal to these counterfactuals does not establish that an agent is able (and so free) to do otherwise insofar as these worlds are not accessible to the agent. Rather, these counterfactuals simply establish modal or dispositional properties of mechanisms (owned by agents). But, strikingly, Fara, Smith, and Vihvelin contend that, roughly, these very counterfactuals actually confirm that an agent acting freely in a Frankfurt example is able to do otherwise. The counterfactual intervener functions as a fink or would-be mask of that ability. Were the agent about to exercise it, the intervener would intervene, at which time the agent would, of course, lose or be prevented from exercising the ability. But when the agent is acting as she does, and the intervener remains dormant, that agent possesses the relevant ability, and so is able to do otherwise and therefore does have what Fischer and Ravizza call regulative control, even in a Frankfurt example.29


  In my opinion, this is one of the most interesting debates currently unfolding in contemporary compatibilist literature. Randolph Clarke (2008) has recently entered the debate, arguing that there are some abilities that an agent seems to lack in a Frankfurt example, and others the agent seems to retain. If so, the dispute between the source and the leeway compatibilists for proprietary claim to these counterfactuals will likely leave both sides with some leverage, because the very same counterfactuals would underwrite the possession of certain abilities while, in the absence of other abilities, also underwriting the presence of relevant modal properties. The salient question, then, is which abilities are at stake in the free will debate? This is a point Anne Whittle (forthcoming) has recently taken up, arguing that those on Fischer and Ravizza's side of the debate retain the upper hand.


  Concluding Remarks


  Even restricting attention just to mesh and reasons-responsive compatibilist theories, there are several important proposals I have neglected to consider. As for mesh theories, there is, for instance, Gerald Dworkin's (1970) work, which appeared around the same time as Frankfurt's. There are also some interesting developments of Frankfurt's approach in recent work by John Doris (2002). As for reasons-responsive theories, there are, I believe, numerous contemporary compatibilists who can rightly be categorized as reasons-responsive theorists, even if they do not make use of the term. Kadri Vihvelin (2004, 440) is one. She characterizes free will in terms of the ability to make choices on the basis of reasons. And Philip Pettit and Michael Smith (Pettit and Smith 1996; Pettit 2001) develop a conversational theory in which the pertinent reasons to which a morally responsible agent should be sensitive must include the norms of belief and desire shared amongst interlocutors engaged in the give and take of settling what one should believe or desire.


  Of course, there are alternatives to either of the above means of advancing compatibilism. Hilary Bok (1998), for instance, rejects the presupposition that we can settle the contest between compatibilists and incompatibilists by settling upon which theory gets right the theoretical facts about what freedom is. Rather, what we need to attend to is the sort of freedom we ought to endorse from the standpoint of practical deliberation. Once seen in this way, a compatibilist thesis naturally emerges as one in which we think of freedom in conditional terms as a matter of how we would (and should act) were we in various sorts of situations.30 Alternatively, R. J. Wallace (1994) develops an account of freedom and responsibility by reference to the normative capacities of agents demanded by norms located in our practices of holding morally responsible. A question I have not pursued here at all is how either mesh or reasons-responsive theories fare in comparison with these different approaches.31


  Notes:


  (1.) Here I borrow from Mele's (2006a, 17, n18) use of “free action.”


  (2.) More precisely, following Fischer and Ravizza ( 1998, 14): For any time, t, a complete statement of the nonrelational facts about t, in conjunction with a complete statement of the laws of nature, entail every truth about what happens after t. (A nonrelational fact about a time is one that does not make reference to other times.)


  (3.) For similar formulations, see, e.g., Mele ( 2006a), or Pereboom (2001, xvi). For instance, Mele (2006a, 17) speaks of compatibilism and incompatibilism debate by reference to what he calls “moral-responsibilitylevel free action.”


  (4.) See, e.g., Bratman (1997, 2004, 2007), Doris (2002), Dworkin (1970, 1988), Frankfurt (1971), Velleman (1992, 2002), Watson (1975).


  (5.) I will leave this formulation of will as is, though Frankfurt's (1971) formulation is slightly misleading: An agent's will might well be frustrated such that something impedes an agent from acting on it (20). Thus, it is not quite right to describe it as an effective first-order desire, one that in fact does move an agent all the way to action. Frankfurt might formulate what he has in mind this way: An agent's will is either her effective first-order desire, or one that, in the absence of external impediments, would be effective. I am indebted to Ishtiyaque Haji for calling this to my attention. I will gloss over this in the discussion below.


  (6.) The natural way to understand the relation is in terms of causation. But Frankfurt (1978) rejects a casual theory of action, despite his compatibilist pedigree. So, let “bring about” be neutral between a causal relation or some other manner of “moving an agent all the way to action.”


  (7.) Nailing down Frankfurt's account of freedom is notoriously difficult given the language he used to formulate it. The chart I offer here seems to me to make the best sense of his two most often quoted paragraphs from his “Freedom of the Will and the Concept of a Person” (1971, 19).


  (8.) Although, see the last two paragraphs in the same essay, where Frankfurt (1971, 20) writes “the freedom of the will appears to be neutral with regard to the problem of determinism.”


  (9.) Although the sufficiency claim expressed in OFW is clear enough from Frankfurt's writings, it is difficult to pin the necessity claim on him. That is, it is difficult to find a place where Frankfurt plainly commits to the proposition that acting from the will one wants* is necessary for acting of one's own free will. Other critics have attributed the necessity claim to Frankfurt (e.g., Haji, 2002, 211). I agree. In my estimation, this makes the best overall sense of his writings.


  Here is a passage that comes close to confirming my reading: “The unwilling addict's will is not free. This is shown by the fact that it is not the will he wants” (Frankfurt, 1971, 15). Is Frankfurt saying that not having the will one wants is sufficient for unfreedom? That would turn the trick. I think he is, but it is not obvious (“shown by the fact” is less than ideally clear). Another reason for thinking Frankfurt commits to the necessity claim has to do with his claim that desires with which one does not identify are external, are not truly the person's own, and so, one is then acted on by them (1976).


  Perhaps Frankfurt only means to claim that an agent who acts contrary to the will she wants* is not free only if she was unable to act as she wanted*. This would allow for an agent to act freely contrary to the will she wants*, so long as she was able to act on it. The trouble is that this would conflict with a wellknown Frankfurtian claim that an ability to do otherwise is not necessary for moral responsibility, nor for the freedom implicated in being responsible. So this appears to be a dead end for Frankfurt. (I am grateful to conversations with Alfred Mele on this point.)


  (10.) For a collection of essays devoted just to this topic, see Widerker and McKenna (2003).


  (11.) For those who side with Frankfurt regarding nonhistoricism, see Arpaly (2003, 2006), Kapitan (2000), Watson (1999), and Susan Wolf (1987). Although remaining agnostic, I have proposed a reply on Frankfurt's behalf (McKenna, 2004). For responses to my proposal, see Haji (2007), and Mele (2008a).


  (12.) For some reservations about whether it is correct to attribute the necessity claim in OFW to Frankfurt, see note 9, above.


  (13.) In subsequent work, Watson added an important qualification to his understanding of valuing as it issues from an agent's valuational system. It is not to be understood, Watson tells us, in terms of judging good. That is too rationalistic (Watson, 1987a, 150). What we value can depart from what we regard as (objectively) valuable. Perhaps what will turn the trick is “caring about something because (in as much as) it is deemed to be valuable” (150). Nevertheless, this can fall shy of what “might be sanctioned by a more general evaluational standpoint” (150).


  (14.) One notable difference between Watson's and Frankfurt's theories of freedom is that Watson (1987a, 1996) appears to commit to a requirement of an ability to do otherwise, for at least some kinds of moral responsibility. How this fits with his commitment to his mesh theory is unclear, and I will not pursue it here.


  (15.) There appears to be a tension between Watson's commitment to skepticism about weakness of will and his allowance of agents freely acting contrary to their valuational system. I will not pursue the matter.


  (16.) See, e.g., Bratman ( 1997, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2007). By including Bratman's work in a section on compatibilism about free will and moral responsibility, I take some liberties. Bratman (2005, 51) rather understands his treatment of identification to speak to the topic of autonomy and explicitly indicates that caution is needed to infer from conclusions about this topic similar conclusions about morally responsible agency and the contested freedom it requires (2005: 51). Nevertheless, it is natural to see how Bratman's work could be appropriated to the problematic both Frankfurt and Watson address regarding freedom and responsibility.


  (17.) I owe this point to Thomas Reed, a graduate student at Florida State University.


  (18.) See, e.g., Dennett ( 1984), Fischer (1994), Fischer and Ravizza (1998), Gert and Duggan (1979), Glover (1970), Haji (1998), Pettit and Smith (1996), Susan Wolf (1980, 1990).


  (19.) For one who draws upon these resources to argue that Aristotle has a full-blown theory of responsibility, see T. Irwin (1980, 132–37). Although Irwin does not use the label “reasons-responsive” to describe what he takes Aristotle's theory to be, he might as well have done so.


  (20.) This reveals Wolf's commitment to a nonhistorical theory. History only matters if it defeats a current ability to respond to moral reasons. (On this point, see also Susan Wolf 1987.)


  (21.) Dana Nelkin ( 2008) has recently argued in defense of Wolf's asymmetry thesis, defending both the claim that blameworthiness requires a compatibilist construal of the ability to do otherwise, whereas praiseworthiness does not.


  (22.) For further critical discussion of Wolf's view, see Haji (2002).


  (23.) Notice at this point, sensitivity to moral reasons gets some play, as would be demanded by Wolf, though this sensitivity is nested within a broader set of rational competency constraints. And the view of moral reasons is understood in an ecumenical fashion that differs from what is suggested by Wolf's reference to capital “T” and capital “G” True and Good.


  (24.) For full review articles of their 1998 book, see Davenport (2000), McKenna (2000), Mele (2000), P. Russell (2002), and Watson (2001).


  


  (25.) See, e.g., Mele (2000, 2006b), McKenna (2000, 2005), Russell (2002), Watson (2001).


  


  (26.) Several critics have objected to this element of their account, e.g., Judisch (2005), McKenna (2000, 2001), Shabo (2005), Watson (2001).


  


  (27.) Fischer thoughtfully resists my criticism (2006a, 239–42). Space does not permit further pursuit of this point.


  (28.) Several critics have raised objections to Fischer and Ravizza's historical condition, e.g., Judisch (2005), McKenna (2000), Pereboom (2001, 2006), Russell (2002a), Stump (2002), Watson (2001).


  (29.) Fischer (2008b) has responded to Vihvelin, and Vihvelin (2008) has countered.


  


  (30.) See Haji (2002) for a thoughtful discussion of Bok's theory.


  (31.) For helpful comments, I am indebted to Randolph Clarke and Ishtiyaque Haji. I would also like to thank Robert Kane for kindly inviting me to contribute to this volume.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article discusses another important class of new compatibilist theories of agency and responsibility, frequently referred to as reactive attitude theories. Such theories have their roots in another seminal essay of modern free-will debates, P. F. Strawson's “Freedom and Resentment” (1962). This article disentangles three strands of Strawson's argument—rationalist, naturalist, and pragmatic. It also considers other recent reactive attitude views that have attempted to remedy flaws in Strawson's view, focusing particularly on the view of R. Jay Wallace. Wallace supplies an account of moral capacity, which is missing in Strawson's view, in terms of an account of what Wallace calls “reflective self-control.” The article concludes with suggestions of how a reactive attitude approach to moral responsibility that builds on the work of Strawson, Wallace, and others might be successfully developed.


  compatibilist theories, reactive attitude theories, free will, P. F. Strawson, R. Jay Wallace, reflective self-control, moral responsibility


  It is a pity that talk of the moral sentiments has fallen out of favour. The phrase would be quite a good name for that network of human attitudes in acknowledging the character of which we find, I suggest, the only possibility of reconciling these disputants to each other.


  —P. F. Strawson, “Freedom and Resentment” (1962) Throughout much of the first half of the twentieth century, the free-will debate was largely concerned with the question of what kind of freedom was required for moral responsibility and whether the kind of freedom required was compatible with the thesis of determinism. This issue was itself addressed primarily with reference to the question of how freedom is related to alternative possibilities and what the relevant analysis of “could have done otherwise” comes to. The discussion of these topics made little advance on the basic strategies and positions already developed and defended on either side of the compatibilist/incompatibilist divide in the preceding two centuries. When P. F. Strawson's published his seminal article “Freedom and Resentment” in 1962 the dynamics of this debate were fundamentally altered. This is true both in respect of Strawson's general methodology, which demands a more empirically informed approach, and in terms of his core conceptual framework, which identifies a different set of considerations and issues at the heart of this debate. In particular, whereas the traditional or classical debate focused on the problem of (moral) freedom, Strawson directed his attention to the role of moral sentiments or “reactive attitudes” as the key to understanding and resolving the core problems lying at the heart of this debate. This essay is devoted to a critical assessment of Strawson's project and an analysis of the current debate concerning its prospects.


  Strawson on Free Will and Reactive Attitudes


  Strawson distinguishes two main camps in the free-will dispute, labeling them “optimists” and “pessimists” respectively. (Hereafter I will use these terms with capitals, to indicate Strawson's more technical sense of these terms.) Optimists are compatibilists who hold that our attitudes and practices associated with moral responsibility would in no way be discredited or dislodged by the truth of the thesis of determinism. The Pessimist, by contrast, is the libertarian who holds that moral responsibility requires the falsity of determinism and the possession of some form of “contra-causal freedom” (P. F. Strawson 1962, 73, 74, 92). A third position distinguished by Strawson is that of the “moral sceptic,” who holds that our “notions of moral guilt, of blame, of moral responsibility are inherently confused” whether determinism is true or false. Strawson's aim is to “reconcile” the Pessimist and Optimist positions (72). Specifically, he aims to show that although the “Pessimist” is correct in holding that the Optimist's account of moral responsibility leaves out “something vital” (73), what is needed to fill the gap in the Optimist's account is not any form of the “obscure and panicky metaphysics of libertarianism” (93). Optimists are mistaken, Strawson maintains, in supposing that we can understand and justify our commitment to the attitudes and practices of moral responsibility simply in terms of a “one-eyed utilitarianism” that is exclusively concerned with the social benefits of these practices (73, 92). Pessimists are mistaken in supposing that our commitment to these attidues and practices rests on the assumption that determinism is false.


  Granted that the foundations of moral responsibility do not, on Strawson's account, rest with either libertarian metaphysics or consequentialist considerations regarding the social benefits of these attitudes and practices, where are we to discover the relevant foundations for moral responsibility? Strawson's strategy is to take what may be described as a “naturalistic turn.” Rather than asking directly, in the abstract, what is a responsible agent, Strawson suggests that we should consider in more detail, with more precision, what is involved in the attitudes that we take toward those who we regard as responsible agents. That is to say, what is involved in holding a person responsible? An approach of this kind depends less on a conceptual analysis of “freedom” and more on a descriptive psychology of human moral emotions. According to Strawson (1962, 75), our investigations in this area must begin with a basic fact about human beings: “the very great importance we attach to the attitudes and intentions towards other human beings, and the great extent to which our personal feelings and reactions depend upon, or involve, our beliefs about these attitudes and intentions.” In this way, the correct starting point is to be found in “that complicated web of attitudes and feelings which form moral life as we know it” (91). When we proceed on this basis, we will place appropriate emphasis on the importance of (human) emotion in moral life and avoid the temptation—common to both Optimist and Pessimist strategies—to “overintellectualize” the free-will debate (91).


  Two claims are fundamental to the Pessimist/skeptical view in the freewill debate. The first is that if the thesis of determinism is true, then we have reason to reject and repudiate the attitudes and practices associated with moral responsibility on the general ground that they are unjustified or incoherent. The second claim is that if we do indeed have reason to suspend or abandon the attitudes and practices associated with moral responsibility, in light of these skeptical reflections, then we are, psychologically speaking, capable of doing this. Strawson's central arguments in “Freedom and Resentment” are directly targeted against these two main prongs of the Pessimist/skeptical position. I will distinguish the two basic arguments in question as Strawson's “rationalist” and “naturalist” arguments. The first aims to show that the truth of determinism would not, in itself, systematically discredit our reactive attitudes and feelings, as associated with moral responsibility. The second aims to show that even if, contrary to what Strawson supposes, we are persuaded by the skeptical challenge, it is psychologically impossible for us to entirely abandon or wholly suspend our reactive attitudes on the basis of a “general theoretical conviction” of this kind (P. F. Strawson 1962, 81, 82, 87). In other words, as Strawson argues elsewhere, our natural commitment to the reactive attitudes insulates them against any form of global skeptical challenge (P. F. Strawson 1985, ch. 2).


  Both the rationalist and naturalist components of Strawson's efforts to refute the Pessimist are presented in the framework of his analysis of the rationale of excuses. The Pessimist/skeptic maintains that if determinism is true, excusing considerations will (somehow) apply to all human action or hold universally. Specifically, according to the Pessimist/skeptical view, if determinism is true then we must systematically withdraw and suspend our reactive attitudes—collapsing our commitment to the entire edifice of moral responsibility. Under what circumstances, Strawson asks, do we “modify” or “mollify” our reactive attitudes or withhold them altogether? There are, he suggests, two different categories of excusing consideration (P. F. Strawson 1962, 77–79). The first, which I will refer to as excuses in the strict or narrow sense, do not imply that the agent concerned is an inappropriate target of reactive attitudes, or someone of whom we cannot demand some relevant degree of good will or due regard (77–78). In cases of this kind (e.g., accidents, ignorance), “the fact of injury [is] quite consistent with the agent's attitudes and intentions being just what they should be” (78). The features that concern us relate to the proper interpretation of the action or injury (e.g., that it was accidental, unintentional, lacked any ill-will). When we turn to the second category, what I will refer to as “exempting considerations,” we are invited to withdraw or withhold entirely our reactive attitudes in respect of the agent. The exemption suggests that in some way the agent concerned is not an appropriate target of reactive attitudes and not someone of whom we can make the usual demand of good will. Agents of this kind are judged inappropriate targets of our reactive attitudes, and our associated retributive practices, because they are either psychologically abnormal or morally underdeveloped (e.g., mentally ill, immature).


  This analysis of the rationale of excuses allows us to see more clearly, Strawson claims, what has gone wrong with the traditional free-will debate. Granted that the issue of moral responsibility should be interpreted in terms of the conditions under which we view others as targets of reactive attitudes, would the truth of determinism “lead to the repudiation of all such attitudes”? (P. F. Strawson 1962, 80). Strawson answers, first, that the truth of determinism in no way serves (theoretically) to discredit our reactive attitudes in any systematic way. For this to be so, determinism would have to imply that one or other of the two basic forms of excusing considerations hold universally. There is, according to Strawson, no reason to believe that this is the case. Clearly determinism does not imply that every injurious action is done accidentally or unintentionally. Determinism does not imply that no one's conduct ever manifests ill will or fails to show proper regard for others. Nor does determinism imply that all agents are somehow “abnormal” or immature (81). It follows from these observations that the truth of determinism in no way discredits or theoretically undermines our commitment to reactive attitudes of the kind involved in our ascriptions of responsibility. Contrary to what the Pessimist/ skeptic maintains, therefore, the truth of determinism does not erode the necessary metaphysical foundations of our attitudes and practices associated with moral responsibility.


  With this rationalistic argument in place, Strawson proceeds to support his critique of the Pessimist/skeptical position with his naturalist argument. Even if we had some theoretical reason to entirely abandon or suspend our reactive attitudes (e.g., as per the skeptical challenge), it would be psychologically impossible for us to do this. To do this would involve “adopting a thoroughgoing objectivity of attitude to others,” which is something Strawson claims we are incapable of (P. F. Strawson 1962, 81–30; 1985, 39).


  To adopt the objective attitude to another human being is to see him, perhaps, as an object of social policy; as a subject for what, in a wide range of sense, might be called treatment; as something … to be managed or handled or cured or trained…. But it cannot include the range of feelings and attitudes which belong to involvement or participation with others in interpersonal human relationships … (P. F. Strawson 1962, 79).


  Strawson allows that there are two circumstances in which the objective attitude is available to us. First, in circumstances where exempting conditions apply (e.g., mental illness), the objective attitude is, in fact, required of us, insofar as we are “civilized” (P. F. Strawson 1962, 81–82). There are also circumstances when the objective attitude may be adopted towards a “normal and mature” person simply because we want to use it as a refuge from “the strain of involvement” (82). However, Strawson is careful to emphasize the limits of any policy of this kind. Although it is necessary to adopt the objective attitude towards those individuals who are “abnormal or immature,” and although it is also possible to extend this attitude to some normal people on some occasions, a “sustained objectivity of interpersonal attitude, and the human isolation which that would entail, does not seem to be something of which human beings would be capable, even if some general truth [sc., determinism] were a theoretical ground for it” (81). In other words, according to Strawson, the Pessimist/skeptic cannot live his skepticism—from a practical point of view skepticism of this kind is irrelevant (see, especially, P. F. Strawson 1985, 38–39). In face of the skeptical challenge, Strawson's naturalistic riposte is to claim that “it is useless to ask whether it would not be rational for us to do what it is not in our nature to (be able to) do” (P. F. Strawson 1962, 87; emphasis in original). In this way, the skeptical challenge, based on worries about determinism, is not only groundless, it is also useless and irrelevant, because it has no potential practical or psychological traction in human nature and human life.


  Beyond his rationalist and naturalist arguments, Strawson adds a third argument, which we may call his “pragmatic argument.” Even if, contrary to the naturalistic observations that have been advanced, we were to suppose that we might be given a “god-like choice” concerning whether we should abandon or retain our (natural) commitment to the reactive attitudes, this choice, Strawson argues, must be decided in terms of the “gains and losses to human life, its enrichment or impoverishment” (P. F. Strawson 1962, 83). Clearly, on Strawson's account, any choice to abandon or altogether suspend our commitment to reactive attitudes would involve trying to live our lives from entirely within the “objective” stance—something that would imply total “human isolation” and a bleak, dehumanized existence (81, 83, 89, 93). As Strawson presents it, any (notional) choice that we may be in a position to make concerning whether to continue to participate in a social community of human relationships, constituted and held together by our reactive attitudes, cannot and should not be decided with reference to a “theoretical” issue such as determinism. On the contrary, because our commitment to the reactive attitudes is, on this account, essential to our very humanity, no sane or sensible person would linger long over this question, even if it were to be presented to us.


  Although Strawson's principal arguments are directed against the Pessimist's skeptical view, he draws important conclusions from these arguments that make clear how his own compatibilist position diverges from that of the Optimist or classical compatibilism. The Optimist generally attempts to show that the truth of determinism does not prevent rewards and punishments from “regulating behavior in socially desirable ways” (P. F. Strawson 1962, 89):


  The picture painted by the optimist is painted in a style appropriate to a situation envisaged as wholly dominated by objectivity of attitude. The only operative notions involved in this picture are such as those of policy, treatment, control. But a thoroughgoing objectivity of attitude, excluding as it does the moral reactive attitudes, excludes at the same time essential elements in the concepts of moral condemnation and moral responsibility (89; emphasis in original).


  The Pessimist is right, Strawson argues, to “recoil” at this picture of things but makes the mistake of assuming that “the gap in the optimist's account … can be filled only if some general metaphysical proposition [sc., indeterminism or contracausal freedom] is repeatedly verified, verified in all cases where it is appropriate to attribute moral responsibility” (92).


  According to Strawson, in the final analysis, both the Optimist and the Pessimist are guilty of a shared misunderstanding:

  Both seek, in different ways, to over-intellectualize the facts. Inside the general structure or web of human attitudes and feelings of which I have been speaking, there is endless room for modification, redirection, criticism, and justification. But questions of justification are internal to the structure or relate to modifications internal to it. The existence of the general framework of attitudes is itself something we are given with the fact of human society. As a whole, it neither calls for, nor permits, an external “rational justification.” Pessimists and optimists alike show themselves, in different ways, unable to accept this (P. F. Strawson 1962, 91–92).


  It is, evidently, no part of Strawson's view to suggest that the reactive attitudes are altogether incapable of (rational) justification and criticism. On the contrary, Strawson's remarks explicitly make the point that “inside the general structure or web of human attitudes and feelings” there is a place and role for justification and criticism—this being an obvious corollary of his analysis and observations relating to the rationale of excusing and exempting conditions. The important point remains, however, that the basis of our general commitment or liability to the reactive attitudes is not itself something in need or capable of any form of theoretical or practical justification. These are emotional dispositions rooted in human nature at a deeper level than that provided by any (unconvincing and unnecessary) philosophical justifications.


  Having identified the relevant lacunae in the Optimist's position, and the faulty alternative analysis provided by the Pessimist, Strawson (1962, 93) goes on to conclude that “if we sufficiently, that is radically, modify the view of the optimist, his view is the right one.” Reconciliation can in this way be achieved when we take note of the fact that our retributive practices “do not merely exploit our natures, they express them” (93). When this core insight is fully appreciated, and the gap in the Optimist's position has been filled, there is no need to fall back into “the obscure and panicky metaphysics of libertarianism” (93).


  Assessing Strawson's Arguments


  Having described the core arguments that feature in Strawson's strategy, we may now assess them for their strengths and weaknesses (see also Haji 2002a; Kane 2005a, ch. 10). Each of the three core arguments we have described—rationalist, naturalist, and pragmatic—encounter serious difficulties, if they are not fatally flawed. Let us consider, first, Strawson's rationalist argument. The key objective, for the success of this argument, is to show that, even if determinism is true, none of the standard excusing and exempting conditions can be generalized or said to hold universally (i.e., in virtue of the truth of this metaphysical thesis). Specifically, a crucial aspect of this argument involves showing that we have no reason to suppose, contrary to the Pessimist/skeptic, that exempting conditions apply to everyone if determinism is true. Critics, as well as some followers of Strawson, have found his argument unconvincing (see, e.g., Nagel 1986, 124–26; Watson 1987a, 262–63; Russell 1992). According to Strawson (1962, 81),


  the participant attitude, and the personal reactive attitudes in general, tend to give place, and it is judged by the civilized should give place, to objective attitudes, just insofar as the agent is seen as excluded from ordinary adult human relationships by deep-rooted psychological abnormality—or simply by being a child. But it cannot be a consequence of any thesis which is not itself self-contradictory that abnormality is the universal condition.


  The weakness in this argument is that it plainly equivocates between “abnormal” and “incapacitated.” Contrary to what Strawson's language suggests, it is incapacity, and not abnormality, that serves as the relevant basis for exemptions. This leaves his anti-skeptical position open to a direct rejoinder from the Pessimist/skeptical camp.


  The Pessimist/skeptic should not be understood as claiming that if determinism is true we are all abnormal. Rather, the Pessimist/skeptic claims only that if the thesis of determinism is true, then we are all incapacitated and, consequently, inappropriate targets of reactive attitudes. There is nothing self-contradictory about a thesis that suggests that incapacity is a universal condition. The relevant capacity, according to those Pessimists who accept libertarian metaphysics, is “free will” or “contra-causal freedom” of some kind. P. F. Strawson (1962, 93), as we have noted, maintains that this view would commit us to “obscure and panicky metaphysics” and imposes upon us a condition of responsibility “which cannot be coherently described” (P. F. Strawson 1980, 265). Even if Strawson is right about this, his response does not show that the thesis of determinism poses no threat to our moral capacities and, hence, to our reactive attitudes as a whole. At most, all Strawson succeeds in doing is casting doubt on one interpretation of what the relevant capacities are supposed to be. What we require, however, in order to discredit the skeptical threat, is an account of what is involved or required of our moral capacities, such that we can say who is or is not exempted of responsibility (i.e., who is an appropriate target of reactive attitudes). Without some more plausible and detailed alternative characterization of the nature of moral capacity, we are in no position to give assurance that the truth of determinism is irrelevant to this issue. Although something of an appropriate nature can, perhaps, be said on behalf of the rationalist argument, we cannot find it in his own remarks on this subject (Russell 1992, 153–55). We may conclude, therefore, that Strawson's reply to the Pessimist/skeptic is, at best, incomplete.


  What, then, can we say about Strawson's naturalistic argument? The difficulties Strawson faces here are, if anything, even more severe and fundamental. The key to Strawson's naturalistic response to the Pessimist/ skeptical challenge is to claim that our commitment to the whole framework or web of the reactive attitudes does not require any kind of general rational justification and that no general “theoretical conviction” is capable of entirely dislodging this commitment. Nothing of this kind can lead us to repudiate all our reactive attitudes. Considered as a way of refuting or discrediting Pessimism and skepticism, Strawson's reply relies on two different forms or modes of naturalism, which Strawson fails to distinguish. Strawson's remarks suggest that he reads the Pessimist/skeptic as demanding some general rational justification for our liability or proneness to reactive attitudes. It may well be correct to claim, as Strawson does, that our liability to these emotions, as a type, is a natural fact about us that neither requires nor is capable of any rational (philosophical) justification. So considered, Strawson advances what I will call a “type-naturalist response” to the skeptical challenge. A response of this kind cannot, however, deal adequately with the Pessimist/skeptical threat properly understood.


  The Pessimist/skeptic should be understood as claiming only that, given the truth of determinism, we are never justified in entertaining (any) tokens of reactive attitudes. In other words, however prone or liable to reactive attitudes we may be, in these circumstances, praising and blaming are never appropriate or legitimate. This form of skepticism—as it concerns tokens of reactive attitudes—is perfectly consistent with accepting Strawson's type-naturalism. Although we may be naturally prone or liable to these (moral) emotions, we are nevertheless capable of ceasing to feel or entertain these emotions if and when we judge, in the relevant circumstances, that these emotions are unjustified. The only naturalist reply to this (distinct) form of Pessimism/skepticism is to insist that no reasoning of any sort could ever lead us to cease entertaining or feeling emotions of this kind. Whatever considerations are brought to our attention regarding our human predicament—whatever reason may suggest to us—we will nevertheless continue to experience and feel emotions of this kind (i.e., tokens of this type of emotion). This form of token-naturalism is, psychologically speaking, less plausible than its type-naturalist counterpart, because it is not evident that our (token) emotional response cannot be controlled by reason and reflection when we judge that these emotions are inappropriate and uncalled for. From another point of view, token-naturalist claims, even if they are accepted, would do nothing to refute or discredit the core Pessimist/skeptical objection and worry—which is that if determinism is true our reactive attitudes are never justified or legitimate. Even if it were true that we are, in some way, constitutionally incapable of ceasing to entertain these emotions, this would not serve to address the relevant justificatory issue that is the focus of the Pessimist/skeptical challenge. Indeed, if our commitment to the fabric of responsibility rests, in the final analysis, on a token-naturalist psychology, this is more disturbing than simple skepticism—because it implies that attitudes and practices that we recognize as reflectively unjust and inappropriate cannot be brought under the control of reason. A naturalism of this kind is as unattractive as it is implausible (Russell 1992, but see Nichols 2007a).


  Strawson's third core argument, his pragmatic argument, is likewise misguided and unconvincing. His type-naturalist claims about our natural liability or proneness to reactive attitudes does lend support to his claim that there is no question of us making some “godlike choice” about whether to retain or dispense with our general disposition to the participant stance (see, e.g., P. F. Strawson 1985, 31–38). Nevertheless, if we were given this godlike choice (i.e., relating to our commitment to this type of emotion), it does not follow we would be entitled to decide whether to entertain tokens of reactive attitudes on the basis of considerations relating to “the gains and losses of human life, its enrichment or impoverishment” (P. F. Strawson 1962, 83). On the contrary, should we be in a position to choose to retain this commitment —contrary to the type-naturalist hypothesis—we would still be constrained by the “internal” rationale of this commitment to suspend any and all tokens of reactive attitude where and when relevant excusing and exempting conditions apply. It follows from this that, if the Pessimist/skeptical challenge is well-founded, we cannot aim to justify tokens of reactive attitudes on the grounds that in their complete absence our lives would be somehow “impoverished” or “less human.” If this were the case it would certainly be a bleak situation, but we cannot insulate ourselves from this (theoretical) possibility by simply setting aside the relevance of exempting considerations as they apply to the framework and coherence of the reactive attitudes (see, however, Nichols 2007a, who finds more mileage in the pragmatic dimension of Strawson's strategy).


  Exemptions, Moral Capacity, and Reflective Self-Control


  The assessment of Strawson's “reconciling project” provided above makes clear that his approach encounters serious and substantial difficulties. It would be wrong, however, to conclude that no further headway can be made by following the tracks Strawson has laid down. On the contrary, a sympathetic reconstruction of Strawson's project, avoiding some of the weaknesses, and filling-in some missing elements, may still provide a plausible alternative to libertarian metaphysics, utilitarian-oriented compatibilism, and moral skepticism—each of which have their own difficulties and flaws. The relevant starting point for such a project rests with a more robust and plausible account of moral capacity. The absence of a detailed account of moral capacity, as we have seen, is a major weakness in Strawson's own contribution and, in particular, leaves his rationalist argument open to objection (Russell 1992; on similar difficulties relating to Hume's theory see Russell 1995, ch. 6). If a more adequate theory of moral capacity is available, then Strawson's approach can be provided with an account of exemptions that will serve his compatibilist objectives. An important and influential attempt to supply Strawson's with these elements has been provided by R. J. Wallace.


  In Responsibility and the Moral Sentiments, Wallace defends a compatibilist position that combines two strands of philosophical thought, a Strawsonian account of holding people responsible and a Kantian theory of moral agency. Methodologically speaking, Wallace (1994, 5–6, 15) presents himself as offering a “normative interpretation” of the free-will debate. In Wallace's account, it is crucial that we begin our investigations, as Strawson does, with a philosophically adequate description of what is involved in holding people responsible, because the conditions of responsibility must themselves be interpreted in terms of when it is fair for us to adopt the stance of holding an agent responsible (15–16). In other words, Wallace is skeptical of any effort to describe conditions of responsibility in the abstract without reference to what is involved in holding an agent responsible. His account of holding responsible has, in this sense, priority over his account of being responsible.


  Wallace's discussion makes substantial contributions that fall on either side of the Strawsonian and Kantian elements mentioned above. On the side of his Strawsonian account of holding agents responsible, Wallace provides a different taxonomy of the reactive attitudes in relation to the moral emotions from that suggested by Strawson. Wallace uses this taxonomy of the reactive attitudes and moral emotions to carve out a distinct and different set of commitments on the issues of “objectivity,” “naturalism,” and “pessimism”— all issues where he diverges significantly from Strawson. On the other side of the divide, his Kantian theory of agency, Wallace presents an outline of a theory of “reflective self-control” that provides a principled, normative basis for exempting conditions, consistent with his basic compatibilist ambitions.


  Let us begin with the key elements of Wallace's account of holding people responsible. To hold a person morally responsible is “to hold the person to moral expectations that one accepts” (Wallace 1994, 51). In this view, moral expectations are supported by moral reasons or justifications, and expectations of this nature constitute obligations (36, 63–64). Moreover, there is an essential linkage between holding someone to a (moral) expectation and being susceptible to (moral) reactive attitudes, such as resentment, indignation, and guilt. Susceptibility to these emotions is, Wallace maintains, “what constitutes holding someone to an expectation” (21). This mutual dependence of emotion and expectation is what distinguishes the reactive attitudes (21).1 One notable advantage of this general account of what is involved in holding a person responsible, presented in terms of the essential relationship between expectations and reactive attitudes, is that it enables us to provide a theory of reactive attitudes that has some cognitive content, as opposed to a cruder, emotivist understanding of reactive attitudes or moral sentiments understood merely as raw feelings (74–78; and see Russell 1995, ch. 6, as this issue relates to Hume's system.)


  Wallace's analysis, although it clearly provides the Strawsonian system with some precision and detail, comes at some cost. One of the more obvious difficulties is that if we accept this account of holding agents responsible, it follows that we are committed to a “narrow” view of responsibility that focuses exclusively on negative emotions (e.g., indignation, resentment, and guilt, as aroused in circumstances when expectations/obligation are judged to have been violated). Wallace (1994, 63–64, 71) attempts to explain away this worry about his “asymmetrical” treatment of responsibility in terms of what he claims is the absence of any particular “positive emotions” in relation to morally worthy actions. Suffice it to say that this is an oddity of Wallace's account that is not present in Strawson's own contribution. Another, and perhaps more fundamental, difficulty that Wallace considers is the objection that we may—and often do—hold people responsible without engaging any particular emotion toward the person concerned (76, and also 23, 62). Wallace's reply to this objection is that although we must understand the stance of holding people responsible with reference to the relevant (moral) reactive attitudes, this does not require that “we actually feel the relevant emotion in all the cases in which it would be appropriate to do so” (76). What his theory commits us to is a disjunctive requirement that in holding a person responsible we must either be susceptible to the reactive emotions or believe that it would be appropriate for one to feel the reactive emotions, when the relevant expectations are violated (23, 62, 76). It follows from this that although feeling or engaged emotion is not required for holding a person responsible, some relevant connection with these emotions and feelings is still required (i.e., via the belief that they are appropriate).


  Although Wallace is anxious to clear his theory of any emotivist or noncognitivist features, the essential connection between responsibility and the reactive attitudes remains fundamental to his account. Wallace (1994, 52) explains the importance of this connection—the foundations of moral responsibility in our emotions—in terms of the issue of “depth” (cp. Wolf 1990, 41). Without any reference to moral emotions and feelings of the kind Wallace has described, the force of moral judgments of blame and responsibility would be lost. True moral blame, he suggests, is a form of deep assessment that reflects or manifests an attitude toward the agent who has acted wrongly (Wallace 1994, 78). Any account that severs judgments of responsibility from the set of attitudes associated with them (i.e., the “distinctive syndrome” associated with moral assessment; see Wallace 1994, 24) would render blame “superficial” (78). For this reason, Wallace insists that judgments of responsibility must reach beyond a mere description of what the agent has done (e.g., violating our moral expectations) and account for the condition of the judge who assigns blame (81–83). It is the judge's stance that captures the attitudinal dimension that gives blame and our judgments concerned with moral responsibility their distinct force and depth. It is this feature of Wallace's position that explains why, on his account, our understanding of responsibility must begin with an adequate analysis of holding people responsible. However much Wallace's position diverges from Strawson's views in other respects, he remains faithful to this key feature.


  Although the adjustments and modifications that Wallace makes to the Strawsonian side of his position are significant, his most important contribution rests with his Kantian account of moral agency and moral capacity. As we have noted, when we considered Strawson's rationalist argument, it is here that Strawson's position is at its weakest and most vulnerable. Wallace defends a theory of “reflective self-control” that is, as he presents it, a form of “practical freedom” of a recognizably Kantian kind (Wallace 1994, 12–15). To explain the nature and character of his conception of moral agency, Wallace distinguishes “two competing pictures of what it is to be a morally responsible agent” (86). The picture Wallace rejects is one that interprets “the apparent truism that moral responsibility involves a kind of control over one's action” in terms of possessing a causal power over a range of alternatives. In this picture, moral agency requires genuine alternatives—something that “invites an incompatibilist understanding of responsibility, as requiring strong freedom of will” (86). Another view of control over actions, however, is concerned with the possession of “normative competence.” Normative competence should be understood in terms of (1) the power to grasp and apply moral reasons, and (2) the power to control or regulate behavior in light of such reasons (86, 157). Agents who have these powers are capable of “reflective self-control.” Although determinism may deprive us of genuine alternatives, it does not necessarily deprive us of the relevant powers of normative competence that Wallace has described. (Other influential compatibilist accounts of rational self-control are found in Dennett 1984; Wolf 1992; Fischer and Ravizza 1998.) On Wallace's (1994, 15) normative interpretation, the “conditions of responsibility are to be construed as conditions that make it fair to adopt the stance of holding people responsible.” In light of this, the relevant question to ask is: Would the truth of determinism make it unfair to hold someone responsible, where this is understood in terms of directing reactive attitudes at someone who has violated the relevant moral expectations? Clearly, where ordinary excuses in the narrow sense apply we must withdraw or inhibit our reactive attitudes, because the point or force of excuses is to establish that “the agent did not really violate the moral obligations we accept after all” (133, 147). In other words, where valid excuses hold, the agent has done nothing wrong and there is, in fact, no fault to be found in the quality of the agent's will (135). We may account for considerations of this kind, Wallace argues, without reference to alternative possibilities or the need for “strong freedom of will.” What, then, about exempting conditions? In Wallace's normative competence picture, it is fair to hold an agent responsible so long as she possesses the relevant powers of “reflective self-control.” In the case of children or the insane it would indeed be unfair to hold them responsible, given that they lack these capacities for reflective self-control. Again, however, the relevant distinctions can be drawn here, Wallace argues, without relying on the metaphysics of indeterminism and (genuine) alternative possibilities (181). On this basis, Wallace concludes, a compatibilist view can be constructed and defended from within the constraints of the “normative interpretation of the debate about responsibility.”


  Although Wallace's account of Kantian agency lends considerable support to a broadly Strawsonian strategy, it remains vulnerable to a serious objection —one that Wallace anticipates but does not convincingly defuse. In Wallace's account, it is fair to hold a person responsible for doing wrong even though they may have been unable to exercise their powers of reflective self-control differently in the actual circumstances. All that is relevant to the question of the agent's responsibility, Wallace maintains, is that the agent possesses the relevant general powers (i.e., qua disposition) and in fact exercised those powers in such a way that the relevant expectations were violated (Wallace 1994, 161–62). The difficulty remains, however, that the mere possession of such powers does not give the agent control over the way in which they are actually exercised (on this see Kane 2002e; see also Russell 2002, 244– 5 concerning related difficulties for Dennett 1984). Although Wallace worries over this problem (182–86, 196–214, 223), his position, in the end, reduces to his insistence that this further condition (i.e., that the agent can control how his powers are actually exercised) would simply “give the game away” to the incompatibilist (223). What the Pessimist/skeptic needs here, and will not find in Wallace's discussion, is a convincing account of why it is fair to hold a person responsible for conduct that flows from powers that are exercised in ways over which they have no control. Without a more substantial reply to this objection, the Strawsonian strategy that Wallace pursues will not persuade its critics.


  Holding and Being Responsible


  Wallace, as we have noted, makes clear that his effort to reconstruct the moral sentiments approach to responsibility, along the lines advanced earlier by Strawson, falls into two component parts: Strawsonian and Kantian. This division of labor looks essential to the viability of the entire project, because the theory of “holding responsible,” on one side, requires a theory of “responsible agency” on the other. This divide is, however, problematic from several points of view. It may be argued, for example, that insofar as Wallace's Kantian theory of agency is judged a success, it is no longer evident that we need a “normative interpretation of responsibility” that supposes that conditions of responsibility are to be construed as “conditions that make it fair to adopt the stance of holding people responsible” (Wallace 1994, 15; emphasis added). That is to say, if we can provide a full and complete account of being a responsible agent in terms of agents possessing powers of reflective self-control and being subject to relevant moral norms, why must we include any reference to the role of reactive attitudes or moral feelings in this context? Such elements may be judged as not only unnecessary, but also misplaced and misleading. Criticism along these general lines has been developed by Angela Smith in her recent article “On Being Responsible and Holding Responsible.”


  Smith ( 2007, 466, 472, 483) argues that Wallace's normative interpretation, and by implication all similar Strawsonian strategies, confuse two distinct sets of issues and conditions. Specifically, there is a distinction to be drawn between: (1) the conditions under which it is fair and appropriate to blame people, and (2) the conditions under which it is appropriate to judge them to be responsible and blameworthy (472). Smith's account of this matter turns on a related distinction between the agent being “at fault” or “culpable” and it being fair to blame the agent (see, e.g., 466n5). Culpability or blameworthiness implies the agent is at fault and subject to (valid) criticism. It does not follow, however, from the fact that a person is at fault or culpable that “active blaming” is appropriate (473). Active blaming, as Smith understands it, “in some way goes beyond beliefs about a person's responsibility and culpability” (470). Smith grants that her terminology in this respect is potentially misleading if it is taken to imply that the “‘active blamer’ must actually do something to express her blame towards the person she blames” (477; emphasis in original). This is not necessary, because active blame may involve simply feeling resentment, indignation, or anger toward the agent, without expressing these emotions in any way. Nonetheless, although blaming presupposes culpability, culpability or fault does not, by itself, entail that blaming is appropriate (473n10; see the related discussion in Kutz 2000, ch. 2). This gap between conditions of culpability and appropriate blaming, Smith argues, shows that conditions of being responsible cannot be reduced to conditions of appropriate active blaming.


  How, then, do we assess when it is appropriate to actively blame an agent for some fault or wrongdoing? The relevant variables here, according to Smith, include considerations such as (i) our own standing as possible or potential moral judges, (ii) the significance of the fault to which we are responding, and (iii) the nature of the agent's own response to the fault or conduct in question (Smith 2007, 478). In respect of all these issues, Smith claims, issues of culpability and appropriate blame come apart and may diverge. For example, I may regard myself as not standing in a relevantly close or intimate relationship with an agent to be in a position to actively blame him for a fault (e.g., treating his spouse in an inconsiderate manner), even though I may well judge the agent is at fault and culpable. Likewise, I may regard the fault or culpable conduct as too insignificant or unimportant to merit resentment or indignation without compromising the initial judgment that the agent is responsible for some wrongdoing. Finally, in some cases the agent's own response to her faults (e.g., her obvious remorse and guilt) may encourage the view that any active blame is uncalled for and inappropriate. Again, this conclusion may be reached without compromising our independent and distinct judgment regarding her responsibility or culpability for her actions. With respect to variables and considerations of these kinds, because they concern the conditions of when it is appropriate to actively blame a person, there “may be no single, definitive answer to this question, because the ‘us’ in question [i.e., qua moral judges] is made up of individuals who stand in a variety of different relations to the agent in question, and who therefore have different degrees of interest and concern for her attitudes and conduct” (471). The question of when an agent is culpable or actually at fault, by contrast, does not allow for this sort of variation and fragmentation in our answer. Smith takes for granted that, with respect to the question of whether the moral agent is or is not responsible, we must secure some unequivocal answer that is not available to us when we are considering the stance of the moral judge who must decide if active blame is called for or appropriate.


  Wallace ( 1994) certainly provides some resources for a reply to Smith's line of criticism. The first point to be mentioned is that, on Wallace's account, “active blaming” not only need not involve doing something to express blame, it may not even require feeling or engaging our emotions at all. As already noted, it is part of Wallace's “disjunctive formulation” of holding someone to reactive emotions to allow this to include simply believing that it would be appropriate to feel these emotions (23). Obviously, this qualification significantly closes the gap between what Smith describes as judgments about responsibility and actively blaming a person. At the same time, however, the connection between conditions of responsibility and holding a person to reactive attitudes must remain, for Wallace, because without this, judgments about responsibility or blameworthiness would be “rendered superficial” or “shallow.” The aspect of “depth,” which is essential to understanding what it is to be responsible, can be fully and completely appreciated only if we retain (some) reference to the attitudinal features found in the stance of the judge (51, 77–83). The force of Wallace's normative interpretation, insofar as it insists on retaining this connection between being and holding responsible, is that any analysis that severs this connection, as Smith would have us do, leaves our understanding of what it is to be responsible incomplete and one-sided—lacking the needed and necessary psychological linkage between agent and judge.


  Several features of the position that Smith takes on this issue are problematic. If we accept that conditions of being responsible and active blaming are to be distinguished in the manner Smith suggests then the following scenario would be entirely conceivable. We could find ourselves in a world where there are beings who are judged to be culpable, responsible agents but also no people who can be appropriately (actively) blamed. This would be a world in which blame had no place, even though it is populated by agents who are routinely judged to be responsible for their acts. It is not obvious that a world entirely drained of blame in this manner is one in which we could make adequate sense of responsible agency, or that we would be entitled to conclude that responsible agency was truly preserved. That is to say, in a world of this kind it is not obvious that the agents in question are really regarded as fully responsible for their actions. In Wallace's language, we may say a blameless world of this sort would be one in which judgments of responsibility lacked any “depth” or “force.” Any account of responsibility given in these terms is, to this extent, itself incomplete and insubstantial. By severing our assessments of culpability and fault from their (natural) connections and associations with conditions of (active) blame we erode the very fabric of moral life, and strip away the evaluative significance and motivational traction of moral judgment.


  In responding to Smith's criticisms of Wallace, I have suggested that Wallace's discussion provides us with some relevant materials for dealing with Smith's general objection. There is, however, another way of approaching the question of the relationship between being and holding responsible that indicates that Wallace's (related) split between Strawsonian and Kantian components runs into difficulties and problems that are similar to those that Smith's views encounter. Specifically, Wallace's hybrid model, lends itself to the theoretical possibility of a moral world where a gap (i.e., an asymmetry) opens up between those who are responsible agents and those who can hold agents responsible. Consider Wallace's example of Mr. Spock (of Star Trek fame) who, as Wallace describes him, is not susceptible of human emotion and is, consequently, incapable of reactive attitudes and or of holding people responsible (Wallace 1994, 78n41). There is no reason, in principle, given Wallace's split between the Strawsonian and Kantian components of his analysis of responsibility, why an agent such as Mr. Spock may not be capable of “reflective self-control” (i.e., he is plainly “normatively competent” by Wallace's standards). At the same time, Mr. Spock is also, evidently, constitutionally incapable of holding himself or others responsible, because he lacks all capacity for reactive attitudes. For Wallace, there is no necessary or required connection between responsible agency and a capacity to feel or entertain reactive attitudes (i.e., between being a moral agent and being able hold oneself and others responsible). A world populated entirely by Mr. Spocks, such as the planet Vulcan (where Spock comes from), would be a world similar in kind to the world we have already envisioned when we considered Smith's views on the distinction between being responsible and active blame. A Vulcan world would be one in which, in Wallace's analysis, responsible agency (i.e., normative competence) would exist in circumstances where the responsible agents (i.e., the Vulcans) lack any capacity to hold agents responsible. Because there is, according to Wallace's analysis, no necessary connection between a capacity to hold agents responsible (i.e., by means of reactive attitudes) and responsible agency itself, this is, on his account, at least a coherent and conceivable possibility. What is significant about the Vulcan world, as described, is that it is indeed an imaginary world taken from science fiction, quite unlike any real, recognizable human world with moral life as we know it.2

  In a Vulcan world, as I have described it, responsible agency operates effectively and unimpaired in the complete absence of any capacity for reactive attitudes or moral sentiments. It is, however, highly questionable if our moral capacities, as we actually find them, would be undamaged or fully effective without a capacity to (actively) hold ourselves and others responsible. In the complete absence of any capacity to see ourselves and others as objects of reactive attitudes our capacity for recognizing and responding to moral considerations would surely be impaired. One good reason for supposing this to be true is that our relevant moral emotions give salience and significance to moral considerations and reasons. In the complete absence of any such emotional capacity, judgments of responsibility and their connection with moral considerations would lack the force and weight that we attach to them (via this mechanism). Agents such as Mr. Spock, and other Vulcans, would have a shallow and thin appreciation of moral reasons. Nor would they be motivated to recognize and respond to these reasons in the same way as (normal) human beings. If these general observations are correct, then it follows that for an agent to be responsible she must have a general capacity to hold herself and others responsible. There is, therefore, an intimate relationship between being and holding responsible as this concerns moral capacity. Considered from this point of view, we have reason to be skeptical about the suggestion that there could be a world in which there are agents who are responsible but who are, nevertheless, incapable of holding themselves and others responsible (Russell 2004).


  History, Skepticism, and Pessimism: Hard Incompatibilism and Critical Compatibillism


  Gary Watson, in his influential reflections on Strawson's “Freedom and Resentment” (Watson 1987b), identifies the lack of a plausible theory of exempting conditions as a general failing in Strawson's contribution. We have already considered some features of this criticism and possible lines of reply, such as Wallace's sketch of our powers of reflective self-control or normative competence. There is, however, a more specific vein of criticism that Watson pursues that cuts deep to the heart of issues that divide compatibilists and incompatibilists. The central concern here is what Watson describes as “the historical dimension of the concept of responsibility” (281). In order to explain the nature of this problem, Watson describes in some detail the case of Robert Harris, who committed brutal murders in California in 1978. Watson presents a detailed description of the events of the murders themselves, with a view to generating a strong reactive (retributive) response in his readers.


  What was particularly disturbing about this case was the evidence of sadism and the complete lack of remorse. At the same time, there was no evidence of insanity or incapacity of any relevant kind (i.e., as described). Watson then switches the reader's attention to the historical background, detailing the horrors and extreme brutality of Harris's own childhood and adolescence. We are then invited to see Harris as victim, rather than a victimizer (275). The result of this switch in our attention and focus is not, Watson suggests, that it directly exempts Harris, but that it generates “ambivalence” in our response to him—emotional conflict is the product of these reflections (275). Watson goes on to suggest that cases such as this lead us to the general conclusion that, in the final analysis, we are not responsible for ourselves, because we are not the ultimate originators of our deeds (281–82). The upshot of these observations is that historical reflections of this kind make clear that “our ordinary practices are not as unproblematic as Strawson supposes” (283; also Nagel 1980; G. Strawson 1986, ch. 5; 1994; but contrast McKenna 1998a; Nichols 2007a).


  Although Watson's own discussion stops short of endorsing a skeptical position, the general trajectory of his argument leads firmly in this direction. These sort of skeptical concerns about history suggest that it may not suffice to provide the Strawsonian strategy with an account of “reflective selfcontrol” (i.e., along the lines of Wallace's approach). The incompatibilist or skeptical challenge may be pressed harder here by means of examples of implantation and manipulation. Counterexamples of this sort have been put forward, in one form or another, many times (see, e.g., Taylor 1963, 45– 46; Dennett 1984; Pereboom 2007a; and Pereboom's essay in this volume). Regarding the general strategies we are concerned with, the basic concern is that for any preferred compatibilist conception of moral capacity (e.g., some mode of reflective self-control) it is theoretically possible that an external manipulator could implant the preferred structure in the agent and covertly control his conduct by this means (for a detailed discussion of this sort of case, see Kane 1996, 64–69). The difficulty for any compatibilist account— including the Strawsonian strategy we are considering—is that they have no principled reason to conclude that these manipulated individuals are not responsible agents. Counterexamples of this kind, drawing on “historical” considerations, lead us back down a slippery slope into skepticism. This is not the context in which to try and address these specific difficulties and objections to the wider compatibilist project. However, suffice it to say, for now, that objections of this kind require compatibilists to look either for further historical conditions on responsibility (e.g., excluding agents with “abnormal” or “deviant” histories) or to provide some nonhistorical basis, consistent with compatibilist commitments, that can account for why manipulation and implantation (appear to) pose a threat to responsible agency. (For various strategies see, e.g., Fischer and Ravizza 1998, ch. 8; McKenna 2004; Russell 2010)


  Let us grant, for the moment, that the skeptical challenge cannot be effectively repelled by the arguments and strategy advanced by Strawson and his followers, we are still left (qua skeptic) with a significant set of problems on Strawson's analysis. In recent years there have been several important efforts to deal with some of these issues relating to the question of whether skepticism about responsibility is, for human beings, livable and/or bearable (i.e., worth living). The general issue that we have to deal with here is how skepticism about moral responsibility relates to Strawson's account of the “objective attitude” and the question of “pessimism.” It is Strawson's view, as we have noted, that skepticism about moral responsibility should be interpreted as the view that our reactive attitudes are never justified or appropriate and must be altogether abandoned or suspended. (Strawson, of course, does not accept that skepticism about contracausal freedom or libertarian metaphysics itself justifies skepticism about moral responsibility.) It is also Strawson's view that a skepticism about responsibility, so interpreted, is psychologically impossible and, if possible, would be unbearably bleak and inhuman. The first of this pair of claims is part of his (strong) naturalism and the second is a feature of what he takes to be the linkage between skepticism and pessimism on this issue. We have already noted that even those who endorse Strawson's strategy of understanding responsibility in terms of our reactive attitudes need not accept his strong naturalist claim that it is psychologically impossible for us to live without the reactive attitudes. Wallace, for example, argues that our commitment to moral reactive attitudes and the associated system of moral expectations may be a cultural feature—one that other human cultures may not share with us (Wallace 1994, 3–2, 38–40, 64–65). To this extent, Strawson's strong naturalism does not seem essential to the wider position that he advances.


  What about his views concerning the relationship between skepticism and pessimism in this sphere? It is certainly true, generally speaking, that skepticism about moral responsibility is widely associated with a pessimistic view of the human predicament (i.e., to the extent that responsibility is denied). Among Strawson's followers, however, there is some disagreement about the relationship between skepticism and pessimism. Some share Strawson's view that a life without any reactive attitudes would indeed be hopelessly bleak and humanly “impoverished” (see, e.g., Wolf 1981; Bennett 2008; and compare Smilansky 2001). Others, including Wallace, take a different view. Wallace, as we have noted, emphasizes the point that other forms of moral emotion may exist in the absence of reactive attitudes and it is a mistake (pace Strawson, Bennett et al.) to expand the class of reactive attitudes to include a wider range of emotions (e.g., reciprocal love) that are unconnected with expectations (Wallace 1994, 27; but see also P. F. Strawson 1962, 79). From this perspective there is no obvious or necessary linkage between a life entirely devoid of reactive attitudes, properly delineated, and Strawson's bleak description of living exclusively from the “objective stance,” with the “human isolation” that this would imply (81).


  Whereas Wallace is persuaded by Strawson's broad anti-skeptical strategy, others who are not have more directly challenged his effort to present skepticism about moral responsibility as implying a deeply bleak view about our predicament in such a world. Among those who have challenged the simple connection between skepticism about responsibility and pessimism, Derk Pereboom (1995, 2001, 2007a) has been especially influential (see also Honderich 2002a, ch. 10; Sommers 2007). In several different contributions Pereboom has argued that skeptical worries about the ultimate source of conduct and character cannot be convincingly addressed by either compatibilist or libertarian theories of freedom and, for this reason, moral responsibility (i.e., understood in terms of “basic desert”) cannot be rescued from the various skeptical arguments that discredit it (Pereboom 2007a, 86, 119, 123). Although much of Pereboom's attention is devoted to these skeptical arguments, in support of his “hard incompatibilist” position, it is his efforts to vindicate some form of (qualified) optimism consistent with his skepticism that is relevant to our present concerns. Whereas on the orthodox view that Strawson describes, skepticism about moral responsibility implies that a wide range of concerns and values attached to responsibility would be eroded, if not erased, Pereboom argues that this slide into pessimism is (grossly) exaggerated and largely unfounded.


  Pereboom ( 2007a, 116–18) discusses a wide range of features of human life that may be thought to be threatened by skepticism about moral responsibility, including our sense of self-worth and our having meaning and purpose in life. It is, however, Pereboom's effort to find room for personal relations and a robust emotional life, consistent with his “hard incompatibilism,” where he most clearly diverges from Strawson. Pereboom grants that “the objective attitude,” as Strawson describes it, would be bleak and depressing. He denies, nevertheless, that our emotional lives would be impoverished in the way that Strawson suggests if we embrace skepticism or hard incompatibilism. He argues, in the first place, that only some forms of reactive attitude would be threatened by skepticism about moral responsibility. There are, he says, reactive attitudes that either would “survive” or have “analogues” that would be “sufficient to sustain good [personal] relationships” (Pereboom 1995, 269; 2007, 119). Moreover, many of those that do not survive or have no “analogues,” we would be better off without (e.g., certain kinds of anger and resentment). With this general position in view, Pereboom runs through a variety of personal emotions, such as forgiveness, gratitude, mature love, regret, and forms of “moral sadness,” that would persist or even thrive in the face of skepticism about moral responsibility in the sense of “basic desert” (Pereboom 1995, 269–71; 2001, 199–207; 2007a, 118–22). (See Pereboom's essay in this volume for further discussion of all of these topics.) Granted these alternative modes of reactive attitudes and personal emotions can survive and persist in the manner that Pereboom suggests, then skepticism about moral responsibility can be presented as being a potential source of genuine optimism—not a dreaded “difficult truth” that we must face up to (see also Watson 1987a, 284–86; Sommers 2007).


  The various responses to Strawson that we have reviewed have challenged the way in which he suggests that skepticism about responsibility implies pessimism of some significant kind (e.g., despair, anxiety) about the human predicament. This is certainly a view that Pereboom, Honderich, and Sommers, among others, have questioned. By way of conclusion, however, I would like to raise some questions and doubts in the opposite direction. Let us assume that some version of Strawson's and Wallace's project of vindicating moral responsibility in terms of holding agents responsible on the basis of reactive attitudes can be defended (subject to further refinements and elaboration). Where does this leave us with respect to the optimism/pessimism duality that Strawson has drawn our attention to? A seemingly natural corollary of the suggestion that skepticism implies pessimism is that anti-skepticism (i.e., leaving responsibility in its place) must vindicate optimism—the view that with respect to the issue of moral responsibility we have no basis for finding the human predicament “difficult” or “depressing.” Strawson's language—like the language of most compatibilism in general—encourages this “sunny” view (for an especially optimistic version of compatibilism as triumphing over the “gloom-leaders” of pessimism, see Dennett 1984, 7). It is worth mentioning, therefore, that there is another view that may be taken on this issue, one that regards the general vindication of moral responsibility along Strawsonian lines as a basis for a (moderate) pessimism about the human predicament.


  The view I am describing has itself two core components. The first is a compatibilist theory of moral responsibility that builds on the work of Strawson, Wallace, and others (i.e., subject to further refinements). Among the relevant points of disagreement that will arise on this side of things, is whether or not we need a “revisionary” account—which will, in turn, depend on what we take our “ordinary intuitions” to be on this subject (see, e.g., Vargas 2007 and Vargas's essay in this volume). On the other side, where this view clearly diverges from most orthodox forms of compatibilism, it is argued that incompatibilist worries and concerns about ultimacy and sourcehood are well-founded and cannot simply be dismissed as illusory, confused, or groundless (as is argued, for example, by Dennett 1984, ch. 1; for criticism of this, see Russell 2002a). At the same time, this view— let us call it “critical compatibilism”—does not accept the incompatibilist or skeptical view that these pessimistic concerns about the impossibility of ultimacy for human agents licenses skepticism about moral responsibility itself. On the contrary, the key contention of critical compatibilism, so described, is that pessimistic reflections about the impossibility of ultimate agency and sourcehood are rooted in the thought that it is because we are morally responsible agents that these reflections on the limitations of agency (rooted in human finitude) present themselves as especially “difficult” or “hard truths” to deal with and accept. With respect to the source of these pessimistic features of critical compatibilism, two concerns are particularly significant. They are that responsible agency persists and endures in face of both fatalism and moral luck (Russell 2000, 2002, 2008). The mistake of the incompatibilist and skeptic, from the perspective of critical compatibilism, is that it takes these features to discredit and undermine responsible agency, whereas it is the persistence of responsible agency in face of these conditions that is the real and appropriate basis for pessimistic concern. Likewise, it is the mistake of complacent (optimistic) compatibilism, to try and conceal or minimize these difficult and problematic truths about the human predicament from us.


  Interpreted this way, critical compatibilism, in its key claims, takes a position that is the opposite of Pereboom's “hard incompatibilism.”3 The hard incompatibilist is a skeptic about moral responsibility but denies that this has the bleak and depressing implications that Strawson and others have attributed to it. The critical compatibilist, by contrast, rejects skepticism about moral responsibility but insists, contrary to the complacent compatibilist, that genuine and legitimate sources of pessimistic concern survive in these circumstances and conditions. For the critical compatibilist, reflection on our human predicament with respect to agency and moral responsibility is not a comforting source or basis for complacent optimism. Defeating the skeptical threat with respect to moral responsibility still leaves us having to deal with the deeper issues relating to human finitude and our associated limitations in this sphere (Russell 2002a, 2008, n.d.).


  Concluding Remarks


  In this essay, my primary concern has been to explore and describe the significance of P. F. Strawson's attempt to rebut the skeptical challenge to moral responsibility. Strawson's strategy, as we have noted, tries to chart a middle course between what he takes to be “the panicky metaphysics of libertarianism,” on one side, and myopic, utilitarian-oriented compatibilism on the other. The strategy that Strawson pursues is, in important respects, a return to the traditional insights of the moral sense school—most notably, the views of David Hume and Adam Smith. (On the Hume-Strawson relationship, see Russell 1995, ch. 5.) At the same time, Strawson's method of turning away from narrow issues of conceptual analysis relating to the “logic” of freedom, constitutes a genuine and radical break with the standard literature and debate that dominated much of the twentieth-century discussion. Whether one is persuaded by Strawson's general strategy in “Freedom and Resentment” or not, it is fair to say that all those who currently work in this area must find a way through or around the arguments and issues that he has presented us with. The framework of the debate now includes the skeptical/naturalist and optimist/pessimist dualisms that Strawson introduced as key elements of his analysis. All parties in this debate must now locate their own positions with reference to this framework and take a clear stand on the basic points and issues that Strawson's contribution has brought to the fore.


  Notes:


  (1.) Wallace argues that not all reactive attitudes are moral reactive attitudes. It is only those reactive attitudes that involve moral expectations (obligations) backed by moral reasons that constitute the distinct class of moral reactive attitudes. There may, for example, be expectations based on etiquette that are also associated with reactive attitudes but lack any specific moral content. Wallace also argues that there are moral emotions other than moral reactive attitudes, such us shame, gratitude and admiration.


  Emotions of this kind cannot, he claims, be linked with (moral) expectations and reactive attitudes (Wallace 1994, 35–38).


  (2.) On Smith's analysis some symmetry between being and holding responsible is preserved, in these circumstances, so long as we assume that Vulcan agents can judge when moral criticism is appropriate or called for (i.e., as distinct from any form of “active blaming”). For Wallace, in contrast, we can continue to view the Vulcan agents as genuinely responsible only if there are some (human) agents who are in a position to hold them responsible. In the absence of any (human) agents with reactive attitudes there would be no moral judges and, hence, no (deep) moral responsibility. Clearly, the difficulties that Smith and Wallace run into here are related but different.


  (3.) Both hard incompatibilism and critical compatibilism may be described as nonstandard views, in that they reject the simple skepticism-pessimism (or anti-skepticism-optimism) linkage, as is generally assumed in the relevant literature (e.g., P. F. Strawson 1962). One of the more interesting features of Pereboom's contributions is that he challenges this orthodoxy.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article argues, in defense of compatibilism, that objections to compatibilist accounts of free agency are based on a flawed understanding of the relationship of such notions as possibility and causation to freedom and agency. It undertakes an analysis of the relevant notions of possibility and causation to show this. The article develops a compatibilist view, with special attention to technical issues about the nature of causation and possibility. In the process, it discusses recent technical views about the nature of causality, particularly that of Judea Pearl. It also develops some interesting analogies concerning the functioning of computers to argue that the flexibility, reflexivity, and creativity that free will requires are consistent with the hypothesis that human behavior, like that of intelligent machines, is determined.
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  Incompatibilism, the view that free will and determinism are incompatible, subsists on two widely accepted, but deeply confused, theses concerning possibility and causation: (1) in a deterministic universe, one can never truthfully utter the sentence “I could have done otherwise,” and (2) in such universes, one can never really receive credit or blame for having caused an event, because in fact all events have been predetermined by conditions during the universe's birth.1 Throughout the free-will literature one finds variations on these two themes, often intermixed in various ways. When Robert Nozick (1981, 313)2 describes our longing for “originative value” he apparently has thesis (2) in mind, and thesis (1) may underlie his assertion that “we want it to be true that in that very same situation we could have done (significantly) otherwise.” John Austin (1961), in a famous footnote, flirts with thesis (1):


  Consider the case where I miss a very short putt and kick myself because I could have holed it. It is not that I should have holed it if I had tried: I did try, and missed. It is not that I should have holed it if conditions had been different: that might of course be so, but I am talking about conditions as they precisely were, and asserting that I could have holed it. There is the rub. Nor does ‘I can hole it this time’ mean that I shall hole it this time if I try or if anything else; for I may try and miss, and yet not be convinced that I could not have done it; indeed, further experiments may confirm my belief that I could have done it that time, although I did not (166).


  (In later sections we discuss at length the ways in which this particular quote can lead readers astray.) Meanwhile, Robert Kane, in The Significance of Free Will, eloquently proclaims the importance of our presumed ability truly to cause events, the ability that thesis (2) addresses:


  Why do we want free will? We want it because we want ultimate responsibility. And why do we want that? For

  the reason that children and adults take delight in their accomplishment from the earliest moments of their awakening as persons, whether these accomplishments are making a fist or walking upright or composing a symphony (Kane 1996, 100).3


  Elsewhere in the free-will debate one often finds authors advancing definitions that confirm the relevance of possibilities and causes. For instance, Kane (1996, 4) describes free will itself as “the power of agents to be the ultimate creators … and sustainers of their own ends and purposes.” The key words here are “power” and “creator.” Intuition suggests that the term “power” is intertwined with “possibility” roughly as follows: Agent A has the power to do X if and only if it is possible that A does (will do) X. And certainly to be a “creator” one must be the cause of changes in the world; one must “make a difference” in how the world runs.


  Carl Ginet ( 1990, 90), in a similar vein, proposes: “Two or more alternatives are open to me at a given moment if which of them I do next is entirely up to my choice at that moment: Nothing that exists up to that moment stands in the way of my doing next any one of the alternatives.”4 In short, the acceptance of theses (1) and (2) lies at the heart of incompatibilism. To avoid the sort of impasse that incompatibilists have apparently reached, we propose to reexamine the foundations of possibilities and causes, to understand why theses (1) and (2) look so compelling. We will tackle first possible worlds, then counterfactuals, and then causation, building each concept on its predecessors. We will then compare this account with the recent important work of Judea Pearl on causality, before turning to the implications of our approach for the two incompatibilist theses. We will discover that the desires incompatibilists describe, to have powers and to effect changes, can be satisfied without any recondite appeals to quantum indeterminacy. The suspicions to the contrary lose their force once we begin to untangle, with the aid of a little formalism, the complexities of the underlying concepts.


  Possible Worlds


  Although a complete account of possible worlds would require many extra pages, the following paragraphs outline an approach, compatible with modern scientific methods, that avoids various modal pitfalls identified by Quine (e.g., talk of “propositions,” “analyticity,” and “essences”).5 Ideally, science strives for a description of the universe that is as thorough and comprehensive as possible, composed in an orderly mathematical idiom. A simple example of such ideal state-descriptions are the “Democritean” universes introduced by Quine (1969, 147–55). A Democritean universe is completely specified using a function f, which assigns to each quadruple (x,y,z,t) a value of either 0 or 1. If f(x,y,z,t) = 1, then at time t matter occupies location (x,y,z); otherwise point (x,y,z) is devoid of matter at t. Needless to say, modern physics has long since supplanted the tidy Democritean conception of reality, but even today the basic project of describing the world with (monstrously complex) functions remains intact. So despite its scientific shortcomings, the following definition provides a useful starting point as we struggle to discipline unruly pretheoretical intuitions:


  A possible world is simply any function of the form described above (in mathematical notation, any function of the form f: ℝ4 → {0,1}).6


  The set of all possible worlds we will denote by Ω; a particularly noteworthy subset of Ω is Ф, which contains just the physically or nomologically possible worlds, in which no physical laws are violated.7

  Given a possible world f, we of course have many ways to describe and make assertions about it. Often it will be natural to postulate “entities” within f: connected hypersolids in ℝ4 that yield coherent life-histories for objects such as stars, planets, living creatures, and everyday paraphernalia. One will also want to set up a system of informal predicates that apply to these entities, such as “has a length of 1 meter,” “is red,” “is human.”8 We may then form sentences like


  ∃x (x is human)


  and determine whether they apply in various different possible worlds (while recognizing that often enough one will encounter borderline worlds where incontestible verdicts prove elusive).


  Worthy of special note are “identification predicates” of the form “is Socrates.” “Is Socrates,” we shall suppose, applies to any entity in any possible world that shares so many features with the well-known denizen of the actual world that we are willing to consider it “the same person.” In the actual world, of course, “is Socrates” applies to exactly one entity; in others, there may reside no such being, or one, or conceivably several to whom the predicate applies equally well. Like other informal predicates, identification predicates suffer from vagueness and subjectivity, but they do not cause unusual problems.


  With this machinery in place we can now explicate such sentences as: Necessarily, Socrates is mortal.(1)


  We would propose the translation:

  In every (physically?) possible world f, the sentence “∀x (x is Socrates ⇒ x is mortal)” obtains.(2)


  Here “is Socrates” and “is mortal” are informal predicates of the sort just introduced. Paraphrase (2) strikes us as both plausible and free of the logical confusions Quine decries. Of course, deciding whether (2) is true does present considerable challenges, stemming largely from the unavoidable blurriness of the predicates. Moreover, we are not specifying the set of possible worlds over which one should allow f to range; perhaps some readers will advocate set Ω (all worlds), others Ф (the physically possible worlds), and yet others a still more restricted set X. Logic alone cannot resolve this issue, but logical language does help us to pinpoint such questions and recognize the sorts of vagueness we face. However we choose, we can employ the notation


  x φ


  to indicate that sentence φ obtains for every world in set X.


  


  As the dual of necessity, possibility yields to a similar analysis. HencePossibly, Socrates might have had red hair.(3)


  means There exists (within some set X) a possible world f in which the sentence “∃x (x is Socrates ∧ x has red hair)” obtains.(4)


  Analogous to the notation “X φ” we introduce ⋄X φ,


  


  meaning that φ holds for some world within X. The familiar sentence: Austin could have holed the putt(5)


  


  now becomes


  


  ⋄X ∃x (x is Austin ∧ x holes the putt).(6)


  Notice that in this case we need to restrict X to a narrow range of worlds, all similar to actuality, if we are to do justice to Austin's meaning. For suppose that Austin is an utterly incompetent golfer, and that impartial observers are inclined to deny (5). If we let X range too widely, we may include worlds in which Austin, thanks to years of expensive lessons, winds up a championship player who holes the putt easily, thus validating (6) but distorting the presumed sense of (5). At the same time, as we shall see, there is no good reason to make X so small that only worlds identical to reality in the moments before the putt are included.


  Counterfactuals


  


  Using possible worlds, one can also profitably interpret sentences of the form If you had tripped Arthur, he would have fallen,(7)


  as David Lewis ( 1973a) has shown.9 Roughly, (7) obtains if and only if in every world approximately similar to our own where the antecedent holds, so does the consequent. In other words:


  X φ ⇒ ψ,(8)


  


  where φ stands for “you tripped Arthur,” ψ stands for “Arthur fell,” and X is a set of worlds similar to our own. As an alternative notation, let us also write:


  φ →X ψ.(9)

  Choosing an optimal value for X in (8) and (9) is not always easy, but we suggest the following loose Guidelines:


  In sentences like (8) and (9), X ought to:


  


  • contain worlds in which φ holds, ~φ holds, ψ holds, and ~ψ holds


  


  • contain the worlds that are otherwise very similar to the actual world (insofar as the preceding clause permits).(G)


  So when analyzing (7), choose X to contain worlds in which you trip Arthur, worlds where you refrain from tripping him, worlds where he falls, and worlds where he remains upright. In the case of (10):


  If the sun had not risen this morning, I would have overslept, (10)


  


  X will look quite different, because it includes strange worlds in which the sun fails to rise.


  In Counterfactuals, Lewis cleverly devises a single connective → appropriate for all φ and P, but in this essay we settle for a family of connectives of type →X. Doing so, we believe, forestalls various technical complications and accords equally well with intuition. Notice that for Lewis transitivity fails, and, worse, so does the equivalence


  φ → y ≡ ~y → ~φ.


  


  With each operator →X , on the other hand, transitivity and contraposition succeed, provided we hold X fixed.10


  Notice also that the Guidelines mitigate the difficulties raised by Kit Fine (1975) in his famous review of Lewis. Fine considered the sentence: “Had Nixon pressed the button, a nuclear war would have started.” He observed that a world in which an electrical malfunction prevented the button from unleashing the warheads was intuitively much closer to actuality than one containing a nuclear holocaust—such glitches happen frequently, whereas nuclear wars are both rare and exceedingly disruptive. Someone who evaluates Fine's sentence using Lewis's generalized notion of similarity appears forced to deny the truth of the sentence, but our guidelines, by requiring the inclusion of worlds in which nuclear wars occur (in which ψ occurs), permit us to disregard the magnitude of the difference a nuclear war makes, while at the same time discouraging the introduction of convenient dei ex machina such as broken wires. Admittedly, our notions of similarity are vague, but we contend that this vagueness is an inherent feature of counterfactual thinking, and as we shall see, even the most rigorous treatments apparently rely on it.11


  Causation


  Fundamental as it appears, the language of causation has stirred up interminable debate and has (perhaps for that reason) been avoided by scientists. Many philosophers apparently hope some day to unearth the one “true” account of causation, but given the informal, vague, and often selfcontradictory nature of the term, we think a more realistic goal is simply to develop a formal analogue (or analogues) that helps us think more clearly about the world. Our preexisting hunches about causation will provide some guidance, but we should mistrust any informal arguments that masquerade as “proofs” validating or debunking particular causal doctrines (see, e.g., Tooley 1987).


  When we make an assertion like


  


  Betty's tripping Arthur caused him to fall,(16)


  a number of factors appear to be at work supporting the claim. In an approximate order of importance, we list the following:

  • Causal necessity. At least since Hume, philosophers have

  suspected that counterfactuals play some role in our causal

  thinking, and this factor and the next fall within the same tradition.

  Our assent to sentence (16) depends on our conviction that in any

  world roughly similar to our own in which Arthur falls, Betty must

  have tripped him up. Using the notation of the previous section,

  we have y →X φ, where φ stands for “Betty tripped Arthur,” ψ

  represents “Arthur fell,” and X is a set of worlds similar to our own

  containing instances in which (i) Betty trips Arthur, (ii) Betty does

  not trip him, (iii) Arthur falls, or (iv) he does not fall. As observed

  above, the sentence ~φ →X ~y has the same logical force; in

  other words, had Betty not tripped Arthur, he would not have fallen.

  • Causal sufficiency. It may well be that whenever we affirm (16),

  we do so partly because we believe that (using the same notation

  as before) φ →X y. In other words, we believe that Arthur's fall

  was an inevitable outcome of Betty's tripping: In any world where

  Betty places the obstruction in his path, Arthur goes toppling.

  (Or equivalently, if Arthur had not fallen, then Betty must in that

  case have refrained.) This second condition is logically entirely distinct from the first, and yet the two seem to get badly muddled in everyday thinking. Indeed, as we shall see, incompatibilist confusion often originates precisely here. Below we will discuss at greater length the relations between these two crucial conditions.

  • Truth of φ and y in the actual world. Although a relatively trivial requirement, it should be mentioned, if only for completeness.

  • Independence. We expect the two sentences φ and y to be logically independent: there must exist worlds, however remote from reality, in which φ obtains but not ψ, and vice versa. Hence “Mary's singing and dancing caused her to dance and sing” has a decidedly odd ring. This condition also helps rule out “1+1=2 causes 2+2=4.”

  • Temporal priority. A reliable way to distinguish causes from effects is to note that causes occur earlier.12

  • Miscellaneous further criteria. Although less critical than the preceding points, a number of other conditions may increase our confidence when we make causal judgements. For instance, in textbook examples of causation, φ often describes the actions of an agent, and ψ represents a change in the state of a passive object (as in “Mary causes the house to burn down”). Further, we often expect the two participants to come into physical contact during their transaction.13


  In order to understand these conditions better, and in particular the distinction between necessity and sufficiency, let us try them out on a few test cases (some of which derive from Lewis [2000]). First consider the sharpshooter aiming at a distant victim. Scrutiny of the sharpshooter's past record shows that the probability of a successful hit in this case is 0.1; if it makes any difference, we might imagine that irreducibly random quantum events in the sharpshooter's brain help determine the outcome. Let us suppose that in the current case the bullet actually hits and kills the victim. We unhesitatingly agree then that the sharpshooter's actions caused the victim's death, despite their causal insufficiency. Accordingly, it appears that in cases like these, people rank necessity above sufficiency when making judgments about causes.


  Still, sufficiency does retain some relevance. Suppose that the king and the mayor both have an interest in the fate of some young dissident; as it happens, both issue orders to exile him, so exiled he is. This is a classic case of “overdetermination.” Let φ1 stand for “the king issues an exile order,” φ2 stand for “the mayor issues an exile order,” and P, “the dissident goes into exile.” In the current scenario, neither φ1 nor φ2 alone is necessary for P: For instance, had the king failed to issue an order, the dissident would still have been exiled thanks to the mayor, and vice versa. In fact φ1 Ú φ2 satisfies the necessity requirement, but we are (perhaps unreasonably) reluctant to posit a disjunction as a cause.14 Instead, sufficiency comes to the rescue and permits a choice between the two. After all, φ2 fails this test: It is easy to imagine a universe where the mayor issues his decree, yet the dissident gets off (just change the king's order into a pardon). The king's order, on the other hand, is truly effective: Whatever small changes we make to the universe (including changes in the mayor's orders), the dissident's exile follows from the king's command. Accordingly, we may dub φ1 the “real cause” (if we feel the need to satisfy that yearning).15


  Finally, consider the tale of Billy and Susie. Both children are throwing rocks at a glass bottle, and as it happens Susie's rock, traveling slightly faster, reaches the bottle first and shatters it. Billy's rock arrives a moment later at exactly the spot where the bottle used to stand, but of course encounters nothing but flying shards. When choosing between φ1 (“Susie throws rock S”) and φ2 (“Billy throws rock B”), we vote for φ1 as the cause of ψ (“The bottle shatters”), despite the fact that neither sentence is necessary (had Susie not thrown her rock, the bottle would still have shattered thanks to Billy, and vice versa) and both are sufficient (Billy's throw suffices to produce a broken bottle, whatever his playmate does, and likewise with Susie's). Why? The general notion of temporal priority (introduced above in connection with distinguishing cause from effect) strikes us as one critical consideration. As with priority disputes in science, art, and sports, we seem to put a premium on being the first with an innovation, and because rock S arrived in the vicinity of the bottle earlier than rock B, we give credit to Susie. Further, it is clear that, although the bottle would still have shattered without Susie's throw, the shattering event would have been significantly different, occurring at a later time with a different rock sending fragments off in different directions. We can choose set X to reflect this fact (in keeping with guidelines [G]): Let it contain worlds in which either (1) the bottle does not shatter at all, or (2) it shatters in a way very similar to the way it shatters in reality. Then for every world in X,


  ψ ⇒ φ1


  


  obtains; wherever in X the bottle shatters, we find Susie throwing her rock first. On the other hand,


  ψ ⇒ φ2

  may well fail in X; X can certainly contain worlds where the bottle shatters but Billy refrains. In short, φ1 is “more necessary” than φ2, provided that we choose X right. The vagueness of X, though sometimes irksome, can also break deadlocks. Not that deadlocks must always be breakable. We ought to look with equanimity on the prospect that sometimes circumstances will fail to pinpoint a single “real cause” of an event, no matter how hard we seek.


  The way in which we draw the distinction between sufficiency and necessity parallels in many regards the approach in (Pearl 2000). Like us, Pearl thinks in terms of a continuum in the relative weight given to necessity and sufficiency in different causal claims, and seeks to find the right mix of the two for various circumstances. He also (309–11) notes the distinction between general or type-level causal claims (“car accidents cause deaths”) and singular or token causal claims (“a car accident caused Joe's death”) and observes that the sufficiency condition tends to be paramount in the former case, whereas necessity predominates in the latter. As a general rule, it seems that type-level claims (emphasizing sufficiency) are of particular use to epidemiologists, economists, and policy makers in general, whereas token-level claims are of interest to historians, crime investigators, and other creators of nonfictional narratives.


  Pearl's Causality


  In the decade since the first version of this essay, Pearl's Causality (2000) has emerged as a particularly significant contribution to this subject. Pearl's arsenal for attacking the topic contains three principal weapons:


  Bayesian probability , in which “probabilities encode degrees of belief about events in the world and data are used to strengthen, update, or weaken those degrees of belief” (Pearl 2000, 2).


  Causal Bayesian networks: Oversimplifying somewhat, these consist of “directed acyclic graphs” (DAGs) whose nodes can be used to represent variable conditions in the real world and whose links represent probabilistic and causal dependencies between them. Upon such graphs, Pearl sets up a formal operator do (.) in which a particular node gets fixed at a specific value, producing a modified probability distribution and an altered network of links; this operator represents “interventions”—manipulations of the real world that might be performed by real agents, at least in our imagination.16 Functional causal models, which resemble causal Bayesian networks in various ways: They also begin with networks of variables (X), which are then augmented by a set of unknown variables (U) and a set of deterministic functions that connect each variable xi with other “ancestral” variables in the network along with an accompanying unknown, ui. An analogue of the do (.) operator can also be applied to these networks.


  In general weapon (3) can accomplish almost everything weapon (2) can (a mathematically provable result), and so Pearl employs it most frequently in the later parts of the book.


  Pearl's formal results are impressive. They promise to bring clarity and algorithmic feasibility to many knotty problems in the analysis of complex phenomena studied by economists, epidemiologists, biologists, and others. Nonetheless, as a starting point for philosophical discussions of free will, we have certain reservations about his system. The first weapon, probability, has particularly wobbly credentials, as Kyburg (2005) notes in a laudatory review, and as Pearl himself evidently concedes as Causality progresses. At the outset, Pearl seems perfectly happy with a rather vague, epistemic view, where the probability of an event simply reflects a subjective measure of “our” confidence in its truth; his reply to Kyburg (2005) maintains the same stance, with the additional assertion that such a view can be translated with minimal philosophical effort into a more objective view of probability in terms of event frequencies. And yet in due course (Pearl 2000, 104), he admits to dissatisfaction with this attitude, when he speaks of functional causal models, with their deterministic functions, providing an exciting alternative to “those slippery epistemic probabilities … with which we had been working so long.”17


  The difficulty of assigning probabilities to individual events (or to events in the context of other bits of information) grows worse when we start trying to fashion fancier causal networks or functional causal models that represent a particular domain of study. Setting aside any questions about how to specify functions in a functional model and how to implement the do (˙) operator, we see trouble both in the selection of nodes and in the connecting of them by links. First, Pearl has no ambitions to build an (impractically) massive network that depicts all of creation; on the contrary, he states explicitly that the average scientist must carve “a piece from the universe and proclaim that piece in … The rest of the universe is then considered out or background … This choice of ins and outs creates asymmetry in the way we look at things, and it is this asymmetry that permits us to talk about ‘outside intervention’ and hence about causality….” (Pearl 2000, 350, emphasis in original). Fundamental though this carving process appears to be, Pearl provides few details on how it ought to work. Even if we overlook the difficulties in selecting nodes for our causal network, we immediately encounter the next problem: Which nodes need to be connected by links? At first glance it may seem “obvious” that a node representing the price of rice in India and a node for the current length of the grass on the White House lawn would never require linking; but to justify this feeling would seem to demand an appeal to causal intuitions, which are, after all, the target of the current investigation. Pearl opens himself to charges of circularity when he writes:


  thus [links] should be assumed to exist, by default, between two nodes in the diagram. They should be deleted only by wellmotivated justifications, such as the unlikely existence of a common cause for the two variables…. Although we can never be cognizant of all the factors that may affect our variables, substantive knowledge sometimes permits us to state that the influence of a possible common factor is not likely to be significant” (Pearl 2000, 163).


  Vague criteria, indeed.


  Of course, vagueness comes with the territory in discussions of counterfactuals and causes, as our own account admits. But we feel that such vagueness must be addressed forthrightly, and that thinking in terms of varying families of similar possible worlds represents some noncircular progress. By contrast, when discussing Lewis's work, Pearl first reiterates the challenges facing similarity metrics pointed out by Fine, then simply asserts that “such difficulties do not enter the structural account … [its] counterfactuals are not based on an abstract notion of similarity … instead they rest directly on the mechanisms … that produce those worlds” (Pearl 2000, 239; 2010). Pearl's confidence that appealing to “mechanisms” solves causality's problems seems unwarranted. The dilemmas of the previous paragraph, encountered whenever we choose models to represent pieces of the universe, are simply being brushed under the rug.


  We believe that Pearl's mostly unacknowledged troubles in choosing his causal models are in fact isomorphic to the issues similarity metrics face. Wherever Lewis dismisses a proposed alteration to the universe as too far-out to be relevant when evaluating a particular counterfactual or causal claim, Pearl simply omits the corresponding variable from his model. To take a concrete example, when justifying the assertion that “Had Nixon pressed the button, there would have been a nuclear holocaust,” a similarity-based account must rule out alterations to the world that involve electrical malfunctions in the button; analogously, if Pearl wants to produce a determinate answer to the question “Did a holocaust occur?,” given a modification of Nixon's button-pushing behavior, he will have to exclude models in which the electrical malfunction becomes an active variable in the network.18


  In closing we mention one additional feature of Pearl's exposition that may prove confusing to newcomers, and which concerns the order in which he develops his concepts. Whereas this essay tackles counterfactuals before causation, Pearl delays his main discussion of counterfactuals until chapter 7 of Causality, creating an impression that causes have logical precedence. And yet in a sense Pearl does recognize counterfactuals’ priority, because he introduces the do (˙) operator almost immediately and thereby implicitly defines a concept of what would happen, if we were to change the universe's actual conditions.19 In a similar way, Pearl postpones his main treatment of causal necessity and sufficiency until chapter 9, where they suddenly receive thorough and insightful treatment. A reader who stopped at chapter 8 might easily assume that only sufficiency matters to Pearl in causal analysis—that X causes Y simply means that, whenever X occurs, Y follows—perpetuating the confusions that this essay tries to unravel. Such quirks of expository strategy do not invalidate Pearl's methods, but they may create philosophical misunderstandings.


  Determinism and Possibility (Thesis 1)


  Now that we have some formal machinery in place, we can reconsider the spuriously “obvious” fear that determinism reduces our possibilities. We can see why the claim seems to have merit: Let φ be the sentence “Austin holes the putt,” let X be the set of physically possible worlds that are identical to the actual world at some time t0 prior to the putt, and assume both that Austin misses and that determinism holds. Then, in fact φ does not hold for any world in X (~◊X φ), because X contains only one world: the actual one. Of course, this method of choosing X (call it the “narrow method”) is only one among many. We should note that the moment we admit into X worlds that differ in a few imperceptibly microscopic ways from actuality at t0, we may well find that ◊X φ, even when determinism obtains. (This is, after all, what recent work on chaos has shown: Many phenomena of interest to us can change radically if one minutely alters the initial conditions.) So the question is: When people contend that events are possible, are they really thinking in terms of the narrow method?


  Notice that Austin evidently endorses the narrow method of choosing X when he states that he is “talking about conditions as they precisely were” whenever he asserts he could have holed the putt. Yet in the next sentence he seemingly rescinds this endorsement, observing that “further experiments may confirm my belief that I could have done it that time, although I did not.” What “further experiments” might confirm Austin's belief that he could have done it? Experiments on the putting green? Would his belief be shored up by his setting up and sinking near-duplicates of that short putt ten times in a row? If so, then he is not as interested as he claims he is in conditions as they precisely were. He is content to consider “Austin holes the putt” possible if, in situations similar to the actual occasion in question, he holes the putt.20


  We contend, then, that Austin equivocates when he discusses possibilities, and that in truth the narrow method of choosing X does not have the significance he imagines. From this it follows that the truth or falsity of determinism should not affect our belief that certain unrealized events were nevertheless “possible,” in an important everyday sense of the word. We can bolster this last claim by paying a visit to a restricted domain in which we know with certainty that determinism reigns: the realm of chess-playing computer programs.


  Computers are marvels of determinism. Even their so-called random number generators only execute pseudo-random functions, which produce exactly the same sequence of “random” digits each time the computer reboots. That means that computer programs that avail themselves of randomness at various “choice” points will nevertheless spin out exactly the same sequence of states if run over and over again from a cold start.21 Suppose, for instance, you install two different chess-playing programs on your computer, and yoke them together with a little supervisory program that pits them against each other, game after game, in a potentially endless series. Will they play the same game, over and over, until you turn off the computer? Perhaps —but if either chess program consults the random number generator during its calculations (if, for instance, it periodically “flips a coin” to escape from Buridan's ass difficulties in the course of its heuristic search), then in the following game the state of the random number generator will have changed. Accordingly different alternatives will be “chosen” and a variant game will blossom, resulting in a series in which the games, like snowflakes, are no two alike.22 Nevertheless, if you turned off the computer, and then restarted it running the same program, exactly the same variegated series of games would spin out.


  This gives us a toy model of a deterministic Democritean universe, in which kazillions of bits get flipped in sequence, governed by a fixed physics. Rewinding and replaying the tape of life is possible in such a toy world. Suppose we create such a chess universe involving two programs, A and B, and study the results of a lengthy run. We will find many highly reliable patterns. Suppose we find that A (almost) always beats B. That is a pattern that we will want to explain, and saying “Since the program is deterministic, A was caused always to beat B” would fail to address that curiosity. We will want to know what it is about the structure, methods, and dispositions of A that accounts for its superiority at chess. A has a competence or power that B lacks, and we need to isolate this interesting factor.23 When we set about exploring the issue, availing ourselves of the high-level perspective from which the visible “macroscopic” objects include representations of chess pieces and board positions, evaluations of possible moves, decisions about courses to pursue, and so forth, we will uncover a host of further patterns: some of them endemic to chess wherever it is played (e.g., the near certainty of B's loss in any game where B falls a rook behind) and some of them peculiar to A and B as particular chess players (e.g., B's penchant for getting its queen out early) (Dennett 1978a, 107). In short, we will find a cornucopia of explanatory regularities, some exceptionless (in our voluminous run) and others statistical.


  These macroscopic patterns are salient moments in the unfolding of a deterministic pageant that, looked at from the perspective of microcausation, is pretty much all the same. What from one vantage point appear to be two chess programs in suspenseful combat can be seen through the “microscope” (as we watch instructions and data streaming through the CPU) to be a single deterministic automaton unfolding in the only way it can, its jumps already predictable by examining the precise state of the pseudo-random number generator. There are no “real” forks or branches in its future; all the “choices” made by A and B are already determined. Nothing, it seems, is really possible in this world other than what actually happens. Suppose, for instance, that an ominous mating-net looms over B at time t but collapses when A runs out of time and terminates its search for the key move one pulse too soon; that mating net was never going to happen.24 (This is something we could prove, if we doubted it, by running the same tournament another day. At exactly the same moment in the series, A would run out of time again and terminate its search at exactly the same point.)


  So what are we to say? Is our toy world really a world without prevention, without offense and defense, without lost opportunities, without the thrust and parry of genuine agency, without genuine possibilities? Admittedly, our chess programs, like insects or fish, are much too simple agents to be plausible candidates for morally significant free will, but we contend that the determinism of their world does not rob them of their different powers, their different abilities to avail themselves of the opportunities presented. If we want to understand what is happening in that world, we may, indeed must, talk about how their choices cause their circumstances to change, and about what they can and cannot do.


  Suppose we find two games in the series in which the first twelve moves are the same, but with A playing White in the first game and B playing White in the second. At move 13 in the first game, B “blunders” and it's all downhill from there. At move 13 in the second game, A, in contrast, finds the saving move, castling, and goes on to win. “B could have castled at that point in the first game,” says an onlooker, echoing Austin. True or false? The move, castling, was just as legal the first time, so in that sense, it was among the “options” available to B. Suppose we find, moreover, that castling was not only one of the represented candidate moves for B, but that B in fact undertook a perfunctory exploration of the consequences of castling, abandoned, alas, before its virtues were revealed. Could B have castled, then? Looking at precisely the same case, again and again, is utterly uninformative, but looking at similar cases is in fact diagnostic. If we find that in many similar circumstances in other games, B does pursue the evaluation slightly farther, discovering the virtues of such moves and making them—if we find, in the minimal case, that flipping a single bit in the random number generator would result in B's castling—then we support (“with further experiments”) the observer's conviction that B could have castled then. We would say, in fact, that B's failure to castle was a fluke, bad luck with the random number generator. If, on the contrary, we find that discovering the reasons for castling requires far too much analysis for B to execute in the time available (although A, being a stronger player, is up to the task), then we will have grounds for concluding that no, B, unlike A, could not have castled. To imagine B castling would require too many alterations of reality; we would be committing an error alluded to earlier, making X too large.


  In sum, using the narrow method to choose X is useless if we want to explain the patterns that are manifest in the unfolding data. It is only if we “wiggle the events” (as Lewis has said), looking not at “conditions as they precisely were” but at nearby neighboring worlds, that we achieve any understanding at all.25 Once we expand X a little, we discover that B has additional options, in a sense both informative and morally relevant (when we address worlds beyond the chessboard). The burden rests with incompatibilists to explain why “real” possibility demands a narrow choice of X—or why we should be interested in such a concept of possibility, regardless of its “reality.”


  As we have seen, possibilities of the broader, more interesting variety can exist comfortably in deterministic worlds. Indeed, introducing indeterminism adds nothing in the way of worthwhile possibilities, opportunities, or competences to a universe. If in our sample deterministic world program A always beats program B, then replacing the pseudo-random number generator with a genuinely indeterministic device will not help B at all: A will still win every time. Though pseudo-random generators may not produce genuinely random output, they come so close that no ordinary mortal can tell the difference. A superior algorithm such as A's will hardly stumble when faced with so inconsequential a change. And analogous conclusions could well apply in meatier universes like ours. To put it graphically, the universe could be deterministic on even days of the month and indeterministic on odd days, and we would never notice a difference in human opportunities or powers; there would be just as many triumphs—and just as many lamentable lapses—on October 4 as on October 3 or October 5. (If your horoscope advised you to postpone any morally serious decision to an odd numbered day, you would have no more reason to follow this advice than if it told you to wait for a waning moon.)


  Determinism and Causation (Thesis 2)


  The hunch that determinism would eliminate some worthwhile type of causation from the universe has even less merit than the claim that it eliminates possibilities. We suspect this fear stems from the conflation of causal necessity with causal sufficiency—as we have seen, our language makes this confusion all too easy. Determinism is essentially a doctrine concerned with sufficiency: if σ0 is a (mind-bogglingly complex) sentence that specifies in complete detail the state of the universe at t0 and σ1 likewise specifies the universe at a later time t1, then determinism dictates that σ0 is sufficient for σ1 in all physically possible worlds. But determinism tells us nothing about what earlier conditions are necessary to produce σ1, or any other sentence ψ for that matter. Hence, since causation generally presupposes necessity, the truth of determinism would have little bearing on the validity of our causal judgments.26


  For example, according to determinism, the precise condition of the universe one second after the Big Bang (call the corresponding sentence σ0) causally sufficed to produce the assassination of John F. Kennedy in 1963 (sentence ψ). Yet there is no reason at all to claim that σ0 caused ψ. Though sufficient, σ0 is hardly necessary. For all we know, Kennedy might well have been assassinated anyway, even if some different conditions had obtained back during the universe's birth.27 More plausible causes of the event would include: “A bullet followed a course directed at Kennedy's body”; “Lee Harvey Oswald pulled the trigger on his gun”; perhaps “Kennedy was born”; conceivably “Oswald was born.”28 But conspicuously absent from this list are microscopically detailed descriptions of the universe billions of years prior to the incident. Incompatibilists who assert that under determinism σ0 “causes” or “explains” ψ miss the main point of causal inquiry.


  In fact, determinism is perfectly compatible with the notion that some events have no cause at all. Consider the sentence “The devaluation of the rupiah caused the Dow Jones average to fall.” We rightly treat such a declaration with suspicion; are we really so sure that among nearby universes the Dow Jones fell only in those where the rupiah fell first? Do we even imagine that every universe where the rupiah fell experienced a stock market selloff? Might there not have been a confluence of dozens of factors which jointly sufficed to send the market tumbling but none of which by itself was essential? On some days, perhaps, Wall Street's behavior has a ready explanation; yet at least as often we suspect that no particular cause is at work. And surely our opinions about the market's activities would remain the same, whether we happened to adopt Newton's physics or Schrödinger's. In general, instances of apparent randomness (e.g., stock market fluctuations, coin flips, dice throws) are described in our account as having no cause at all; even if determinism is true, they are determined by chaotic processes that cannot be reduced to tractable sets of necessary and sufficient conditions.


  Of course, one might wonder why it is that causal necessity matters to us as much as it does. Let us return for a moment to chess programs A and B. Suppose our attention is drawn to a rare game in which B wins, and we want to know “the cause” of this striking victory. The trivial claim that B's win was “caused” by the initial state of the computer is totally uninformative. Of course, the total state of the toy universe at prior moments was sufficient for the occurrence of the win; we want to know which features were necessary, and thereby understand what such rare events have in common. We want to discover those features, the absence of which would most directly be followed by B's loss, the default outcome. Perhaps we will find a heretofore unsuspected flaw in A's control structure, a bug that has only just now surfaced. Or perhaps the victory is a huge coincidence of conditions that require no repair, because the probability of their recurrence is effectively zero. Or we might find an idiosyncratic island of brilliance in B's competence, which once diagnosed would enable us to say just what circumstances in the future might permit another such victory for B.


  In closing, let us return to the human desire pinpointed by Kane that motivates so much of this debate: the desire to be able to take full credit as the creators and causes of change in the world. Consider for instance the wish that we have to be acknowledged as the authors of this essay. Suppose that determinism turns out to be true. Would that in any way undercut our claim that our activity nevertheless played an essential role in this essay's creation? Not in the least, even after we factor in the earlier deeds of our parents and teachers. Without our efforts, it is safe to say that no essay exactly like this (or even closely similar) would have been produced.29 Hence we are entitled to claim some “originative value” for our unique accomplishment. The thirst for originality and causal relevance is not to be quenched by abstruse quantum events: all that we require is the knowledge that without our presence, the universe would have turned out significantly different.


  Appendix: Van Inwagen's Consequence Argument


  Peter van Inwagen ( 1975) hopes to bolster the incompatibilist sense of lost causal powers with the following basic argument:

  1. Let φ be some event that actually occurs in agent A's life (e.g.,

  missing a putt). Also let σ0 be a comprehensive description of the

  universe's state at some time in the remote past, and let λ be a

  statement of the laws of nature.

  2. Then, assuming determinism, λ ∧ σ0 ⇒ φ applies in every

  possible world. Equivalently, ~φ ⇒ ~(λ ∧ φ0).

  3. If A has the power to causẹ a and a ⇒ b obtains in every possible

  world, then A has the power to cause b.

  4. So if A has the power to cause ~φ, then A has the power to cause

  the falsity of either λ or σ0, which is absurd.

  5. Therefore A lacks the power to cause ~φ.


  This argument illustrates nicely the confusion that causal necessity and sufficiency engender. As we have argued, counterfactual necessity is the single most crucial condition for causation, and accordingly we would recommend that Van Inwagen's “power to causẹ” be rendered as follows:


  A has the power to cause a iff for some sentence γ (describing an action of A) and a world f close to actuality, γ ∧ a holds in f and a ⇒ γ in every world similar to f.


  In other words, within some cluster of nearby worlds, there is a possible action of A (called γ) that is a necessary condition for a to occur. But under this definition, line 3 above has no warrant whatever. Line 3 hypothesizes that α ⇒ γ in a cluster of nearby worlds, and that α ⇒ β in every world; if we could deduce that β ⇒ γ in this cluster, we would be home free. But of course in Logic 101 we learn that α ⇒ γ and α ⇒ β do not entail β ⇒ γ, and so line 3 fails, and Van Inwagen's argument with it.30


  Notes:


  (1.) This essay incorporates almost all of “Who's Afraid of Determinism: Rethinking Causes and Possibilities” (Taylor and Dennett 2002) but includes significant additions and adjustments; hence it supersedes that article.


  (2.) Nozick: “We want it to be true that in that very same situation we could have done (significantly) otherwise, so that our actions will have originative value” (313).


  (3.) Kane 1998: 100.


  


  (4.) Ginet 1990: 90.


  


  (5.) See Quine (1980) for a discussion of these pitfalls.


  (6.) The average educated person's casual working assumptions about the cosmos still resemble the Democritean account, and philosophers traditionally rely on nothing more sophisticated when exploring the implications of determinism and indeterminism, causation and possibility.


  Our suggestion that possible worlds simply are functions of the appropriate form may seem disturbingly reductive, particularly when one contemplates the particular function(s) that correspond to the actual world; accordingly Lewis takes pains to distinguish possible worlds from their mathematical “handles.” However one wishes to address these ontological scruples, nothing in the following discussion hinges on them.


  (7.) Since we are restricting ourselves to the scientifically old-fashioned Democritean worlds, we would have trouble specifying the contents of Ф precisely—and besides, of course, we do not yet know all the laws of nature! —but we can pretend that we know, and hence we can pretend that in most cases one can judge whether or not a particular world f accords with natural law.


  John Horton Conway's Game of Life can be viewed as a particularly simple pseudo-Democritean universe, eliminating one spatial dimension and quantizing time. (See Dennett 1991, 27–51 or Dennett 1995, for an introduction to Life.) The set of all possible sequences of bitmaps is then Ω, and the single (deterministic) rule of Life “physics” applied to every “initial” state gives us the subset Ф of Ω. Every variation on Conway's “physics” generates a different subset Ф.


  (8.) Of course, these predicates unleash a horde of problems concerning vagueness, subjectivity, and (in such cases as “believes that snow is white”) intentionality, but difficulties along these lines do not imperil the basic approach.


  (9.) Lewis 1973, passim.


  (10.) Of course, X can vary in practice, as already observed, so that we must treat assumptions of transitivity with care. But notice that the Guidelines (G) tend to yield the same set X for the two sentences φ ⇒ y and ~y ⇒ ~φ; hence the rule of contraposition is in general reliable.


  (11.) We are indebted to Gary Drescher (personal communication) for clarifying our thinking on this topic.


  (12.) A vast amount of ink his been spilled arguing that the direction of causation is either independent of or logically prior to the direction of time, and to address the matter here would require too lengthy a digression. So we merely note the issue, and tentatively take the direction of time as a given (originating ultimately in the Second Law of Thermodynamics) from which the direction of causation derives.


  Gasking ( 1955) raises a number of interesting cases in which cause and effect appear to be simultaneous. For instance, if a piece of iron attains a temperature of, for example, 1000°C and thereupon starts to glow, we still distinguish the former as cause and the latter as effect. But this apparent exception to the rule has a ready explanation that Gasking himself hints at: When a speaker refers to the iron “reaching 1000°C,” she is envisioning this event as the endpoint in a lengthy heating process. The heating process does precede the glowing, and so the latter is considered an effect.


  Another category of “exceptions” includes diseases and their symptoms (e.g., a cold and sneezing), which might sometimes arise simultaneously. Yet often enough diseases do precede their symptoms, whereas symptoms (by definition) never appear before their diseases. Accordingly we grant diseases the status of “cause.”


  (13.) Notice that we do not, in the above clauses, make any provision to ensure the transitivity of causation. Lewis (2000, 191–95), among others, feels it important to guarantee transitivity by making “causation” the ancestral of “causal dependence.” But Lewis himself provides many examples of transitivity's counterintuitive consequences. For instance, suppose that agent A wants to travel to New York. Agent B, hoping to thwart A, lets the air out of the tires on A's car. In consequence, A takes the train instead and reaches New York only slightly behind schedule. If causation is transitive, than B has “caused” A's successful arrival, despite the fact that the two sentences “B lets the air out of A's tires” and “A arrives in New York” satisfy none of our more crucial conditions. Lewis finds the awkward implications of transitivity acceptable; we remain unpersuaded.


  Hall ( 2000) goes to even greater lengths defending transitivity. His account would seemingly imply that a pebble on the train tracks south of Paris that minutely alters the course of the Orient Express is a “cause” of the train's arrival in Istanbul several days later. Paul's (2000) “Aspect Causation” suggests a possible diagnosis for Hall's willingness to countenance such bizarre conclusions, as stemming from an overeager acceptance of the premise that causation is a relation between “events” (however this problematic term may be defined). At any rate, notice that on our account one can consistently consider false the sentence “Pebble p's lying on the tracks south of Paris caused the train's arrival in Istanbul,” while accepting “Pebble p's lying on the tracks south of Paris caused the train's arrival in Istanbul via a minutely altered course in France.”


  (14.) Obviously, a sentence like “Drugs or aliens caused Elvis's premature demise” abbreviates the cumbersome “Drugs caused Elvis's premature demise or aliens caused Elvis's premature demise”—a disjunction of two separate causes, not a single disjunctive cause.


  (15.) Invoking causal sufficiency in this way solves, to our satisfaction, all of the analogous problem cases raised by Schaffer (2000). Note that Schaffer rather misleadingly suggests that “counterfactual accounts of causation” (176) must always be formulated solely in terms of necessity. We, on the contrary, consider our account essentially “counterfactual” even though it allows for sufficiency along with necessity.


  Lewis's ( 2000) formulation of “Causation as Influence” can be viewed as an indirect way of introducing sufficiency into an originally necessity-centered account. For present purposes we consider our approach more illuminating, but both strategies point in the same general direction.


  (16.) Woodward ( 2003, 106) also builds his “manipulationist” notion of causal explanation on interventions of this sort; interestingly, he is avowedly unperturbed by the threatened circularity of basing an account of causality on such an undeniably causal notion as intervention.


  (17.) Notice that when he launches his first chapter with a discussion of probability theory Pearl is tacitly using a notion of what events and combinations of events—even combinations that have never occurred in reality—are possible. His starting point therefore resembles ours.


  (18.) Woodward ( 2003, 110) also points out that Pearl's formalism is ideal for his purposes but that it is dependent on choosing “the correct causal graph for the system in which the intervention occurs.” See Pearl (2010) for a more explicit discussion of counterfactuals, prompted in part by our discussion in an earlier draft of this essay.


  (19.) Pearl has acknowledged this point (personal communication).


  (20.) When Austin speaks of further experiments, could he be referring to experiments in the high-tech labs of physicists and microbiologists, experiments that would convince him that his brain amplifies indeterministic quantum events? Given the extreme impracticality of such experiments, and Austin's overall skepticism about the relevance of science in these contexts (“[A modern belief in science] is not in line with the traditional beliefs enshrined in the word can,” [Austin (1961), 166]), this interpretation seems unlikely. But this is precisely the direction in which Kane and some other incompatibilists have headed. See also Dennett (1984, 133–37).


  (21.) We are restricting our attention to programs that do not require or accept input from the external world, which could, of course, be random in any of several senses. The easiest way to ensure that there is variation in subsequent runs of a program is to have it call for inputs of these sorts: the time taken from the computer's clock, the presence or absence of a pulse from a Geiger counter, the last digit in the latest Dow Jones Industrial Average as taken off the Internet, etc.


  (22.) All this is independent of whether or not either chess program can “learn from its experience,” which is another way their internal state could change over time to guarantee that no two games were the same.


  (23.) Another case in which we could know all the deterministic micro-details but be baffled about how to explain the causal regularities is Dennett's example of the two black boxes (1995, 412–22).


  (24.) Cf. the comet plunging towards earth that gets intercepted at the last minute by the other comet, unnoticed till then, that had been on its collision trajectory since its birth millions of years ago (Dennett 1984, 124).


  (25.) If we exclude such variation, then trivially, castling in the second game was not “open to B,” to use Ginet's terminology. Recall that Ginet requires that “nothing that exists up to that moment stands in the way of my doing next any one of the alternatives.” The narrow method has the effect of treating the precise state of B's contemplation of the option of castling as something external, as something that can itself “stand in the way” at the moment of choosing, guaranteeing that nothing about B could explain B's choice, whatever it is. As Dennett (1984, 143) notes, “If you make yourself really small, you can externalize virtually everything.”


  (26.) See the Appendix for an additional example of the conflation of necessity and sufficiency (in Van Inwagen's Consequence Argument).


  (27.) Imagine that we take a snapshot of the universe at the moment of Kennedy's assassination, then alter the picture in some trivial way (by moving Kennedy 1 mm to the left, say). Then, following the (deterministic) laws of physics in reverse, we can generate a movie running all the way back to the Big Bang, obtaining a world in which σ0 subtly fails.


  (28.) Of course, the last two options fail the sufficiency test so badly that we prefer not to countenance them as causes. As explained earlier, sufficiency does have some relevance in assigning causes, just not the overwhelming importance that incompatibilists imply.


  (29.) Likewise, Deep Blue, in spite of its being a deterministic automaton, authored the games of chess that vanquished Kasparov. No one else was their author; Murray Campbell and the IBM team that created Deep Blue cannot take credit for those games; they did not see the moves. It was the vast exploratory activity of Deep Blue itself that was the originating cause of those magnificent games.


  (30.) Fischer ( 2005a) attempts to sidestep the argument in this Appendix by formulating a definition of causation solely in terms of sufficiency, thus revitalizing premise (3). He admits that this definition does not “capture some ordinary, commonsense idea” and that on this reading “I have it in my power to render it true that the sun continues to shine.” We concede to Fischer that this curious conception of causation would keep the Consequence Argument alive, but only barely. Fischer's parting shot in his discussion is to formulate a new version of what he calls the Basic Argument based on “the extremely plausible and intuitively attractive Principle of the Fixity of the Past and Laws: an agent has it within his power to do A only if his doing A can be an extension of the actual past, holding the natural laws fixed” (32) This principle is simply an affirmation of the narrow method of interpreting possibility, repeating Austin's mistake. Once this mistake is recognized, much of the literature of incompatibilism loses its foundation. As Dennett (2005) observes, “We wouldn't want to say farewell to something as much fun as the Basic Argument in an appendix would we? Well, yes.”
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article provides an overview of arguments for and against Frankfurttype examples over the past few decades. It considers various strategies by which critics of these examples have tried to rescue PAP, or variations of it, and also considers various responses to these critics. It notes that moral responsibility does not require alternative possibilities, but also believes that freedom does imply alternative possibilities. The resulting view is called semicompatibilism. According to semicompatibilism, moral responsibility is compatible with determinism (since it does not require the power to do otherwise), whereas freedom (which does require this power) is not compatible with determinism. The article concludes with an explanation of what motivates this semicompatibilist position and how to give a positive compatibilist account of moral responsibility in terms of notions of guidance control and reasons-responsiveness.


  alternative possibilities, freedom, semicompatibilism, determinism, moral responsibility


  It is a basic and pervasive assumption that in order to be morally responsible for one's behavior one must have had (at some relevant point along the path to the behavior) alternative possibilities of a certain sort. This basic idea is encapsulated in the “Principle of Alternative Possibilities,” the various versions of which require that moral responsibility be associated with the presence of alternative possibilities.1 Now, there are powerful reasons to think that causal determinism would rule out alternative possibilities.2 So, it has appeared to many philosophers that causal determinism is incompatible with moral responsibility.


  There are, however, various ways of challenging the Principle of Alternative Possibilities. One way employs a thought-experiment with a distinctive structure; such thought-experiments are frequently called “Frankfurt-type examples,” because of Frankfurt's (1969) seminal presentation of them. The examples contain a fail-safe mechanism that does not actually play any role in the relevant agent's deliberations, choices, and behavior, but whose presence ensures that the agent deliberates, chooses, and behaves just as he actually does.


  Frankfurt-Type Examples


  The first “Frankfurt-type case” was given by John Locke ( 1847/1975) in An Essay Concerning Human Understanding. Locke's example is a case in which “a man be carried whilst fast asleep into a room where is a person he longs to see and speak with, and be there locked fast in, beyond his power to get out; he awakes and is glad to find himself in so desirable company, which he stays willingly in … ” (Bk. II, ch. ii, sec. 10). In Locke's example, the man stays in the room voluntarily and it seems that he does so “freely” (although Locke himself would use the term voluntarily rather than freely) and can be morally responsible for doing so, although unbeknownst to him he could not have left the room. Of course, the man does have various alternative possibilities (apart from special assumptions): he can choose to leave the room, try to leave the room, and so forth.


  Frankfurt can be seen to be entering the debate at this point. Frankfurt seeks to construct examples in which even these sorts of alternative possibilities have been eliminated. To do this, Frankfurt employs the apparatus of a “counterfactual intervener” who can monitor the brain and intervene in it, should the agent be about to choose to do otherwise.3 In order to flesh out these examples—although Frankfurt did not explicitly do this— it is useful to posit a “prior sign” that can be read by the counterfactual intervener and guide him in his activity. (This was David Blumenfeld's [1971] innovation.) If the sign indicates that the agent is about to choose to do what the counterfactual intervener wants him to choose, the intervener does not intervene. If, contrary to fact, the agent were about to choose differently, the prior sign would inform the counterfactual intervener (and he would intervene).


  Here is a particular version of a “Frankfurt-type case”: Because Black dares to hope that the Democrats finally have a good chance of winning the White House, the benevolent but elderly neurosurgeon, Black, has come out of retirement to participate in yet another philosophical example.4 (After all, what would these thought-experiments be without the venerable eminence grise—or should it be noire) He has secretly inserted a chip in Jones's brain that enables Black to monitor and control Jones's activities. Black can exercise this control through a sophisticated computer that he has programmed so that, among other things, it monitors Jones's voting behavior. If Jones were to show any inclination to vote for McCain (or, let us say, anyone other than Obama), then the computer, through the chip in Jones's brain, would intervene to assure that he actually decides to vote for Obama and does so vote. But if Jones decides on his own to vote for Obama (as Black, the old progressive would prefer), the computer does nothing but continue to monitor—without affecting—the goings-on in Jones's head (Fischer forthcomingb).


  Now suppose that, as things actually go, Jones decides to vote for Obama on his own, just as he would have if Black had not inserted the chip in his head. It seems, upon first thinking about this case, that Jones can be held morally responsible for his choice and act of voting for Obama, although he could not have chosen otherwise and he could not have done otherwise. Thus, the Frankfurt-type examples seem to be counterexamples to the Principle of Alternative Possibilities.


  The “Divide and Conquer” Strategy of Response to Frankfurt-Type Examples


  Van Inwagen ( 1978, 1983) has developed what might be called the “divide and conquer” strategy of response to Frankfurt-type examples. His basic point is that the proponent of Frankfurt-type cases (as counterexamples to the Principle of Alternative Possibilities) is not sufficiently precise in specifying what the relevant agent is morally responsible for. We typically hold individuals morally responsible for various items, including actions, omissions, and consequences (envisaged either as “particulars” or more coarsely individuated “universals”). Van Inwagen's contention is that (in Frankfurt-type cases and elsewhere) there is no one item of which it is true both that there is no alternative to it and that the agent is morally responsible for it. There are some items for which the agent may well be responsible, but these are items to which there are genuinely available alternative possibilities. And there are some items to which there are no such alternative possibilities; for these items the agent is not morally responsible, according to van Inwagen. Van Inwagen's diagnosis of the confusion of the proponent of Frankfurt-type cases is that he is (perhaps implicitly) thinking of one sort of item when he is focusing on moral responsibility, and another when he is focusing on alternative possibilities.


  Van Inwagen essentially distinguishes four principles. The “Principle of Alternate Possibilities” (strictly speaking) deals with actions that have been performed.


  (PAP) A person is morally responsible for what he has done only if he could have done otherwise. The “Principle of Possible Action” pertains to actions that have not been performed (failures to act or omissions);


  (PPA) A person is morally responsible for failing to perform a given act only if he could have performed that act.


  Two additional principles deal with our moral responsibility for consequences of what we do (or omit). The first “Principle of Possible Prevention” applies to consequences considered as “event-particulars”:


  (PPP1) A person is morally responsible for a certain eventparticular only if he could have prevented it.


  The second such principle applies to consequences considered as “eventuniversals,” which are individuated more broadly than event-particulars: (PPP2) A person is morally responsible for a certain state of

  affairs only if (that state of affairs obtains and) he could have

  prevented it from obtaining.


  Van Inwagen ( 1983, 181) contends that (PPA), (PPP1), and (PPP2) cannot be refuted by Frankfurt-type cases. Moreover, he claims that if no one is morally responsible for having failed to perform any act, and no one is morally responsible for any event-particular or event-universal, then no one is morally responsible for anything (including actions).


  It will be useful to consider the arguments for and against each principle. Let us begin with the principle pertaining to omissions (PPA). Van Inwagen's defense of the principle can be understood as follows. Suppose you are in your apartment looking out the window, and you see someone being mugged. You consider calling the police, but you do not want to be involved, so you refrain from calling the police. Unbeknownst to you, the telephone wire has been cut by the criminal, and so even if you had tried to reach the police, you would have been unsuccessful. Van Inwagen's intuition is that you are not morally responsible for failing to call the police (in the sense of failing to successfully make contact with the police). You may be morally responsible for failing to try to reach the police, for failing to dial, and so forth, but you are not morally responsible for failing successfully to reach the police. Moreover, it is van Inwagen's crucial contention that this intuition is explained by the fact that you could not have reached the police, and that, in general, moral responsibility for failing to do X requires the ability to do X. Van Inwagen's strategy involves pointing to a number of cases of omissions in which the agent could not have done the act in question and in which it appears that we would base our exculpation of the agent on this inability.


  At one point I accepted this sort of defense of (PPA), but because I reject (PAP), I defended an asymmetry between actions and omissions with respect to the requirement of alternative possibilities for moral responsibility. That is, I defended the thesis that moral responsibility for performing act X does not require the ability to refrain from X-ing, whereas moral responsibility for failing to perform X does require the ability to do X (Fischer 1985/86). But a number of insightful critiques convinced me that in fact (PPA) is just as problematic as (PAP) (see Haji 1992; Clarke 1994; Zimmerman 1994; Frankfurt 1994b; Glannon 1995). The basic insight behind the critique of (PPA) is that there are omissions cases that are structurally similar to Frankfurt-type action cases. Thus, van Inwagen's intuitions may well be valid for the cases (e.g., the case of the mugging and cut telephone wire described above) to which he points, but this is only a proper subset of the relevant cases.


  For example, consider an “omissions version” of a Frankfurt-type case with which we began (in which Jones votes for Obama). Suppose everything is the same except that Jones actually refrains from voting at all. (He is disgusted by all the available candidates.) But suppose that Black is ready to directly stimulate Jones's brain, should Jones show a prior sign indicating that he is about to choose to vote (and to vote). It seems to me that Jones can in this case be morally responsible for refraining from voting, although he could not have voted. I do not see any relevant difference between this sort of case and the “action-version” of the example (see Fischer and Ravizza 1998).


  Van Inwagen appears to concede that Frankfurt has in fact provided counterexamples to (PAP). Discussing an action version of Frankfurt-type examples, van Inwagen (1983, 164) writes, “It seems we must conclude that we have a genuine case in which an agent is morally responsible for having shot a certain man even though he could not have done otherwise than shoot that man. This case shows that the Principle of Alternate Possibilities is probably false.” I think that van Inwagen is correct here. But I have always been puzzled as to how he can say this, given that he has apparently argued that (PPA), (PPP1), and (PPP2), which he accepts, entail that moral responsibility for anything requires alternative possibilities.


  Let us now turn to the principle as it applies to consequences. It will perhaps be illuminating to begin with the principle pertaining to consequenceuniversals, (PPP2).


  (PPP2) A person is morally responsible for a certain state of affairs only if (that state of affairs obtains and) he could have prevented it from obtaining.


  Again, van Inwagen ( 1983, 164) develops a case in which the agent could not have prevented the state of affairs from obtaining and it appears that precisely this fact entails that he is not morally responsible for it. So suppose that Ryder has been kidnapped and involuntarily placed on a horse, Dobbin. Ryder comes to a fork in the road at which he can guide Dobbin to the right or left, but he cannot (at any point) cause Dobbin to stop before he gets to the end of the road. Moreover, unbeknownst to Ryder, both forks end up in Rome. Van Inwagen's intuition is that Ryder may well be morally responsible for causing Dobbin to take the left rather than the right fork, but he cannot fairly be held morally responsible for the state of affairs that Dobbin ends up in Rome (one way or another). And van Inwagen suggests that precisely the fact that Ryder could not have prevented this state of affairs from obtaining makes it the case that he is not morally responsible for it.


  But, again, as with omissions, it seems to me that van Inwagen is focusing on a proper subset of cases. I believe that there are other cases in which it is plausible to say that the relevant agent is morally responsible for the obtaining of a state of affairs that he cannot prevent from obtaining. Consider, for example, “Assassin.” Sam tells his friend, Jack, of his plan to murder the mayor. Jack also wants the mayor dead, so he has secretly implanted a device in Sam's brain that allows him to monitor all of Sam's brain activity and to intervene in it, if he desires. The device can be employed by Jack to ensure (via direct electronic stimulation of the brain) that Sam decides to kill the mayor and that he acts on this decision. Suppose, moreover, that Sam methodically and freely carries out his plan to kill the mayor. Jack thus plays absolutely no role in Sam's decision and action; Sam acts exactly as he would have acted had no device been implanted in his brain. It seems to me that in this case Sam is morally responsible not only for his act of shooting the mayor, but for the state of affairs universal, that the mayor is shot. And yet (given Jack's set-up) Sam cannot prevent the obtaining of this state of affairs (see Fischer and Ravizza 1998, 59.)


  Consider, also, “Missile.” In this scenario an evil woman, Elizabeth, has obtained a missile and missile launcher, and she has decided (for her own rather perverse reasons) to launch the missile toward Washington, D.C. Suppose that Elizabeth's situation is like that of Sam: She has not been manipulated, brainwashed, and so forth. Moreover, imagine that she has had exactly the same sort of device implanted in her brain as had been put into Sam's and that there is a “counterfactual intervener” associated with her who would ensure that Elizabeth would launch the missile, if Elizabeth were to show any sign of wavering. Suppose also that, once the missile is launched toward the city, Elizabeth cannot prevent it from hitting Washington, D.C. When Elizabeth freely launches the missile toward Washington, D.C., it seems to me that she is morally responsible for the occurrence of the consequence-universal (that Washington, D.C., is bombed), and yet she could not prevent this state of affairs from obtaining (one way or another).


  My contention, therefore, is that there are indeed cases in which an agent can legitimately be held morally responsible for bringing about a consequence-universal, even though she could not have prevented this universal from obtaining (one way or another). Van Inwagen's intuition to the contrary here, as in the context of omissions, is based on attending to a proper subset of the relevant cases and inappropriately generalizing from this subset. Moreover, I (and my coauthor) have developed (elsewhere) a principled way of distinguishing among the cases (see Fischer and Ravizza 1998, 92–122).5


  Now let us turn to the Principle of Alternative Possibilities as it applies to consequence-particulars:

  (PPP1) A person is morally responsible for a certain eventparticular only if he could have prevented it.


  Van Inwagen's ( 1983, 167–70) argument in defense of (PPP1) proceeds as follows. He begins by accepting a criterion of event-individuation according to which the actual causal antecedents of a particular event are essential to it. Now van Inwagen points out that in the alternative sequence in a Frankfurt-type case, a different causal sequence (involving a different prior sign) from the actual sequence occurs; therefore, according to van Inwagen, there is a different event-particular in the alternative sequence from the event-particular in the actual sequence. Thus, he contends that Frankfurt has not impugned (PPP1) by providing cases in which the agent is morally responsible and yet the same event occurs in the actual and alternative sequences.


  Perhaps van Inwagen's strategy can be understood as follows. The proponent of (PPP1) essentially believes that moral responsibility requires that the agent have access to an alternative possible world in which a different eventparticular results from his behavior. One way to show the falsity of this belief would be to display cases in which the agent is morally responsible and yet the relevant event-particulars are the same in the actual and alternative scenarios. But—given the fine-grained approach to event-individuation— Frankfurt has not succeeded in displaying such a case.


  Some philosophers have questioned van Inwagen's “essentialist” principle of event-individuation, and they have contended that Frankfurt has infact succeeded in presenting cases of the requisite sort (e.g., Carter 1979). I do not know how exactly to resolve the dispute about event-individuation, but I do not think that one's views about Frankfurt-type cases should depend on this sort of issue. Against van Inwagen I would argue that Frankfurt's strategy for impugning (PAP) need not rest on the project of presenting cases in which the event-particulars are the same in the actual and alternative scenarios, because I believe that the proponent of (PPP1) should hold that moral responsibility requires that the agent have access to an alternative possible world in which a different event-particular results from his voluntary behavior. That is, if one believes that one's moral responsibility is grounded in the sort of control that involves genuine alternative possibilities, it seems to me that those alternative possibilities must contain voluntary behavior; how can adding a scenario in which the agent does not voluntarily bring about a different event-particular make it the case that the agent is morally responsible in the actual sequence? (Fischer 1994, 131–59; see also, Kane 1985, 60; 1996, 107–15.) To suppose that this is possible would be to believe in alchemy! Surely, in Frankfurt-type cases, an agent is, intuitively speaking, morally responsible for bringing about an event-particular, and yet he does not have access to an alternative scenario in which he voluntarily brings about a different event-particular. So Frankfurt-type cases are not best construed as cases of access to a different world with the same eventparticular, but of lack of access to the relevant sort of alternative world. If Frankfurt-type cases are construed in this way—as showing lack of access to the relevant alternative possibilities—then the issue about individuation of event-particulars becomes irrelevant.


  To drive the point home, consider a variant on the Frankfurt-type case of Jones and Black. Here everything is as in the original Frankfurt-type example, except that if Black detects that Jones is about to choose to vote for McCain, Black will use his machine to destroy Jones's brain and thus kill him instantly. Here, again, Jones freely chooses to vote for Obama and does vote for Obama (in the normal way). He behaves just as he would have behaved, had there been no device implanted in his brain. And yet he could not have brought about a different event-particular. In this case, it is clear that Jones's lack of ability to bring about a different event-particular does not come from his (sole) access to another possible world in which there is the same eventparticular as in the actual world; rather, it comes from his lack of access to another possible world of any sort (and thus of the relevant sort). If I may immodestly dub this sort of case a “Fischer-variant” on Frankfurt-type cases, I would claim that the Fischer-variants refute (PPP1) as effectively as the original Frankfurt-type cases. The distinctive potency of Frankfurt-type cases consists in showing that there can be moral responsibility even in cases in which the agent lacks access to the appropriate alternative scenarios, and thus van Inwagen's ingenious reliance on a fine-grained method of actindividuation to defend (PPP1) is, in the end, misguided and irrelevant.


  I conclude, therefore, that none of van Inwagen's arguments in defense of (PPA), (PPPI), or (PPP2) are compelling. Indeed, I believe that Frankfurt-type cases provide powerful reasons to reject theses principles, along with (PAP).


  When considering (PAP), someone might object in a manner similar to the way in which Van Inwagen objected to Frankfurt's critique of (PPP1.). The original case of Jones is supposed to be one in which Jones is morally responsible for his choice and his act of voting for Obama, although he lacks alternative possibilities. At this point it may be objected that, despite the initial appearance, Jones does have at least some alternative possibility. Although Jones cannot choose or vote differently, he can still exhibit a different neurological pattern in his brain N* (from the one he actually exhibits, N). I have called such an alternative possibility a “flicker of freedom” (Fischer 1994). The flicker theorist contends that our moral responsibility always can be traced back to some suitably placed flicker of freedom; our responsibility is grounded in and derives from such alternative possibilities.


  It seems that one can always find a flicker of freedom in Frankfurt-type cases insofar as they are developed as “prior-sign” cases. That is, the agent will always at least have the power to exhibit an alternative sign. But I contend that the mere involuntary display of some sign (e.g., a neurological pattern in the brain, a blush, or a furrowed brow) is too thin a reed on which to rest moral responsibility. The power to exhibit involuntarily a different sign seems to me to be insufficiently robust to ground our attributions of moral responsibility.


  Note that in the alternative sequence (in which Jones shows neurological pattern N*, which is indicative of an impending decision to vote for McCain), the sign is entirely involuntary and the subsequent decision and vote are produced electronically. Thus, in the alternative sequence, Jones cannot be said to be choosing and acting freely and likewise cannot be thought to be morally responsible for his choice and action. If my point in connection with van Inwagen's “act-individuation” defense of (PPP1) is correct, then this sort of alternative possibility cannot ground ascriptions of moral responsibility. It is insufficiently robust: It lacks “voluntary oomph.”


  To help to see this, imagine that there are absolutely no alternative possibilities, even the flimsy and exiguous flickers of freedom we have recently been entertaining. An alternative-possibilities control theorist would say that under such circumstances the relevant agent cannot be morally responsible for his choice and action. Now add the flickers of freedom we have been considering—the power to exhibit a different neurological pattern, N*. I find it very hard to see how adding this power can transform a situation in which there is no moral responsibility into one in which there is moral responsibility. How can adding a pathway along which Jones does not freely vote for Obama and is not morally responsible for voting for Obama make it the case that Jones actually is morally responsible for voting for Obama? This, again, is the “problem of alchemy” (Fischer 1994, 141).


  I believe that this problem of lack of robustness (i.e., lack of voluntary oomph) plagues various versions of the flicker of freedom strategy or response to Frankfurt-type examples. For example, suppose one follows Margery Bedford Naylor (1984) in arguing that what one is “really” morally responsible for is (say) acting “on one's own” (and not as a result of coercion, manipulation, etc.). Now if this is so one could say that the agent does indeed have an alternative possibility—the option of not acting on one's own in this sense. But I would contend that this sort of alternative possibility is a mere flicker of freedom and insufficiently robust to ground attributions of moral responsibility.


  My reason is that in the alternative sequence of a Frankfurt-type case the agent would not be voluntarily choosing not to perform the action on her own. That is, it is true that (in the alternative sequence of a Frankfurt-type case) the agent would not be choosing and acting on her own, but these features of the sequence would not be voluntarily adopted by him—they would be entirely fortuitous, from the point of view of his deliberations. It therefore seems to me that the sort of alternative possibility identified by Naylor lacks voluntary oomph.


  A Dilemma for the Proponent of Frankfurt-Type Examples


  An important challenge to the position I have sketched (against the flicker theorist) has been presented by such philosophers as David Widerker (1995a, 1995b), Robert Kane (1985, 1996a), Carl Ginet (1996), and Keith Wyma (1997).6 I will boil down the various versions of the argument into the following. It begins with a dilemma: The proponent of Frankfurttype examples is presupposing the truth of either causal determinism or indeterminism.


  Let us start with the presupposition that causal determinism obtains. Now it appears as though the relevant agent, Jones, in the previous example, cannot choose or do otherwise (i.e., cannot choose at T2 to vote for McCain or vote for McCain at T3) because the “counterfactual intervener” (i.e., the liberal neurosurgeon Black) can know, given the prior sign exhibited by Jones at T1, that Jones will indeed choose to vote for Obama at T2. If Jones were to choose at T2 to vote for McCain, the prior sign would have had to be different; thus, Jones cannot at T2 choose to vote for McCain at T3. But the problem is that the contention that Jones is morally responsible for choosing to vote for Obama and actually voting for Obama is put in doubt, given the assumption of causal determinism. That is, if causal determinism is explicitly presupposed, it does not seem that someone could say that Jones is obviously morally responsible for his actual choice and action, in a context in which the relationship between causal determinism and moral responsibility is at issue. To do so would appear to beg the question against the incompatibilist.


  Now suppose that indeterminism (of a certain relevant sort) obtains. Under this supposition it would not be dialectically inappropriate to claim that Jones is morally responsible for his actual choice at T2 to vote for Obama and his vote for Obama at T3. But now the contention that Jones cannot choose at T2 to vote for Obama at T3 is called into question, because there is no deterministic relationship between the prior sign exhibited by Jones at T1 and Jones's subsequent choice at T2. So, if we consider the time just prior to T2, everything about the past can be just as it is consistently with Jones's choosing at T2 to vote for Obama at T3. Someone might think that if it takes some time for Jones to make the choice, Black can intervene to prevent the completion of the choice; but then Jones will still have the possibility of “beginning to make the choice,” which is surely more robust than a mere flicker of freedom (e.g., an involuntary twitch, blush, or neurological pattern). After all, beginning to make a choice is a voluntary undertaking (even if it is truncated through no fault of one's own)—it presumably has sufficient voluntary oomph to ground ascriptions of moral responsibility.


  The proponents of Frankfurt-type examples contend that they are nonquestion-begging cases in which an agent is morally responsible for her choice and action and yet the agent has no sufficiently robust alternative possibilities. But the counterargument of Widerker, Kane, Ginet, and Wyma appears to show that the examples in question are not uncontroversial cases in which the agent is morally responsible for his choice and subsequent behavior and also in which the agent lacks the alternative possibilities. This clearly important argument has been influential. Indeed, in a recent article, Ted A. Warfield (1996, 221) claims that the rejection of Frankfurttype examples (as cases in which an agent is morally responsible yet lacks alternative possibilities) is “increasingly common.”


  A Reply on Behalf of the Proponent of Frankfurt-Type Examples


  Despite this rising chorus I remain convinced that Frankfurt-type cases help to establish that moral responsibility does not require alternative possibilities.


  The Assumption of Indeterminism


  Let us start with the second horn of the dilemma: the assumption of indeterminism. Here it does appear that the prior-sign cases will not describe an agent who lacks alternative possibilities. But various strategies have been proposed for modifying Frankfurt-type case to address this difficulty. Some such proposals have been developed and defended by (among others) David Hunt (2000), Alfred Mele and David Robb (1998), and Eleonore Stump (1990, 1995, 1996, 1999a).7 I gave a detailed presentation of these strategies, together with an analysis of their prospects in my essay for the first edition of this Handbook (Fischer 2002b). In this essay, I will focus more on the deterministic horn of the dilemma here.


  But before we move on to the deterministic horn, I would like to highlight a development of the Frankfurt cases that has received a lot of attention recently by Derk Pereboom, David Hunt, and Michael McKenna. These authors have presented an intriguing version of Frankfurt-type examples, which is promising insofar as it appears to work in an indeterministic context. That is, this sort of indeterministic example involves alternative possibilities that appear to lack sufficient robustness to justify attributions of moral responsibility. Here is Pereboom's case:


  Joe is considering whether to claim a tax deduction for the substantial local registration fee that he paid when he bought a house. He knows that claiming the deduction is illegal, that he probably will not be caught, and that if he is, he can convincingly plead ignorance. Suppose he has a very powerful but not always overriding desire to advance his self-interest no matter what the cost to others, and no matter whether advancing his self-interest involves illegal activity. Furthermore, he is a libertarian free agent. But his psychology is such that the only way that in this situation he could choose not to engage in the tax evasion is for moral reasons. His psychology is not, for example, such that he could decide not to evade taxes for no reason or simply on a whim. In fact, it is causally necessary for his deciding not to evade taxes in this situation that a moral reason occur to him with a certain force. A moral reason can occur to him with that force either involuntarily or as a result of his voluntary activity (e.g., by his willing to consider it, or by his seeking out a vivid presentation of such a reason). But a moral reason occurring to him with such force is not causally sufficient for his deciding not to evade taxes. If a moral reason were to occur to him with that force, Joe could, with his libertarian free will, either choose to act on it or act against it (without the intervener's device in place). But to ensure that he decide to evade taxes, a neuroscientist now implants a device that, were it to sense a moral reason occurring with the specified force, would electronically stimulate his brain so that he would decide to evade taxes. In actual fact, no moral reason occurs to him with such force, and he chooses to evade taxes while the device remains idle. (Pereboom 2001)8


  In Pereboom's version of Frankfurt-type examples, the actual sequence is indeterministic, and the alternative possibility in question—the occurrence to the agent of a moral reason with a sufficient force—does not appear to be sufficiently robust to ground ascriptions of moral responsibility. This is in part because the occurrence of such a reason is not sufficient in itself for Joe to begin to act in accordance with it. The possibility of the mere occurrence of a reason (of a certain force) to an individual does not yet ground a claim of the possession of alternative possibilities sufficiently robust to ground moral responsibility. Thus Pereboom's example is promising as a way of both securing actual-sequence indeterminism and alternative possibilities without oomph. (For further discussion of the example see Pereboom's essay in this volume.) David Hunt and Michael McKenna have offered structurally similar versions of the examples that have come to be called “Buffer Zone” Frankfurt Cases (due to David Hunt [2005]).


  The Assumption of Causal Determinism


  Return the first horn of the dilemma: The assumption that causal determinism obtains. I agree that one cannot simply and precipitously conclude, from consideration of the examples, that the agent is morally responsible for his choice and behavior. But in any case, this is not the way I would have proceeded; I never have envisaged a simple “one-step” argument to the conclusion that (say) Jones is morally responsible for his choice and action. Rather, I employ Frankfurt-type examples as the first (but obviously important) step of a slightly more complex argument to the conclusion that Jones is morally responsible for his choice and action (despite lacking alternative possibilities).


  The argument goes as follows. First, one carefully considers Frankfurt-type cases. Upon reflection, I believe that one should conclude that in these cases the lack of alternative possibilities does not in itself ground a claim that the agent is not morally responsible for his choice and action. In other words, I think that the examples make highly plausible the preliminary conclusion that if Jones is not morally responsible for his choice and action, this is not simply because he lacks alternative possibilities. After all, everything that has any causal (or any other kind of) influence on Jones would be exactly the same, if we “subtracted” Black entirely from the scene. And Jones's moral responsibility would seem to be supervenient on what has an influence or impact on him in some way.


  So the relevant (preliminary) conclusion is, if Jones is not morally responsible for his choice and action, the reason is not simply that he lacks alternative possibilities. And it does not appear to beg the question to come to this conclusion, even if causal determinism obtains. The first step is to argue, based on the Frankfurt-type examples, that intuitively it is plausible that alternative possibilities are irrelevant to ascriptions of moral responsibility.


  The second step in the argument consists in asking whether causal determinism in itself and apart from ruling out alternative possibilities threatens moral responsibility. I have considered various possible reasons why someone might think that causal determinism threatens moral responsibility in itself and apart from ruling out alternative possibilities, and I have come to the conclusion that it is not plausible to accept any of these reasons. It seems to me that this two-stage argument is highly plausible and does not beg the question against the incompatibilist, even on the assumption of causal determinism. Thus I believe that the use of the “priorsign” cases in a deterministic context can be defended against the charge of begging the question.


  But various philosophers have challenged my initial conclusion that if Jones is not morally responsible, this is not because he has no (sufficiently robust) alternative possibility. My basis for this conclusion was that Black's role in the example both rendered it true that Jones could not choose (and do) otherwise and also seemed to me to be irrelevant to Jones's moral responsibility. These philosophers have pointed out that Black and his device in themselves do not render it true that Jones could not have chosen or done otherwise. Rather, it is only with the additional assumption of causal determinism that one can eliminate alternative possibilities. But now the point—pressed by Stewart Goetz—must be addressed: if causal determinism already rules out access to alternative possibilities, Black “drops out,” and his role becomes nugatory. Thus, the intuition that might be elicited by the Frankfurt cases to the effect that Black is irrelevant to Jones's moral responsibility is seen to be beside the point. Because Black alone, by himself, is not a factor that renders it true that Jones cannot choose and do otherwise, we do not yet have an argument that Jones's inability to choose and do otherwise is irrelevant to his moral responsibility.


  I accept the criticism, but I wish to present a refined articulation of the basic insight I have been seeking to capture.9 I still think that one can defend Frankfurt-style compatibilism, on the deterministic horn, and that the defense will be similar to the defense I articulated above, but it will be subtly different in a way that both better captures the basic insight and also avoids the criticisms I have sketched. A key point is that we begin by assuming causal determinism, but we take no stand about whether causal determinism eliminates genuine metaphysical access to alternative possibilities. That is, we remain officially agnostic about the relationship between causal determinism and freedom to choose and do otherwise. This agnosticism is congenial to me, as it is officially built into my doctrine of Semicompatibilism. Semicompatibilism, after all, is simply the claim that causal determinism is compatible with moral responsibility, apart from whether causal determinism eliminates access to alternative possibilities. At the very least, we should be able to seriously entertain the hypothesis of agnosticism and begin our newly formulated defense of Frankfurt-style compatibilism with it.


  So we assume causal determinism obtains and that the case of Jones and Black unfolds as above, and we make no assumption about the relationship between causal determinism and access to alternative possibilities. Black checks and sees the “prior sign” at t1 that is associated with a subsequent vote for the Democrat—say, the furrowed left brow. Given that Black knows that causal determinism obtains, he can now relax, as it were. It is also true, given Black's device and dispositions, that if Jones were to show the sign at t1 associated with voting for a Republican at t2 (appropriately enough, the furrowed right brow), Black's device would swing into action and stimulate Jones's brain to ensure that he chooses at t2 to vote for Obama and does so vote at t3. I claim that this additional fact, when added to the assumption of causal determinism and the fact that Black can thus be sure that Jones's showing the prior sign at t1 will in fact be followed by his choosing accordingly at t2, renders it true that Jones cannot at t2 choose to vote for McCain.


  Note that in the case as analyzed above I do not claim that Jones cannot at t1 involuntarily exhibit a different sign—the sign associated with his subsequently voting for a Republican. After all, we are not at this point in the argument assuming that causal determinism expunges alternative possibilities. But the possibility of exhibiting a different sign is a mere flicker of freedom and obviously not sufficiently robust to ground attributions of moral responsibility. We can see, therefore, that the deterministic example works in a similar way to the indeterministic examples: They are all cases in which the relevant agent lacks access to robust alternative possibilities (even if they in fact have access to mere flickers of freedom).


  So the situation is as follows. The assumption of causal determinism cannot in itself be taken (in this dialectical context) to entail that Jones cannot at t2 choose otherwise. It is only after the addition of Black and his device and dispositions that it follows that Jones cannot at t2 choose otherwise. So Black and the associated machinery is not supernumerary or a dangling and redundant distraction; Black is not unemployed. Of course, Black and his device and dispositions may not be enough to rule out alternative possibilities without the assumption of causal determinism, but I do not see any objection to conceding this fact and yet defending of Frankfurt-style compatibilism, regimented as follows:


  1. Assume that causal determinism obtains and that the Frankfurt case of Jones and Black unfolds as above.

  2. At this point in the argument, causal determinism is not assumed in itself to rule out access to alternative possibilities. (Neither is it to be supposed here that Black's presence, device, and dispositions in themselves rule out such access.)

  3. Causal determinism plus Black's presence, device, and dispositions rule out Jones's freedom at t2 to choose otherwise.

  4. If Jones is not morally responsible for choosing at t2 to vote for Obama at t3, it is not in virtue of the mere fact that he was not free at at2 to choose otherwise.


  Thus: 5. If causal determinism rules out Jones's moral responsibility for his choice at t2, it is not in virtue of its eliminating alternative possibilities (if in fact it does eliminate alternative possibilities).10


  The generalized conclusion is precisely what I have identified as the moral of the Frankfurt-stories: If causal determinism rules out moral responsibility, it is not in virtue of eliminating alternative possibilities. We have derived this conclusion by invoking a Frankfurt case that assumes causal determinism, but because it explicitly does not presuppose that causal determinism rules out alternative possibilities, there is a distinctive and substantive role for Black to play.


  Thus far I have insisted on agnosticism, but I shall now relax this assumption. Although some philosophers believe that the assumption (or even a compatibilist assumption here) is essential to the defense of Frankfurt-style compatibilism (on the deterministic horn), I contend that a similar defense can be mounted, even with the strong assumption that causal determinism eliminates access to alternative possibilities.11 So, we make all the same assumptions as above, but this time we also assume that causal determinism is incompatible with genuine metaphysical access to alternative possibilities. I claim that exactly the same core argument as employed above can be given, even in the context of the incompatibilist assumption. In fact, nothing in the argument uses or exploits the assumption that causal determinism is incompatible with alternative possibilities; thus, the argument can proceed in exactly the same way as above. That is, one first notes that Black can, as it were, relax when he sees that Jones has exhibited at t1 the sign associated with Jones's voting Democratic. Also, we know that if Jones were to show the sign associated with subsequent Republican voting, Black's device would zap his brain, thus ensuring a Democratic vote. These facts make it the case that Jones cannot at t2 choose otherwise; we have not invoked the incompatibilist assumption.


  But now Goetz might press his point, saying that causal determinism already rules out alternative possibilities; thus, there is no dialectical space for Black to play a role in eliminating alternative possibilities. But I frankly cannot see why it makes a difference to relax the assumption of agnosticism and move to an incompatibilistic assumption about the relationship between causal determinism and access to alternative possibilities. And it is not at all clear that the mere fact that a prior state of the universe (together with the laws of nature) explains why Jones cannot at t2 choose otherwise entails that no other fact can play this sort of explanatory role.12 Why does the explanation in terms of causal determination “crowd out” all other explanations, including the explanation in which Black plays a crucial role?


  Let us say that materialism about mental states is true, and, further, that causal determinism obtains. So there presumably exists an explanation of an agent's choices and behavior entirely in terms of physical states and laws of nature. Why does it follow—without all sorts of additional considerations and perhaps fancy philosophical footwork—that we cannot also have a perfectly good explanation of the agent's choices and behavior in terms of his desires, beliefs, and intentions? Why is it just obvious that the existence of the one sort of explanation crowds out the other? Why, more specifically, is it just obvious that a prior state of the universe (together with the laws of nature) explaining why Jones cannot at t2 choose otherwise leaves no room for any other explanation of Jones's inability—such as the presence of Black, his device, and his dispositions (in a causally deterministic context)?13


  It has become a kind of conventional wisdom that the Frankfurt cases that feature determinism in the actual sequence cannot be used on an “audience” of committed incompatibilists about causal determinism and genuine access to alternative possibilities. But my argument shows that this is a gratuitous concession.14 The argument I employed above to defend Frankfurt-style compatibilism, given the deterministic horn, can be employed without any changes within the context of an incompatibilistic assumption. As far as I can see, the argument proceeds in exactly the same way. Moreover, the contention that because causal determination rules out alternative possibilities, there can be no other factor that eliminates alternative possibilities (or the invocation of which explains the lack of alternative possibilities) is, at best, highly controversial.


  A Reply on Behalf of the Flicker Theorist: Escapability of Authorship/ Responsibility


  The critic of Frankfurt-type examples has (at least) one more card to play. Consider, for example, the following remarks of Michael McKenna (1997, 73– 74):


  [W]hat intuitively drives [the proponent of the alternativepossibilities requirement] is the kind of control needed in order for us to avoid being the author of a particular act and thus avoid being responsible for the production of that particular action…. It is a matter of holding people accountable for what they do only if they can avoid any blame or punishment that might fall upon them for performing those very particular actions which they do perform….


  McKenna is claiming that even in Frankfurt-type cases, the relevant agent has a significant and robust power: the power either to be the author of his action or not, and thus the power to be morally responsible for his action or not. A similar point is made in recent article by Keith Wyma (1997). Wyma begins with an example that suggests that many of us experienced something like a Frankfurt-type example as we were growing up:


  When I was four years old and learning to ride a bicycle, I reached a point where my father decided I no longer needed training wheels. But he still worried that I might fall. So on my first attempt “without a net,” he ran alongside as I pedaled. His arms encircled without touching me, his hands resting lightly upon me, but not holding me upright. I rode straight ahead. My father did not push or guide me, but if I had faltered or veered suddenly to the side, he would have tightened his grip, keeping me vertical and on track. After finally braking to a stop, I was jubilant but somewhat hesitant over whether I should be. I wondered, had I really ridden my bike on my own? … Was the triumph of riding straight down the street mine or not? (57)


  Wyma goes on to argue for an intuition very similar to McKenna's. In Wyma's view, moral responsibility requires a certain kind of “leeway.” And this leeway is specified by what Wyma calls the “Principle of Possibly Passing the Buck” (PPPB):


  A person is morally responsible for something she has done, A, only if she has failed to do something she could have done, B, such that doing B would have rendered her morally nonresponsible for A. (59)


  Of course, in a Frankfurt-type case the relevant agent would not be morally responsible in the alternative sequence: Jones would not be morally responsible for voting for Obama, in the circumstance in which Black's device were triggered. Thus, Wyma has apparently identified a significant sort of “leeway,” even in Frankfurt-type examples. At the end of his article, Wyma returns to the analogy with which he started:


  I believe the bike riding triumph was mine, because even though I could not have fallen or crashed while my father hovered protectively over me, I could still have faltered enough that he would have had to steady me; and because I had leeway to falter but did not do so, the success of riding was truly mine. PPPB vindicates a similar kind of leeway as being necessary for ascriptions of moral responsibility. (68)


  In addition, Michael Otsuka has recently defended a principle similar to Wyma's PPPB. Otsuka calls his principle the “Principle of Avoidable Blame”: One is blameworthy for performing an act of a given type only if one could instead have behaved in a manner for which one would have been entirely blameless (Otsuka 1998, 688).15 Thus, all three defenders of the alternative possibilities control requirement seem to be pointing to the same sort of alternative possibility, they claim is present generally, and hence in Frankfurt-type examples. This is the freedom to “pass the buck,” “escape,” or “avoid” moral responsibility. And it seems that this freedom is present in all of the modifications of the Frankfurt-type examples presented here. Recently, Helen Steward and Maria Alvarez have developed versions of developments of essentially this same strategy.16 One might say that all of these theorists are seeking to fan the flickers of freedom.17

  A Further Reply on Behalf of the Proponent of Frankfurt-Type Examples


  But I believe that problems similar to those of the earlier defenses of the alternative-possibilities control requirement also plague the new approaches. Recall that the problem with saying that the possibility of exhibiting a different prior sign or indicator of future decision (and action) grounds moral responsibility is that the envisaged possibility is too exiguous and flimsy. The displaying of such a sign would not even be voluntary behavior. How could moral responsibility rest on such a delicate foundation?


  Now it might be thought that the possibility of avoiding authorship or the possibility of avoiding moral responsibility would be a more substantial basis for moral responsibility. But I believe there are similar problems here. Note that in the alternative sequence in a Frankfurt-type case, the agent would indeed be avoiding, for example, moral responsibility, but she would be doing so “accidentally.” The agent would not be voluntarily avoiding responsibility. The suggestion that avoiding responsibility is a sufficiently robust basis for moral responsibility may derive some of its plausibility from the fact that in a typical context in which we would say that someone has avoided, for instance, blameworthiness, he would have performed some voluntary action. Typically, the relevant facts about the various paths available to the agent would be accessible to him, and he would voluntarily choose a right action (rather than a morally objectionable one). Here we would say that the agent avoided blameworthiness, but this is a different sort of context from Frankfurt-type cases. In Frankfurt-type cases, the agent does not choose to be morally responsible rather than not—these issues play no role in his deliberations. And in the alternative scenario in a Frankfurttype case, the agent does not choose to escape responsibility or voluntarily choose anything that implies her escaping responsibility.


  To isolate this point more clearly, note that in the alternative scenario in a Frankfurt-type case the agent does not deliberate about whether or not to embrace moral responsibility. So issues about whether or not to be morally responsible play no explicit role in his deliberations. Moreover, they play no “implicit” role either. They might play an implicit role in the sort of context discussed above, in which an agent has internalized certain norms, on the basis of which he chooses to do what he takes to be the right action. If he successfully avoids blameworthiness here, it is partly attributable to his having internalized norms the relevant community shares. Given these norms, the agent can reasonably expect to escape blame, if he chooses as he does. But in the alternative scenarios in Frankfurt-type cases, issues about moral responsibility obviously do not play an implicit role of this sort.


  To the extent that issues pertaining to moral responsibility play neither an explicit nor an implicit role, I shall say that moral responsibility is not “internally related” to the agent's behavior in the alternative sequence of a Frankfurt-type case. And my point is that it is very plausible that moral responsibility must be so related to the agent's behavior, in order for the alternative possibility in question to be sufficiently robust to ground ascriptions of moral responsibility.


  Of course, I do not accept the alternative-possibilities control model of moral responsibility. But my contention is that if you buy into this traditional picture, then you should also acknowledge that the alternative possibilities must be of a certain sort—they must be sufficiently robust. (I developed this point in my discussion of van Inwagen's defense of PPP1, above.) This same point has been highlighted by a philosopher with a very different orientation from mine: Robert Kane (1985, 60; 1996, 107–15), a libertarian who believes that alternative possibilities are required for moral responsibility. Kane emphasizes what he calls the “dual” or “plural” voluntariness (and responsibility) conditions on moral responsibility: The relevant alternative possibilities (i.e., alternative possibilities sufficiently robust to ground moral responsibility) must themselves involve voluntary behavior (for which the agent is morally responsible). In Kane's picture, it is not enough that an agent have just any sort of alternative possibility—it must be an alternative in which the agent acts voluntarily and is morally responsible. Likewise, I would contend that the relevant alternative possibilities must contain voluntary, responsible behavior in which moral responsibility is internally related to the agent's behavior. My suggestion, therefore, is that the new defenses of the alternative-possibilities control requirement (presented by McKenna, Otsuka, and Wyma) fall prey to the same sort of problem that afflicted earlier such defenses: The alternatives they postulate are not sufficiently robust. I also contend (although I do not have space to develop this critique here) that the recent defenses of (PAP) in Steward (2008, 2009) and Alvarez (2009) are vulnerable to a similar strategy of response.18


  In my early essay, “Responsibility and Control” (Fischer 1982), I argued that the critic of the Frankfurt-type case mixes up “possibility” and “ability” in a certain way. That is, I pointed out that even if another event (or set of events) occurs in the alternative sequence of a Frankfurt-type case, it does not follow that the agent has the ability (in the relevant sense) to bring about this alternative event (or set of events). (There is a wonderful development and defense of this position in Tognazzini and Leon forthcoming.) I believe that the recent defenses of alternative-possibilities control simply reinscribe the same general problem. The lack of “internal relatedness” of moral responsibility to the events in the alternative sequence points to the fact that the agent lacks the relevant sort of ability, even if there exists the possibility of something different happening. So, even if there exists the possibility that the agent not be the author of his action (or avoid moral responsibility), it does not follow that the agent has the ability (in the relevant sense) to avoid authorship (or responsibility). It is a simple point that has played a crucial role in discussions of indeterministic conceptions of control and moral responsibility: The mere possibility of a different event's occurring does not entail that the agent has the ability to do otherwise. The point applies equally in the context of Frankfurt-type examples.


  The principles suggested by McKenna, Wyma, and Otsuka all imply that the agents in Frankfurt cases are morally responsible in virtue of the existence of alternative possibilities; my contention is that it is implausible to suppose that it is in virtue of any old alternative possibility that they are responsible. If we adjust the principles to require robust alternative possibilities, then Frankfurt cases will indeed be counterexamples to the principles.


  Return to Wyma's striking claim about his early bike-riding experience, “I believe the bike riding triumph was mine, because even though I could not have fallen or crashed while my father hovered protectively over me, I could still have faltered enough that he would have had to steady me; and because I had leeway to falter but did not do so, the success of riding was truly mine” (Wyma 1997, 68). Although we could quibble endlessly about details of these sorts of examples, the intuitive point seems clear: It is not the possibility of faltering slightly that makes the young Wyma's bike-riding triumph truly his. This has to do not with whether he could have faltered slightly, but with how he rode the bike—how he moved the pedals, balanced, and so forth, and by what sort of causal process this all took place.


  The “Nonstandard Response” To Frankfurt-Type Cases


  What might be called the “standard” critique of Frankfurt-type cases concedes that the relevant agent does not have available the sort of alternative possibility typically associated with responsibility, but claims that, nevertheless, one can find a suitable alternative possibility, even in Frankfurt-type examples. The “nonstandard” response to the examples claims that even in Frankfurt-type cases the agent has available a robust alternative possibility of precisely the sort normally associated with moral responsibility. So, for example, in the Frankfurt-type example with which we began (in which Jones chooses to vote for Obama and votes for Obama on his own but Black is poised to intervene should Jones show any sign of choosing to vote for McCain), the nonstandard response claims that Jones does have the ability (in the relevant sense) to vote for McCain (Lamb 1993; Campbell 1997; for replies, see Fischer and Hoffman 1994; McKenna 1998b). More recently, various proponents of the “New Dispositionalism” have defended versions of the nonstandard defense (see Smith [2003] and Vihvelin [2004]).19


  The basic claim of the nonstandard response is that insofar as Black's device does not play any actual role in Jones's deliberations or actions, it should be “subtracted” when one is considering whether Jones has a genuine ability to choose and do otherwise (i.e., to choose to vote for McCain and to vote for McCain). Put in terms of possible-worlds semantics, the compatibilist in general insists that the alternative possible worlds that establish that the agent has a certain power or ability can differ in various ways from the actual world. So, if a given agent does X rather than Y in the actual world, but it is intuitively true that the agent could have done Y instead, one looks for a possible world that can differ in certain ways from the actual world prior to the time in question in which the agent does indeed do Y. Given that Black's device does not actually play any role, the nonstandard theorist will say that it can be absent from a possible world that is nevertheless relevant to whether Jones actually has the power to choose to vote for McCain and the power to vote for McCain.


  I have difficulty sympathizing with this response. First, note that it would seem to imply that the man who is, unbeknownst to him, locked in the room in Locke's example can leave the room. Or, likewise, if one has secretly been chained to one's desk (perhaps while asleep), it follows that one can leave one's office, despite the chains, as long as one is unaware of the chains. Also, if one has been struck by paralysis but is not yet aware of the paralysis, the nonstandard approach would seem to imply that the paralysis is no obstacle. These results just seem very implausible.


  I would offer the following diagnosis of the confusion of the nonstandard response. I believe that the nonstandard theorist is conflating general abilities with the sort of ability that corresponds to J. L. Austin's “all-in sense of ‘can’” or “can in the particular circumstances.” One may have a general ability without having the latter sort of ability, insofar as one does not have the opportunity to exercise the general ability. Although I would concede that the agent in a Frankfurt-type case has the relevant general ability, I would deny that he can under the particular circumstances choose and do otherwise. So, although Jones has the general ability to choose to vote Republican and to do so, he cannot under the particular circumstances choose to vote Republican and vote Republican. It is the particularized notion of ability, and not the general one, that is typically associated with moral responsibility; certainly, the particularized notion plays a role in the Principle of Alternative Possibilities.


  An Actual-Sequence Approach to Moral Responsibility


  In my view, Frankfurt-type cases provide very strong reasons to think that moral responsibility does not require alternative possibilities. Of course, they fall short of providing decisive reasons to abandon the Principle of Alternative Possibilities.20But they should make a reasonable person abandon an endless attempt to identify some sort of alternative possibility and instead set about identifying what about the actual sequence of events leading to an action (or omission or consequence) grounds ascriptions of moral responsibility.


  The lesson of Frankfurt-type cases is that in assessing moral responsibility we should focus on the properties of the actual sequence of events leading to the behavior in question. Of course it does not follow straightforwardly that causal determinism is indeed compatible with moral responsibility. It is still possible to argue for “actual-sequence incompatibilism”—the view that causal determinism rules out moral responsibility, quite apart from ruling out alternative possibilities (Fischer 1982; Kane 1996).21


  My position here is that the argument for the incompatibility of causal determinism and alternative possibilities is considerably stronger than the argument that causal determinism rules out moral responsibility directly (i.e., apart from considerations pertaining to alternative possibilities). I believe that reasonable people, not already committed to a particular position on the free-will debate, would find it highly plausible that causal determinism rules out alternative possibilities. As pointed out previously, the argument here proceeds from such plausible principles of common sense as the Principle of the Fixity of the Past and the Principle of the Fixity of the Natural Laws. In contrast, I do not see that any considerations would move a reasonable and fair-minded person not already committed to a particular position on the free-will debate to believe that it is highly plausible that causal determinism rules out alternative possibilities directly (Fischer 2002a).22

  Now I do not wish to contend that considerations cannot be invoked that claim that causal determination in the actual sequence rules out moral responsibility directly (and thus not by ruling out alternative possibilities). But I believe that these considerations do not have the broad appeal of those that seem to show that causal determinism rules out alternative possibilities. Moreover, given that there are strong motivations toward compatibilism between causal determinism and moral responsibility—especially the desire to protect our status as morally responsible agents from esoteric scientific discoveries about the form of the equations that describe the universe—I am inclined to adopt semicompatibilism, the doctrine that causal determinism is compatible with moral responsibility, even if causal determinism were to rule out alternative possibilities.


  Of course, there are various ways of specifying and developing an “actualsequence” approach to moral responsibility (see Fischer 1999b). My approach contends that when one “decodes” the information embedded in the actual sequence in which there is moral responsibility, one will find a certain sort of “control.” Although typically it is thought that control must involve alternative possibilities, I believe there are two species of control. “Regulative control” does indeed involve alternative possibilities, but “guidance control” does not; guidance control is of the sort displayed by agents in the actual sequences of Frankfurt-type examples, and, in general, by agents who are morally responsible for their behavior.


  My project has been to analyze of guidance control and to show that this sort of control is compatible with moral responsibility (see Fischer 1994; Fischer and Ravizza 1998; Fischer 2006). In my view, guidance control of one's behavior has two components: The behavior must issue from one's own mechanism, and this mechanism must be appropriately responsive to reasons. I have sought to provide accounts of both components, mechanism ownership and reasons-responsiveness, and I have defended the idea that guidance control, so analyzed, is compatible with causal determinism.23


  Notes:


  (1.) Some philosophers prefer “alternate possibilities,” whereas others prefer “alternative possibilities.” Harry Frankfurt (1999a, 372) offers a (somewhat curmudgeonly) defense of his use of the term “alternate possibilities.”


  (2.) See, e.g., Ginet (1966, 87–104; 1990); Wiggins (1973, 31–62), Van Inwagen (1983), and Fischer (1994).


  (3.) This term was introduced by Fischer (1982).


  (4.) Whew! Black was right. I began writing this essay before the elections of 2008; obviously, the specifics of the case are now out of date, but what matters is the structure of the example.


  (5.) For helpful discussions of moral responsibility for consequenceuniversals, see Heinaman (1986) and Rowe (1989).


  


  (6.) As far as I know, Kane (1985, 51) was the first to articulate this strategy in reply to the Frankfurt examples.


  (7.) There is an important critique of the Mele/Robb approach in Ginet ( 1996, 2003a). For a reply, see Mele and Robb (2003); for further discussion, see Ginet and Palmer (2010).


  (8.) Chapter 2 of the book also contains a critical discussion of the Hunt, Mele and Robb, and Stump strategies.


  


  (9.) My argument here was first presented in Fischer (2010, 315–36). In the rest of this section, I borrow heavily from this article.


  (10.) Note that certain philosophers hold that if the prior sign (say Jones's furrowing his left eyebrow at t1) causally determines his choice at t2, then he cannot be morally responsible for it. Of course, this is precisely what is at issue, and so it is not available at this point in the development of the dialectic. Moreover, it is important to see that the conclusion of the argument —(5)—is completely compatible with the contention in question. (5) does not state that causal determination does not rule out moral responsibility; rather, it makes a conditional claim. This shows that, if one were to contend that the prior sign's causally determining the subsequent choice rules out moral responsibility for that choice, this would be no objection to my argument here; at this point in the dialectic, I have no horse in that race.


  (11.) Here I disagree with Haji and McKenna ( 2004, 2006). Although I have considerable sympathy for their views and have learned much from their work on these topics, my position is even bolder than theirs. Of course, if necessary, one could fall back on a more conservative approach, such as that of Haji and McKenna, according to which the Frankfurt examples would only target a certain audience—the uncommitted voters, as it were.


  (12.) For this point, see Haji and McKenna (2006).


  (13.) For a classic development of the notion that the belief-desire explanation and the “deterministic” explanation are compatible, see Dennett (1973). Dennett has argued persuasively that we can explain the behavior of the same creature (or object) either mechanistically or teleologically; the explanations are entirely compatible.


  (14.) Thus, Haji and McKenna are incorrect in their restriction of the appropriate target audience. In their more recent work, (2006, 63–76) they presented a Frankfurt case that features causal determininism in the actual sequence.


  (15.) Otsuka qualifies the principle to apply to cases in which it is not the case that everything one is capable of doing at a given point in time is blameworthy because of some previous choice for which one is to blame. For further discussion, see Fischer and Tognazzini (forthcoming) and also Otsuka (forthcoming).


  (16.) Steward (2008, 2009) and Alvarez (2009). For a reply to Steward, see Fischer (2008b).


  


  (17.) Thanks to Dan Speak for this phrase.


  (18.) I would claim (again, without argumentation here) that approaches that emphasize the precise time of the relevant choice and behavior are problematic in a similar way: Ginet (1996, 2003a), and Ginet and Palmer (2010).


  (19.) For further critical discussion of recent proponents of the nonstandard defense, see the essay by Berofsky in this volume (chapter 8). The term “New Dispositionalism” is from Clarke (2009), in which there is a detailed discussion and illuminating critical evaluation of these approaches.


  (20.) The Frankfurt cases continue to elicit considerable discussion. For just a few recent examples, see Fischer (2008c) [a reply to Vihvelin (2000a)], Vihvelin (2008), and Levy (2008a).


  (21.) This strategy, in one of its most salient manifestations, has come to be called “Source Incompatibilism”; see, especially, Pereboom (2001).


  


  (22.) Also, see “Compatibilism,” in Fischer, Kane, Pereboom, and Vargas (2007, 44–84).


  (23.) Thanks to Robert Kane for his helpful comments on a previous draft, and also for his efforts in putting together this new edition of the Oxford Handbook on Free Will.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article begins by reviewing a major objection to Frankfurt-type examples made in past writings, called here as the “Dilemma Objection.” It explains why PAP has an initial plausibility for many persons. This plausibility is grounded, the article argues, in a principle called the “principle of reasonable expectations” (PAE): An agent is morally blameworthy for a given act only if, in the circumstances, it would be morally reasonable to expect the agent to have done something else. It argues that in situations of such kinds, agents can be held morally responsible for their actions, even in a libertarian sense. This views is called “Frankfurt-friendly libertarianism.” It argues that this more “Frankfurt-friendly” view is another possible option open to libertarians in response to Frankfurt-type examples.
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  Introduction


  It seems uncontroversial that

  (“Freedom Condition for Moral Blame” [FC]) An agent S is morally blameworthy for performing a given act V only if S performed V freely.1


  But how exactly is “freely” in FC to be understood? The traditional answer to this question has been to identify the freedom pertinent to moral blame with avoidability, thus construing FC as follows:

  (PAP) An agent S is morally blameworthy for performing a given act V only if he could have avoided performing it.2


  Situations in which an agent is coerced, compelled, or manipulated to perform a certain act confirm PAP. As is well known, PAP has come under attack, most notably by Harry Frankfurt (1969). Frankfurt develops an intriguing argument against PAP. Central to it are two assumptions: one metaphysical and one moral. The metaphysical assumption is that


  (“The Irrelevance of the Avoidability of an Act to the Question of Whether the Agent Performed the Act on His Own” [IRR]) There may be circumstances that in no way bring it about that a person performs a certain action; nevertheless, those very circumstances make it impossible for him to avoid performing that action (830, 837). Call a situation of the sort described in IRR an “IRR- scenario.”


  The moral assumption (M) is that

  (M) An agent who in an IRR-scenario deliberately performed a morally wrong act is blameworthy for it, even though he could not have avoided performing that act (836–37).


  Together these two assumptions yield the conclusion that PAP is false. We may get a better grasp of Frankfurt's argument by considering the following example:


  Jones is deliberating whether to keep the promise he made to his uncle to visit him in the hospital on the day his uncle is supposed to undergo a critical operation. Jones is his uncle's only relative, and the visit is very important to the uncle. The reason for Jones's deliberating is that, on his way to the hospital, he (incidentally) met Mary—a woman with whom he was romantically involved in his distant past and whom he has not seen since then. Mary, being eager to talk to Jones, invites him for a cup of coffee in a nearby restaurant. She explains that she is in town just for a couple of hours, and wishes to spend those hours with him. Jones is aware that if he accepts Mary's offer, he will not be able to make it to the hospital during visiting hours. Unbeknownst to Jones, there is another person, Black, who for some reason does not want Jones to visit his uncle. Black has the power and the means to force Jones to decide to stay with Mary. But wishing to avoid showing his hand unnecessarily, he has made up his mind to intervene if and only if Jones does not show a sign of going to decide to break his promise to his uncle. Call that sign “Q.” If Jones shows that sign, then Black does nothing, knowing that in this case Jones will decide to accept Mary's invitation. (It is assumed that Black knows Jones very well in this regard). Finally, suppose that Black does not have to intervene, since Jones decides on his own not to keep the promise, and spends the time with Mary.


  Call this example “Promise Breaking” and an example of this type “a Frankfurt-type counterexample to PAP,” or “a Frankfurt-type example,” for short. Frankfurt claims that, because in a situation of this sort the agent acted on his own (without Black's intervention), he is to blame for the decision he made, even though he could not have avoided making it. Hence, according to him, PAP is false (Frankfurt 1969, 835–36).


  Frankfurt's attack on PAP has not gone unchallenged. Libertarians have resisted it by questioning the conceptual coherence of IRR-situations, or by insisting that examples such as the above fail to describe an IRR-situation, in which case Frankfurt's assumption IRR is unwarranted. More specifically, they have claimed that such examples do not succeed when applied to mental acts such as deciding, undertaking, forming an intention, in other words, mental acts that for the libertarian constitute the loci of moral responsibility. Their counterargument, sometimes called also “the Dilemma Objection,” was this:


  Consider the relation between the sign Q that Black employs as a sign for not intervening and Jones's decision to break the promise. Either the occurrence of Q is (or is indicative of) a condition that, in the circumstances, is causally sufficient for Jones's decision to break the promise, or it is not. If it is, then that decision is brought about by the circumstances in which it occurs, in which case the example does not describe an IRRsituation. On the other hand, if Q is not so associated with Jones's decision to break the promise, but is merely a reliable indicator of it, then there is no reason to think that Jones's decision to break the promise was unavoidable. In either case, the truth of IRR has not been established.3


  To sidestep this libertarian response, opponents of PAP have tried to come up with other, more sophisticated, examples of IRR-scenarios.4 These examples have again been criticized by PAP-defenders,5 and then have again been improved upon or defended by opponents of PAP,6 and so on.


  The worry behind the Dilemma Objection is understandable. If, in an IRRsituation, the agent's decision is not causally determined, then why is it not within the agent's power to refrain from it? In the past, I have been skeptical about the prospects of providing a successful example of an IRRsituation. Since then, however, I have come to believe that such situations are conceptually possible. My purpose in this essay is to explain why this is so, and, as a result, to offer a novel perspective on the significance of such situations for a libertarian account of freedom and moral blameworthiness.


  The discussion that follows is divided into five parts. In the first two sections, I provide a deeper analysis of IRR-situations and then offer an argument for their conceptual possibility. In “IRR-Situations and Frankfurt-Type Examples,” I apply that analysis to Frankfurt-type-examples and draw attention to a general difficulty that threatens their coherence. In this context, I criticize Derk Pereboom's recent attempt to provide a plausible Frankfurt-type example. In “The Notion of a Morally Significant Alternative,” I offer a definition of the concept, which leads to an alternative characterization of an IRR-situation and of PAP. In “Dialectical Interlude,” I elaborate on the significance of IRR-scenarios for libertarianism. In “A Libertarian-Based Alternative to PAE,” I develop a libertarian-based account of moral blame that like Frankfurt's account rejects PAP. In “The Difference Between an IRRscenario and a Deterministic Scenario,” I explore the question why, given that on that account avoidability is not a necessary condition for moral blame, its proponent is justified in exculpating an agent under determinism. And finally, in “Objections and Replies,” I defend that account against some potential objections.


  How to construct a successful example of an IRR-situation


  At the heart of my argument for the conceptual possibility of an IRRsituation are two assumptions. The first concerns a distinction familiar from discussions of free will: the distinction between its being causally possible (relative to a time T) that a certain state of affairs obtains, and an agent's having it within his power at T to bring it about that the state of affairs obtains. Obviously, the fact that a state of affairs is causally possible, relative to T, say, that a radioactive atom will decay at some later time T,’ does not entail that an agent has it within his power at T to bring that state of affairs about.


  Call a state of affairs (event) E actionally accessible for an agent S, relative to a time T, if and only if S has it within his power at T to bring about E. Call a state of affairs (event) E actionally inaccessible for an agent S, relative to a time T, if and only if S does not have it within his power at T to bring about E. The notion of an actionally accessible/inaccessible state of affairs is both agent and time-relative. For example, normally, the causally possible state of affairs of the prime minister inviting me for dinner at T1 is inaccessible for me before T1, but not for him. However, after T1, that state of affairs becomes inaccessible for him as well.


  The second assumption in my argument for the possibility of an IRR-situation is that it is a situation in which an agent S makes a certain decision on his own, without having a (for him) accessible alternative to that decision. The term “on his own” is to be understood in a libertarian sense, implying that such a decision is neither nomically determined nor caused.7


  Expressing all this a bit more formally, we can say that an IRR-situation is a situation in which:

  (a) S decides-to-V at T on his own.

  (b) P1, P2, …., Pn are all (in the circumstances) causally possible

  alternatives to S's deciding- to-V at T.

  (c) P1, P2, …. . Pn, are actionally inaccessible to S in the

  circumstances.8


  This characterization of an IRR-situation is in line with its characterization as a situation in which the agent's decision, though unavoidable, is in no way brought about by the circumstances in which it occurs. The task that remains is to present a convincing case for the claim that such situations are conceptually possible. It is this task to which I now turn.


  An Example of an IRR-situation


  


  Brain-Malfunction-W9


  This example does not involve a counterfactual intervener. As in Promise Breaking, Jones deliberates as to whether to accept Mary's offer, and ultimately decides on his own at T to violate his promise to his uncle. Normally, one can avoid deciding as one does by deciding otherwise. But in our scenario, Jones does not have that option, because shortly before beginning to deliberate, he undergoes a temporary neurological change as a result of which one of the causally necessary conditions for his deciding otherwise, a condition which we may call “N,” does not obtain.10 Let us also assume that this fact is unknown to Jones (who believes that he can decide to keep the promise), and that N's absence does not affect his deliberation process.11 Note that this assumption does not render Jones's actual decision of not keeping the promise (D[–K]) causally determined. The fact that N is a causally necessary condition of Jones's deciding to keep the promise entails that N's absence is sufficient for its not being the case that Jones decides to keep it, that is, for –D(K). But from this it does not follow that N's absence is sufficient for Jones's deciding not to keep the promise, that is, for D(– K). D(–K) and the negative state of affairs –D(K) are not identical. Though in the situation under consideration –D(K) is realized by D(–K), it can be also realized in a different way. For example, by Jones's suddenly becoming distracted and forgetting for a few seconds about the decision he needs to make, or by Jones's spontaneously losing focus for a second or two. Thus, the absence of N does not causally determine Jones's decision not to keep the promise. We are now close to obtaining an IRR-situation. I say “close,” because we have not yet eliminated all the alternatives to Jones's deciding not to keep the promise that are accessible to him. There is the alternative of his continuing to deliberate at T. However, this alternative can be ruled out by assuming that, after deliberating a bit about what to do, Jones realizes that he needs to make a decision right away, as otherwise he will not be able to get to the hospital on time, and that being rational, Jones cannot fail to realize that (in the circumstances) continuing to deliberate would mean to decide not to keep the promise. Hence, Jones cannot but view the option of continuing to deliberate and that of deciding not to keep the promise as one and the same.


  Brain-Malfunction-W satisfies conditions (a)–(c), which characterize an IRRsituation. In it, the only alternatives to Jones's deciding not to keep the promise (e.g., becoming distracted, losing focus for a second or two) are alternatives that, though causally possible, are actionally inaccessible to Jones.


  We are now in a position to answer the libertarian worry stated earlier regarding the alleged possibility of IRR-situations. The worry was: Why, given that an agent's decision is not causally determined, he does not have the power to avoid making it? The answer is that the fact that the agent's decision is not causally determined entails that there is a causally possible alternative to it. But, as the above example shows, such an alternative need not be actionally accessible to the agent, in other words, it need not be a state of affairs that the agent has the power to bring about.12


  IRR-Situations and Frankfurt-Type Examples


  As stated in the Introduction, a Frankfurt-type counterexample to PAP purports to describe a situation in which: (i) an agent S decides-to-V on his own, but (ii) unknown to S, there is some factor that would have caused him to decide to V, had S not decided-to-V on his own. That is, a Frankfurt-type example purports to describe a situation in which there are just two options: (2) Either S decides-to-V at T on his own, or S is caused by some factor to decide-to-V at T.


  Much of the recent debate between Frankfurtians and PAP-defenders has focused on the question of whether the former have succeeded in describing a coherent scenario in which (2) is true. Because I have come to believe that none of the current attempts by Frankfurtians13 to describe such a scenario is successful, I shall (with one exception) not discuss them here again.14 The exception is Derk Pereboom's recent attempt to provide a Frankfurt-type example that works, as his example is considered by many to be adequate. After criticizing Pereboom's example, I shall return to the question of whether an adequate Frankfurt-type example can be constructed.


  Pereboom's example, which he calls “Tax Evasion 2,” reads as follows: Tax Evasion (2): Joe is considering whether to claim a tax deduction for the substantial local registration fee that he paid when he bought a house. He knows that claiming the deduction is illegal, that he probably won't be caught, and that if he is, he can convincingly plead ignorance. Suppose he has a very powerful but not always overriding desire to advance his self-interest regardless of the cost to others, and no matter whether advancing his self-interest involves illegal activity. Crucially, his psychology is such that the only way that in this situation he could fail to choose to evade taxes is for moral reasons. His psychology is not, for example, such that he could fail to choose to evade taxes for no reason or simply on a whim. In addition, it is causally necessary for his failing to choose to evade taxes in this situation that he attain a certain level of attentiveness to these moral reasons. [Emphasis added.] He can secure this level of attentiveness voluntarily. However, his attaining this level of attentiveness is not causally sufficient for his failing to choose to evade taxes. If he were to attain this level of attentiveness, Joe could, with his libertarian free will, either choose to evade taxes or refrain from so choosing (without the intervener's device in place). More generally, Joe is a libertarian free agent. But to ensure that he choose to evade taxes, a neuroscientist now implants a device, which, were it to sense the requisite level of attentiveness, would electronically stimulate his brain so that he would choose to evade taxes. In actual fact, he does not attain this level of attentiveness, and he chooses to evade taxes while the device remains idle. In this situation, Joe could be morally responsible for choosing to evade taxes despite the fact that he could not have chosen otherwise. (Pereboom 2003, 193–95)15


  I see two problems with Pereboom's example. The first and main problem is that, in it, the agent's decision is causally determined. To see this, let us examine the situation he describes just before (say one milisecond) Pereboom's agent (Joe) makes the decision to evade taxes. At that time, a causally necessary condition for his not making that decision (i.e., his attaining the requisite level of attentiveness to moral reasons) is missing, which means that there obtains a causally sufficient condition for his making that decision, and at that time, it is no longer within Joe's power to change that. Voluntarily raising one's level of attentiveness to moral reasons is an intentional action that takes time, and at the point in time in question it would be too late for Pereboom's agent to complete it. Because Joe's decision is causally determined, the situation Pereboom is describing is not an IRRsituation.16


  Another problem with Pereboom's example is that, in it, the agent is derivatively blameworthy for the decision he made, because he has not done his reasonable best (or has not made a reasonable effort) to avoid making it. He should have been more attentive to moral reasons than he in fact was—something he could have done. And in that case, he would not be blameworthy for deciding to evade taxes, because then he would be forced by the neuroscientist to so decide. If this is correct, then Pereboom's example is a case of derivative culpability, and hence is irrelevant to PAP, which, as stated earlier, concerns itself only with direct or nonderivative culpability (see fn. 2). Pereboom seems to be aware of this criticism. He rejects it because he thinks that raising his attentiveness to moral reasons is not a morally significant (robust enough) option for Joe. He writes:


  This example does feature alternative possibilities that are available to the agent—his achieving higher levels

  of attentiveness to moral reasons. But these alternative possibilities are not robust. First, note that in ordinary

  circumstances, without the intervener's device in place, it is not the case that by achieving some higher level of attentiveness Joe would have avoided responsibility for choosing to evade taxes. for under these conditions achieving some higher level of attentiveness is compatible with his not refraining from making this decision, or even ever being seriously inclined so to refrain, and choosing to evade taxes instead. (Pereboom 2003, 194–95)


  I find this response unconvincing. As a morally competent agent who was aware of the temptation to evade taxes, Joe should have known that by raising the level of his attentiveness to moral reasons, he would be in a better position to overcome that temptation; therefore, he should have availed himself of this option (something he could have done). To make this point clearer, suppose we consider a normal situation (one in which there is no neuroscientist in place), and in which Joe is caught by the IRS. At his trial, the judge reprimands him, saying: “Joe, you should have reflected more on the immoral character of the deed you were about to perform, and should have refrained from doing it.” Could Joe respond by saying: “Sorry, Your Honor, but I am a person who upon becoming more morally aware as to what's at stake, would not even be inclined to refrain from evading taxes.” Had Pereboom's agent answered the judge this way, the latter would be justified in inferring that he is dealing with a individual with a character flaw. Hence, Pereboom's example is either a case of derivative culpability, or in case the agent is not culpable for the said flaw, it is an example in which the agent is not culpable for his decision.17


  Is it possible to provide a successful Frankfurt-type example? Or more precisely, is it possible to provide an example of an IRR-situation that takes the form of a Frankfurt-type example? I am skeptical that this can be done. The difficulty, as I see it, is this: A constraint on any Frankfurt-type example is that it allows for only two possible outcomes:


  (2) Either S decides-to-V at T on his own, or S is caused by some factor to decide-to-V at T.


  If so, then to guarantee that this constraint is satisfied, there must exist some prior condition C that is causally sufficient for (2).18 But because (2) entails that


  (3) S decides-to-V at T,


  it follows that (3) obtains in every causally possible world relative to T*. However, if that is the case, it is hard to understand how (3) can fail to be causally determined, which means that we have every reason to believe that the scenario such an example describes is not an IRR-scenario. The same difficulty does not arise for the example of an IRR-situation we suggested earlier, because that is not subject to so stringent a constraint as the one stated in (2).


  The Notion of a Morally Significant Alternative


  It is important to note that Frankfurt's case against PAP would be just as strong if, instead of establishing the possibility of a situation in which Jones has no actionally accessible alternative to his decision not to keep his promise (IRR-situation), he would be able to come up with a situation in which Jones has no morally significant alternative to that decision—for example, when unbeknownst to Jones, his only way of being able to avoid making the decision is by committing suicide. In such a situation, it would be counterintuitive to ground Jones's culpability for his decision in the fact that he did not avail himself of the alternative possibility of committing suicide.19 To capture this point better, we need a suitable definition of the notion of a morally significant alternative:


  Call an act V* a morally significant alternative to a culpable act V that an agent S performs at T if and only if it would be morally reasonable to expect of S to have done V* so as not to act culpably at T.


  Some of the usual characteristic of a morally significant alternative are: (i) the agent's being aware that if he adopts that alternative, he will not be acting culpably at T, (ii) his truly believing it is within his power to perform V*, (iii) his being aware that, in the circumstances, performing V* would be a reasonable way for him to avoid acting culpably at T, etc.20,21


  The above definition leads to an alternative, more nuanced, characterization of an IRR-situation, as a situation in which an agent makes a decision at T on his own, without having a morally significant alternative to that decision. It also leads to a reformulation of PAP in terms of


  (PAP’) An agent S is morally blameworthy for performing a given act V only if S had a morally significant alternative to performing that act.


  BMF-W may then be viewed as a counterexample not only to PAP, but also as a counterexample to PAP.’


  


  Dialectical Interlude


  Suppose that IRR-situations are indeed possible. What is the significance of this result? First, there is an important metaphysical implication. Such scenarios force libertarians to distinguish clearly between two basic notions or senses of acting freely—the “on my own” sense and the “up to me” sense.


  According to the first sense, acting freely does not entail that one had the power to avoid acting as one in fact does. What it entails is that one's action (S's V-ing at T) is neither nomically determined nor caused.22 According to the second sense, acting freely entails both acting on one's own and avoidability. This is in sharp contradistinction to the traditional libertarian position, which, though acknowledging the conceptual difference between the two senses, regarded them as (broadly) logically equivalent.23


  Next, what about the moral significance of IRR-scenarios, or more specifically, their bearing on an adequate account of moral blame? Do they imply that PAP is false? In the past, I have resisted this conclusion, pointing out that to establish it one must also assume what I called the “Moral Assumption” of Frankfurt's argument against PAP:


  (M) An agent who in an IRR-scenario deliberately performed a morally wrong act is blameworthy for it, even though he could not have avoided performing that act.


  This assumption, I claimed, is far from being obvious.24 To show this, I drew attention to a powerful consideration against (M)—the intuitive link between attributing blame to an agent and expecting of the agent that he not have done what he did (Widerker 2003, 63–64). When we consider someone morally blameworthy for a certain act, we believe that morally speaking he should not have done what he did, and we blame him because he has not met that expectation.25 However, sometimes adopting such an expectation would be unreasonable. For example, in a situation in which it is clear to us that the agent could not have avoided acting as he did. To expect of the agent in that situation not to have done what he did would be to demand of him the impossible, and would, therefore, be irrational. This consideration led me to suggest the following necessary condition for moral blame that I called “the Principle of Alternative Expectations”:


  (PAE) An agent S is morally blameworthy for performing a given act V only if in the circumstances, it would be morally reasonable to expect of S not to have done it, or it would be morally reasonable to expect of S to have done something such that had he done it, he would not be blameworthy for performing V.26


  This principle, I argued, explains why one may want to reject (M). Moreover, it provides the rationale for a principle such as PAP, which, in the light of PAE, may be viewed as a reasonableness constraint on ascriptions of moral blame. Here, I do not intend to strengthen my case for PAE further. Instead, I wish to draw attention to a libertarian-based alternative to PAE, that differs importantly from Frankfurt's account of blame, but that, like the latter, does not regard avoidability as a necessary condition for moral blame. I dub that account “Frankfurt-Friendly Libertarianism” or “FF-Libertarianism” for short. My goal is to show that, just as there is something appealing about PAE, there is also something intuitive about the claim (M) that in an IRR-situation, the agent is blameworthy for what he did, and that this intuition can be captured in libertarian terms. I shall, however, not adjudicate between this alternative account of blame and PAE, but leave it for the reader to decide which is preferable. I myself feel conflicted about them.


  A Libertarian-Based Alternative to PAE


  Before stating this alternative, let us first ask ourselves why do we tend to regard an agent who acts wrongly in an IRR-situation as blameworthy, even though he could not have avoided acting as he did? Surprisingly, this question has received only scant attention in recent discussions of Frankfurt's argument against PAP. Most discussants, with the notable exception of Frankfurt himself, either content themselves with the observation that it is intuitive to think so, or they adopt Frankfurt's answer to that question stated below:27


  The fact that a person could not have avoided doing something is a sufficient condition for his having done it. But as some of my examples show, this fact may play no role whatever in the explanation of why he did it. It may not figure at all among the circumstances that actually brought it about that he did what he did…. Now if someone had no alternative to performing a certain action but did not perform it because he was unable to do otherwise, then he would have performed exactly the same action even if he could have done otherwise. The circumstances that made it impossible for him to do otherwise could have been subtracted from the situation without affecting what happened or why it happened in any way.


   …. When a fact is in this way irrelevant to the problem of accounting for a person's action it seems gratuitous to assign it any weight in the assessment of his moral responsibility. [Emphasis added.] Why should the fact be considered in reaching a moral judgment concerning the person when it does not help in any way to understand either what made him act as he did or what, in other circumstances, he might have done? (Frankfurt 1969, 836–37)


  Put succinctly, Frankfurt's argument in support of the claim that (M) An agent who in an IRR-scenario deliberately performed a morally wrong act is blamewo rthy for performing it, even though he could not have avoided performing that act,


  is the following:

  1. The fact that in an IRR-situation an agent could not have avoided performing a certain act plays no role in the causal explanation of why he performed it.

  2. If a fact is irrelevant to the causal explanation of why the agent performed a certain act, then such a fact has no bearing on the agent's moral responsibility for the act.

  3. Therefore, M is the case, and PAP is false.


  The problem with this argument lies in its second assumption. There are intuitive examples that show that sometimes the reason why we absolve an agent from blame (or hold him blameworthy) for performing a certain act, does not figure at all in the causal explanation of the act. Here is one such example. Suppose that S wakes up one morning with an irresistible urge to strangle his neighbor's canary. Despite all his efforts to resist that desire, he ultimately succumbs to it. Unbeknownst to S, he has been manipulated to so act. Clearly S is not blameworthy for strangling the canary, and the reason for this is that he did all he could to refrain from doing so. But note that this fact is irrelevant to the explanation of why he performed that act. He killed the canary not because of his efforts to resist, but despite them.28 Here is another counterexample to 2. Suppose that S harms another person for some selfish reason, knowing very well that in doing so he is acting immorally. Surely the fact that S knew that he was wrong to do what he did has a bearing on our considering him blameworthy for his act. But again this fact plays no role in the causal explanation of why S performed that act. He harmed the other person not because he knew that doing so is morally wrong, but despite his knowing that.29


  I believe that there is a better answer to the question of why we tend to regard an agent who acts in a morally wrong way in an IRR-situation as blameworthy. To see this, we need to view the sequence of events in BMFW from Jones's epistemic perspective. Having met Mary and heard her proposition, Jones saw himself as facing two options: accepting Mary's offer, thereby breaking the promise he made to his uncle, or rejecting her offer and keeping the promise. Now, Jones was aware that deciding not to keep the promise was morally wrong. Hence, he had a moral reason not to act that way. Furthermore, he did not think (nor had he a good reason to think) that deciding to keep the promise was not within his power to do. On the contrary, he believed that acting in this way was within his power. Nor did he believe that, in the circumstances, deciding to keep the promise would be irrational.30 Despite all this, he chose on his own to break his promise, thus acting contrary to the way suggested by moral considerations. Therefore, he is morally to blame for what he did.


  Note that the fact that Jones mistakenly believed that he could have decided otherwise, but in fact could not have done so, is morally irrelevant. It does not change a bit our negative assessment of him as someone who chose on his own to act contrary to what morality requires. Jones is just as morally unjustified for having acted as he did, as he would have been in a scenario in which, due to N being in place, he had the option of deciding otherwise. Because the absence of N affected neither his deliberation nor his decision, these two scenarios are morally equivalent. It is this point that I take to be one of the important lessons to be drawn from the possibility of IRR-scenarios. The above considerations suggest the following sufficient condition for moral blame:


  An agent S is morally blameworthy for deciding-to-V at time T if (i) S decided-to-V at T on his own;

  (ii) S decided-to-V at T being aware that doing so is morally wrong; (iii) S believed that he could have decided otherwise, or had no good reason to think that he could not have decided otherwise. (iv) S did not have a good reason think that, in the circumstances, deciding-not-to-V at T would be irrational.31Note that someone who satisfies the conditions stated above cannot in order to exonerate himself from blame appeal to standard excuses such as ignorance, coercion, hypnosis, etc. Nor can he view himself as morally justified for the way he acted. And so we can state the above account more generally as follows:


  (FF-L) Assuming that S is morally competent, S is blameworthy for V-ing at T if and only if

  (i) S V-ed at T on his own, and

  (ii) S was aware that by V-ing at T he would violate a (prima facie)

  moral obligation without having a morally adequate justification or

  excuse for doing so.


  We may refer to such an agent as “someone who, by acting as he did, showed a lack of respect (concern) for morality.”


  The account before us is an avoidability-independent account of moral blame.32 According to it, the agent's blameworthiness does not derive from the fact that he did not avail himself of an alternative way of acting that he should have and could have availed himself of. Rather, the agent is blameworthy because by acting as he did, he expressed a lack of respect (concern) for morality in the sense specified above.33


  The Difference Between an IRR-scenario and a Deterministic Scenario


  What is the difference between an IRR-scenario and a deterministic scenario when it comes to the question of an agent's blameworthiness for his action? If, according to the FF-Libertarian, unavoidability per se does not exonerate an agent, then why, qua libertarian, is he justified in exonerating the agent under determinism? For an FF-Libertarian, the important difference between these two scenarios is that in the latter, the agent's act was causally determined by factors beyond his control, factors for which he is not to blame. More specifically, the FF-Libertarian holds that


  (“Causal determination exonerates” [CDE]) If an agent's action was causally determined by factors fo r which he is not to blame, then the agent is not blameworthy for it.34


  The thought behind CDE is that in a case in which an agent's action was causally determined by factors for which he is not to blame, whatever blame there might be for the action attaches (if at all) to those factors and not to the agent.


  One might think that, given that for an FF-Libertarian unavoidability per se does not exonerate, it has no explanatory role to play in exculpating an agent under determinism. But this would be a mistake. To see this, consider a deterministic world in which an agent S performs a heinous act A for a selfish reason, knowing very well that in doing so he is acting immorally. Is S morally blameworthy for what he did? FF-Libertarians (and libertarians in general) would want to say that S is not blameworthy. But suppose that their opponent disagrees, claiming that S is blameworthy, because he knew that he was acting wrongly and believed correctly that he could have avoided acting as he did.35 It seems that the libertarian's only and correct response to such a challenge is to insist that in a deterministic world S could not have avoided doing A. What this shows is that if the FF-Libertarian wishes to exonerate an agent for acting wrongly under determinism, he cannot allow himself to regard the unavoidability of the agent's act as irrelevant. Fortunately, there is no danger that a consistent FF-Libertarian would do that, because for him the fact that in a deterministic world the agent's act was causally determined by factors beyond his control entails that the act was unavoidable.36


  The above point may be also expressed by employing the notion of an explanatory necessary condition:

  Q is an explanatory necessary condition for P =def it is

  impossible to explain why P is the case without assuming that

  Q is the case.


  We may then say that the fact that S's act was unavoidable is an explanatory necessary condition for exonerating S for deliberately acting wrongly (for a selfish reason) under determinism. For if one did not realize that, given determinism, S could not have avoided acting the way he did, one would have to take seriously the possibility that S could have avoided doing so, in which case, one would have to take seriously the possibility that S might be blameworthy for the way he acted despite determinism. Hence, one would not be able to explain why, given determinism, S be exonerated.


  Combining this last point regarding the significance of unavoidability with that made earlier regarding CDE, we can say that what for an FF-Libertarian exonerates an agent under determinism is not just the fact that his act was unavoidable, but rather that its unavoidability is grounded in its being causally determined by factors for whose obtaining he is not to blame. It is this additional feature that is missing in an IRR-situation.37


  At this point, one may wonder why this difference is a relevant difference. What is so special about unavoidability grounded in causal determination by factors for which the agent is not to blame? After all, in an IRR-scenario, the agent's act is also rendered unavoidable by factors for which he is not to blame, for example, the absence of N, or the presence of a counterfactual intervener.38 The FF-Libertarian's answer to this question is to point out that in an IRR-scenario, the factors that render his act unavoidable do so by eliminating some but not all the causally possible alternatives to his doing A, just those that (in the absence of those factors) would be within his power to realize (or just those that are morally significant). In such a way, the agent's act remains causally undetermined, which means that the agent can still be considered the ultimate originator of his act, and can be blamed for it. The same is not true of a deterministic scenario in which the factors that render the agent's act unavoidable—the primordial state of universe and the laws of nature—not only eliminate all causally possible alternatives to the agent's act, but do so by bringing about the act. Here the transfer of responsibility from the agent to those factors is reasonable.


  Objections and Replies


  


  I would like to conclude this paper by considering some objections that may naturally arise in connection with the above account of blame.


  Objection 1: Holding Jones blameworthy for deciding not to keep his promise in a situation such as Brain-Malfunction-W, when, in fact, he could not have avoided doing so (or could not have avoided being blameworthy), is unfair to Jones.


  Reply: The objection is unconvincing. Why exactly is this unfair? If the worry is that Jones could not have done what he should have done, then the critic assumes that the agent's blameworthiness for what he did is grounded/ resides in the fact that he did not do what he should and could have done. Note, however, that this is not how the proponent of an FF-L account of blame is viewing the situation. He does not take that to be the reason why Jones is blameworthy. For him, Jones is blameworthy because the decision Jones made in Brain-Malfunction-W expressed a lack of respect for morality on his part.


  What about other reasons for thinking that it is unfair to blame Jones for deciding not to keep the promise, when he could not have avoided doing so? Perhaps the reason why that is unfair is because then we would be treating Jones and his non-Frankfurtian counterpart (who could have avoided being blameworthy) equally, even though the latter had an option Jones did not have? Again, the answer is negative. The reason for holding Jones blameworthy is that he violated a (prima facie) moral obligation in the absence of a morally justified reason for doing so,39 and in that regard he does not differ from his non-Frankfurtian counterpart.


  Objection 2: If we accept the libertarian account of blame under consideration we have to give up the conceptually intuitive link between holding an agent blameworthy and expecting of him not to have acted as he did.


  Reply: True. But note that if we adopt the “reasonableness of expectation” account of moral blame (PAE), we also have to give up certain basic intuitions about moral blameworthiness. For example, we have to give up the intuitive assumption that: If S has a moral obligation to V and violates it in the absence of having an adequate justification or excuse, then he is blameworthy for so acting. This assumption is often viewed as being explicative of the very notion of moral obligation.40 So just as there are costs to abandoning an account of moral blame such as PAE, there are parallel costs to insisting that in an IRR-situation the agent is not blameworthy. Ultimately, deciding which account of blame is to be preferred will have to involve an array of considerations, and it is not clear at the end of the day that the traditional non-Frankfurtian account of moral blame will turn out to be the better one.41


  Objection 3: Holding Jones blameworthy for deciding not to keep his promise in a situation like Brain-Malfunction-W is irrational and hence, morally inappropriate. For what should he have done instead, or what should he have done so as to avoid being blameworthy? One cannot say that he should have avoided deciding to break the promise, because it was not within his power to do that.


  Reply: This is what I have referred to elsewhere as “the W-defense,”42 and I consider it as one of the strongest challenges to the account of blame under consideration. However, a defender of that account can reply to it in the following way: In insisting on pressing the question: “What should Jones have done instead, or what should he have done so as to avoid being blameworthy?” the critic presupposes that in order to be blameworthy one must have had the option of not being blameworthy. But this assumption is rejected by the proponent of the FF-L account of blame. On that account, an agent is blameworthy if and only if by acting as he did he showed a lack of respect (concern) for morality. To act in this way, it is not necessary that the agent had (in fact) the option of not being blameworthy. It is necessary that he believed that he had it. And this is certainly true of Jones who, when making the decision to stay with Mary, believed that he could have decided otherwise.


  Perhaps the following remark will make the above reply clearer. Consider again the question: “What should Jones have done instead, or what should he have done so as to avoid being blameworthy?” This question, the proponent of FF-Libertarianism may explain, is similar in an important respect to the question, “When did you stop beating your wife?” when posed to someone S who is a good husband. The fact that S does not have a good (direct) answer to it does not entail that S is to blame for having been cruel to his wife in the past. The proper response to it by S is an indirect one. It is to draw the questioner's attention to the fact that in asking the question he is presupposing that S used to beat his wife in the past, and then to point out that this presupposition is not true. In a similar way, (so argues the proponent of FF-Libertarianism) the question, “What should Jones have done instead, or what should he have done so as to avoid being blameworthy?” also carries with it a presupposition, namely, that to be blameworthy, one must have had the option of not being blameworthy. And this is precisely what the proponent of the account of blame under consideration is denying.


  Objection 4: Here is an objection, closely related, to the previous one. If Jones is blameworthy for deciding to break the promise, then this implies that he ought not have decided to act in this way. But how can this be the case if it was not within his power to refrain from deciding to break the promise? On the other hand, if Jones did not have the obligation to refrain from deciding to break the promise, it follows that the proposed account of blame has the odd consequence that an agent can be blameworthy for V-ing, even if he did not have an obligation to refrain from V-ing.


  Reply: The first part of the above objection is based on the assumption that “ought implies can,” an assumption regarded by many as problematic.43 But even if one grants that assumption and agrees that Jones did not have an obligation to refrain from breaking the promise, the objection still does not go through. Note that if Jones's blameworthiness derives from the fact that by acting as he did he expressed a lack of concern for morality, then to determine whether he is blameworthy, we have to assess his conduct not relative to what his obligation in fact was, but relative to what he took it to be. And here the facts are quite clear. Jones believed that he was morally obligated to decide to keep the promise, and that he did not have a morally justified reason not to do so. Nonetheless, he chose to act contrary to what he believed morality required. In so acting he has shown that he cares more for his selfish interests than for those of morality. And for this he deserves to be regarded blameworthy. All this, of course, given the assumption that what he did, he did on his own.


  Objection 5: The account of blame under consideration does not enable us to distinguish someone like Jones, who is blameworthy for what he did, from his morally conscientious counterpart, Jones*, who, were he able to decide otherwise, would have refrained from breaking the promise he made. For, if in Brain-Malfunction-W the option of deciding otherwise is closed off, then Jones* may also end up deciding not to keep his promise.


  Reply: It is true that in a scenario such as Brain-Malfunction-W, Jones*, too, might end up deciding not to keep his promise. Still, there is an important difference between him and Jones. Unlike Jones, Jones* would have decided differently in a normal situation in which the neurologically necessary condition for his deciding otherwise, viz., N, were in place. This implies that if, in a scenario such as Brain-Malfunction-W, Jones* were to decide to break the promise, he (unlike Jones) would do so because of the absence of N. But then the pressure for holding Jones* blameworthy vanishes, because for him Brain-Malfunction-W would not be an IRR-situation.


  Objection 6: The last objection to the avoidability-independent account of moral blame I am proposing comes from Carlos Moya (2007, 475–86). Moya contends that, contrary to what I have been arguing, there are good reasons to think that in BMF-W Jones is not blameworthy for what he did, and that therefore PAP has not been refuted. According to Moya, an important precondition for an agent's moral responsibility for a decision he made is that the decision arose out of a normal process of practical deliberation and decision, which in turn presupposes in the agent a sound capacity for practical and moral reasoning (482). But in BMF-W, Moya claims, Jones's capacity for practical deliberation was impaired because


  (1) In BMF-W (due to the absence of N), Jones was unable to decide to keep the promise, and therefore, could not decide to keep his promise, no matter what powerful reasons for keeping it he might have had (483).


  This inability on Jones's part to respond differentially to moral reasons indicates, according to Moya, that in BMF-W something was wrong with Jones's actual apparatus of practical and moral reasoning. Therefore, Jones cannot be considered morally blameworthy for the decision to break the promise (483).


  Reply: We may agree with Moya that a fact such as (1) indicates that in BMF-W, Jones was not able to make the decision to keep his promise under appropriate circumstances. But it does not follow from this that


  (2) In BMF-W, Jones's capacity for practical and moral reasoning was impaired.


  After all, in BMF-W, Jones realized that he acted immorally. His moral and practical beliefs were normal and justified. Furthermore, he was able to respond differentially to moral reasons. For example, if asked whether he would break his promise were Mary to show much less interest in spending time with him than she in fact did, he would answer this question negatively.


  And we may assume that he would respond in a similar fashion if he knew that his uncle was in a life-threatening situation, and that his visit would significantly increase his uncle's chances of survival. This shows that, contrary to Moya's claim, Jones's capacity for practical reasoning was not impaired.


  As for his being unable to decide to keep his promise in certain counterfactual circumstance in which he has good reasons to do so, we may attribute this not to his lacking the ability to make decisions on the basis of reasons, but rather to his not being able to manifest that ability under those circumstances. Assuming that decisions must, in order to occur, be realized by certain neural processes, we may explain that in a possible scenario W in which Jones has excellent reasons to decide to keep his promise, but nonetheless fails to do so, this is due to the fact that the relevant neural process that normally would realize that decision cannot be completed, because some condition (N) necessary for its completion is missing. In this regard, Jones's situation in W is no different from the situation of someone who has the ability (capacity) to play the piano, but is unable to demonstrate that ability because the piano he is using does not function properly.44


  Thus, Moya has not given us a good reason to think that in BMF-W, Jones's decision to stay with Mary was a result of an impaired capacity for practical and moral reasoning on his part. His decision arose out of a normal process of practical deliberation. Hence, we are justified in treating Jones in precisely the same way we would have treated him had N been in place, that is, holding him blameworthy for the decision he made.45


  Conclusion


  The avoidability-independent account of moral blame to which I have been calling attention places me in the camp of those called “source incompatibilists” who hold that, although moral responsibility is incompatible with determinism, moral responsibility does not require that the agent could have avoided acting as he did.46 On this view, what moral responsibility requires is that the agent was the ultimate originator of his act, that is, he performed the act without being in any way caused or nomically determined to perform it. The difference between my position and that of other source incompatibilists consists in the kind of examples I use to show that IRRscenarios are conceptually possible, and in the reasons why such scenarios justify the rejection of PAP.


  One final remark as to how my position on IRR-scenarios and their moral significance relates to that held by Frankfurt. Like Frankfurt, I believe that IRR-situations are conceptually possible. However, I disagree with his reasons for this contention, or, more specifically, with the kind of example that he uses to establish it. As for the account of blameworthiness suggested by those scenarios: First, as I explain in section V, I do not wish to adjudicate between that account and the “reasonableness of expectation” account I have defended elsewhere. I still find the intuition behind the latter account powerful and deeply entrenched in our thinking about moral blame.47 That said, I also acknowledge the intuitive force of Frankfurt's claim that the agent in an IRR-situation is blameworthy for what he did, even though he could not have done otherwise. But here, too, my way of accounting for its intuitiveness differs from Frankfurt's. Frankfurt tries to account for its intuitiveness by appealing to the fact that in an IRR-scenario the factor that renders the agent's act unavoidable does not play any role in the causal explanation of the act, presupposing that playing such a role is necessary for having a bearing on questions of moral responsibility. I, on the other hand, attribute the agent's being morally responsible for his act in that scenario to the fact that by acting as he did the agent expressed a lack of respect for morality (choosing on his own to act contrary to the requirements of morality without having a morally justified reason or excuse for so doing); and to the observation that this negative verdict would still apply even if one were to assume that the agent's act was avoidable. However, the difficulties I find with Frankfurt's position in no way detract from the importance of Frankfurt's achievement—that by drawing our attention to the possibility of IRR-scenarios and their moral implications, Frankfurt has profoundly deepened our understanding of the notions of freedom and responsibility.48


  Notes:


  (1.) I am assuming a fine-grained account of action individuation according to which an action is a dated particular consisting at least in part in an agent's exemplifying an act-property at a time. See Goldman (1970, 15–17).


  (2.) The term “blameworthy” in FC and PAP refers only to “direct” or “nonderivative culpability,” as opposed to “indirect” or “derivative culpability.” An agent is “directly” or “nonderivatively blameworthy” for performing an act V if and only if he is blameworthy for doing so, but not in virtue of being blameworthy for some other act or fact. Otherwise he is “indirectly” or “derivatively blameworthy” for doing V. A typical case of derivative culpability is a scenario in which an agent, who is aware that doing V at T is morally wrong, deliberately places himself in circumstances where he loses his power to avoid doing V at T. If ultimately, the agent does V at T, we say that he is “derivatively blameworthy” for doing V at T, even though (shortly before T) he could not have avoided doing so.


  (3.) See Widerker ( 1995a, 250–52), for an elaborate version of this argument. For similar responses to Frankfurt's argument against PAP, see Ginet (2003a), Kane (1985, 51; 1996, 142–43), and Lamb (1993). For a libertarian response to Frankfurt of a Reidian type, see Rowe (1991, 82–85).


  (4.) See, e.g., Hunt (1996), Hunt (2000), Mele and Robb (1998), Stump (1999a), Pereboom (2001, ch. 1), Zagzebski (2000).


  


  (5.) See, e.g., Widerker (2000), Ginet (2003a, 85–87), Kane (2003), Goetz (2001), and Goetz (2002a).


  


  (6.) See, e.g., Hunt (2005), Mele and Robb (2003), Pereboom (2003), and Stump (2003).


  (7.) This notion of “acting on one's own” is closely related to Derk Pereboom's notion of agent's being the ultimate source of his act. See Pereboom (2001, 4–5). A state of affairs E is nomically determined by a temporally prior state of affairs F just in case E is entailed by the conjunction of F and some causal laws, and is not entailed by either conjunct alone. A state of affairs E is nomically determined (simpliciter) iff E is nomically determined by some temporally prior state of affairs. By “caused” I mean either deterministically or indeterministically caused. A state of affairs (event) F indexed to a time T indeterministically causes a later state of affairs (event) E just in case F causes E, and it is causally possible (relative to T) that F does not cause E. There are, of course, various accounts of indeterministic causation. Here I am focusing on an account according to which the obtaining of the causal relation is not within the agent's control, meaning that if E indeterministically causes F, then once E obtains, its causing F is not something that is up to the agent. On this point, see van Inwagen (1983, 144) and O'Connor (2000, 29).


  (8.) These circumstances extend from the onset of the IRR-situation (= the time at which the agent's the deliberation process begins) until T. Typically, the reason why a given Pi is inaccessible to S, is either because S does not know how to bring that Pi about, or because (in the circumstances) S's having the power to realize that Pi is contingent upon the obtaining of a state of affairs (event) that is inaccessible to him in the circumstances.


  The “T” in “deciding-to-V at time T” refers to the time at which the decision is made, and not to the time at which the act of V-ing is performed.


  (9.) The “W” in “Brain-Malfunction-W” indicates that I wish to distinguish it from other examples of that sort, specifically from the one given by McKenna (2003, 209–10). For a brief, decisive, criticism of McKenna's example, see Widerker (2005a, fn. 15).


  (10.) Note also that N need not be a neurological condition. Dualists may assume that N is a mental event/state of some sort.


  (11.) I am assuming that N is not only a necessary condition for Jones's deciding otherwise at T, T being the time at which his actual decision occurs. It is also a necessary condition for Jones's deciding otherwise at any time after his deliberation process has begun. By “deciding otherwise,” I mean any decision that is incompatible with his decision to break the promise, e.g., the decision to stop deliberating.


  (12.) One often hears the complaint that an example such as BrainMalfunction-W is of a recherché sort, and hence is uninteresting. I disagree. For all we know, neuroscientists may discover in the future that humans sometimes do undergo the kind of neurological change described in that example.


  (13.) See for example, the articles listed in note 4.


  


  (14.) My reasons for thinking so are based on responses to those attempts mentioned in note 5.


  


  (15.) For a similar example, see Hunt (2005). I would respond to Hunt's example in much the same way as I am responding to Pereboom's example.


  


  (16.) Cf. Ginet (2002, 307–308). For another, more complex, criticism of Pereboom's example, see Goetz (2002a, 139–41).


  


  (17.) For Pereboom's latest attempt to respond to this objection, see Pereboom (2009a, 115–17).


  (18.) In the absence of such a prior condition C, one might claim that in a typical Frankfurt-example the agent's decision was avoidable, as then the two options mentioned in (2) would not be the only possibilities. There would also be the possibility of S's refraining from deciding-to-V at T.


  (19.) Cf. Pereboom ( 2001, 25–26). John Fischer was the first to draw attention to such alternatives and their bearing on PAP. He refers to them as “alternatives that are not sufficiently robust for ascriptions of responsibility.” See Fischer (1994, ch. 7).


  (20.) Clauses (i) and (ii) are obvious. Clause (iii) is meant to exclude from the range of morally significant alternatives acts which, though satisfying (i) and (ii), would not normally be regarded as reasonable ways for S to avoid doing V (e.g., deliberately committing suicide, or deliberately taking a sleeping pill). If V-ing is deciding to break the promise to Smith, and Jones was justified in believing that (in the circumstances) he could have avoided doing so simply by deciding not to break it, then there was no need for him to go so far as to take a sleeping drug in order to avoid deciding to break the promise. Only a reasonable effort on his part was required. Note finally that the definition in the text also covers a situation in which S knows in advance that, at T, he will either perform some morally wrong act V on his own, or that he will be forced to perform that act. In such a situation, the morally significant alternative to S's performing V on his own would be to make it the case that he is forced to perform it.


  (21.) For a closely related, but still incomplete definition of a morally significant alternative, see Pereboom (2001, 26).


  (22.) By “action” I understand an action in Ginet's sense, i.e., either a causally simple mental action such as a volition-to-V or the forming of an intention-to-V, or a complex action such as, for example, S's action of killing Z that consists of a simple mental action causing the event of Z's death. Crucial here is the idea that what makes a certain event an action is something that is intrinsic to it, and not the way the event is caused. See Ginet (1990, ch. 1).


  (23.) Among those who draw the same moral from the conceptual possibility of IRR-situations are: Zagzebski (2000), Stump (1999a), Hunt (2000), and Pereboom (2001, ch. 1).


  (24.) See Widerker (2003, 60–62).


  


  (25.) Cf. Wallace (1994, ch. 4).


  (26.) Like PAP, PAE is not meant apply to cases of derivative culpability (see note 2). By “morally reasonable” in PAE, I mean morally reasonable for someone who is morally competent and knows all the relevant nonmoral facts pertaining to the situation the agent is in.


  An alternative formulation of PAE would be the following: An agent S is morally blameworthy for performing a given act V only if in the circumstances, it would be morally reasonable to expect of S not to have done it, or in case S could not have avoided performing V, it would be morally reasonable to expect of S to have so acted that he would have been causally determined to perform V.


  (27.) By “those discussants,” I have in mind Eleonore Stump, David Hunt, Derk Pereboom, Al Mele, among others.


  


  (28.) This example is a variation on an example by Bernard Berofsky (1987, 42).


  (29.) Recently, Frankfurt has conceded that 2. is false. He now insists that the fact that S was aware that he was acting immorally is part of what he calls “a morally pertinent explanation of his act” by which he means an explanation of why S acted immorally (Frankfurt 1969, 339–45). But if this is what Frankfurt means by “explanation,” then assumption 1. of his argument for M begs the question against the proponent of PAP.


  (30.) He would be justified in believing so if, prior to his decision to stay with Mary, he had been informed that due to a terrorist attack all the roads to the hospital where his uncle was staying were blocked.


  (31.) Here I deviate from my original formulation of those conditions in Widerker (2006, 180). I now think that (i)–(iv) jointly provide only a sufficient condition for an agent's being blameworthy for a decision. To obtain a stronger condition one would have to replace “S believed that he could have decided otherwise” with “S believed that he could have so acted that he would not blameworthy for deciding-to-V at T.


  (32.) John Fischer calls such an account an “actual sequence account” of moral blame. See Fischer (1982, 33), and Fischer and Ravizza (1998, 37).


  (33.) Note that this account of blameworthiness would be also congenial to a compatibilist, though, of course, the latter would construe such notions as “acting on one's own,” and “could have done otherwise,” in a compatibilist way.


  (34.) Pereboom (2001, 3) proposes a similar principle.


  (35.) The principle I am assuming here is: “A normally functioning, morally competent agent, who was aware that he acted in a morally wrong way for a morally bad reason, and believed correctly that he could have avoided acting as he did, is morally blameworthy for the way he acted.”


  (36.) Here, I am relying on some valid version of the Consequence Argument. For example, Huemer (2000, 538–40).


  


  (37.) Cf. Pereboom (2001, 3).


  


  (38.) John Fischer raises the same question in his (2007a, 469–70).


  


  (39.) By “morally justified reason” I mean “justification” or “excuse” in Austin's sense. See Austin (1970, 157–76).


  


  (40.) See, e.g., Baier (1966), Skorupski (1999, 29,142), Oshana (1997, 76– 77), and Darwall (2007, 11–32).


  


  (41.) See Levy (2005), for other advantages of FRB-L over PAE.


  


  (42.) See Widerker (2003, 63; 2005a, 296–98).


  


  (43.) See, e.g., Graham (n.d.), Sinnott-Armstrong (1988, 113), White (1975, 152), and Lemmon (1965, 47–50).


  (44.) Expressing this point in current philosophical jargon, we may say that, though in W Jones has the ability to decide to keep the promise on the basis of reasons, his ability to do so is masked by the absence of N. On the notion of a masked ability, see Fara (2008) and the essay by Berofsky in this volume.


  (45.) Moya raises another objection against the BMF-W scenario. He argues that in that scenario Jones had a morally significant alternative—he should have adopted a favorable attitude toward complying with moral reasons, and had he done so, he would not be blameworthy (484). I remain unconvinced. Why assume that in the BMF-W scenario Jones lacked that attitude? Why assume that he only had a favorable attitude toward acting for a selfish reason? Also, he might have had a favorable attitude toward acting morally, but may still have decided not to keep the promise. For another, more elaborate, response to Moya, see Schnall (2009).


  (46.) For example, Zagzebski (2000), Stump (1999a), Hunt (2000), and Pereboom (2001, ch. 1).


  (47.) Here is a problem that I leave to those sympathetic to an FF-L account of blame to consider: There are certain attitudes/sentiments that are closely associated with the notion of blame. For example, we believe that


  If S is aware that the he acted culpably, it is appropriate for S to express remorse for his behavior.


  Note, however, that according to an FF-L account of blame this rather intuitive assumption would be false. To see this, suppose that, after having broken the promise to his uncle, Jones were to discover that the situation he was in was an IRR-situation, i.e., that he could not have avoided deciding to break the promise. Reflecting upon his deed and being inclined to express remorse for it, Jones would immediately realize that it would be irrational for him to do so. For the belief that he should not have acted as he did—a belief essential to the expression of remorse—would be defeated by his other belief that in the circumstances he lacked an actionally accessible alternative. The proponent of the FF-L account is thus left with the problem of having to explain why, if Jones acted culpably, it is inappropriate for him to express remorse. This objection attests to how deeply entrenched the PAP-intuition is in our conception of blame.


  (48.) This essay is a modified and expanded version of Widerker ( 2006, 163– 87). I would like to thank David Blumenfeld, Bob Bunn, Steve Darwall, Dovid Gottlieb, Bill Rowe, Jonathan Schaffer, Bob Stalnaker, and most especially Ori Beck, Michael Feld, Carl Ginet, Cyrille Michon, Carlos Moya, and Ira Schnall, for excellent comments and discussions on earlier versions of this essay. A previous version of the paper was presented at the Workshop on Free Will and Moral Responsibility held at the University of Nantes in October 2009. I would like to thank the participants in that workshop for their helpful comments.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article gives an unusual twist to debates about Frankfurt-type examples. It defends the thesis that if agents are to be fit subjects of “morally deontic judgments”, they must have the power to act and to act otherwise. It argues that, if moral praiseworthiness and blameworthiness for actions presuppose that the agents praised or blamed are “fit subjects of morally deontic judgments”, then moral praiseworthiness and blameworthiness would also presuppose the power to act and to act otherwise. In defending these claims, the article makes use of a technical analysis of the notion of moral obligation in terms of accessible possible worlds advanced by Fred Feldman and Michael Zimmerman.
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  Many believe that Frankfurt examples impugn the principle of alternative possibilities concerning responsibility (PAP-R):

  PAP-R: A person is morally responsible for what she has done

  only if she could have done otherwise.


  These examples purport to show that a person can, for instance, be morally praiseworthy for doing something despite not being able to do otherwise, as long as the conditions that render her unable to do otherwise play no role in bringing about her action (Frankfurt 1969). An arresting thesis is that if Frankfurt examples undermine PAP-R, they also undermine the principle that moral obligation requires alternatives:


  PAP-O: It is morally obligatory for a person to do something only if she could have done otherwise.


  My primary objective in this paper is to resist this thesis. A secondary objective is to motivate the view that even if determinism does not threaten moral responsibility by expunging alternative possibilities, its effacing alternatives may well imperil moral obligation.


  I begin with a summary of why the issue of whether there is a requirement of alternative possibilities for the truth of judgments of moral obligation should command the interest even of those convinced by or at least receptive to the view that there is no such requirement for the truth of judgments of moral responsibility.


  Why Should We Care about Whether Obligation Requires Alternatives?


  There are at least three reasons to be concerned about whether moral obligation requires alternatives. First, many theorists are drawn to the following principles:


  Praiseworthiness presupposes Obligation (PO): An agent, s, is morally praiseworthy for doing something, a, only if it is overall morally obligatory or overall morally permissible for s to do a.


  Blameworthiness presupposes Wrongness (BO): An agent, s, is morally blameworthy for doing something, a, only if it is overall morally wrong for s to do a.1


  Temporarily suspending judgment on whether the thesis that Frankfurt examples impugn PAP-O if these examples impugn PAP-R is true, suppose that there is a requirement of alternative possibilities for moral obligation, right, and wrong (i.e., there is such a requirement for the truth of morally deontic judgments).2 Then if PO and BO are true, praiseworthiness and blameworthiness also presuppose alternatives. This, in turn, galvanizes a traditional worry about the incompatibility of determinism and moral responsibility. Take determinism to be the view that at any instant, there is exactly one physically possible future (van Inwagen 1983, 3). Understand “incompatibilism concerning responsibility” to be the thesis that determinism is incompatible with moral responsibility. Of the many different arguments that have been advanced for this species of incompatibilism, a relatively traditional one is: If determinism is true, then we lack alternatives.3 If we lack alternatives, then we cannot be morally responsible for our behavior. Therefore, if determinism is true, we cannot be morally responsible for our behavior. (The second premise just is a restatement of PAP-R.) PAP-R, in tandem with the assumption that responsibility requires control, and that this control consists of the freedom to do otherwise, provides the bridge between the first premise and the skeptical conclusion. Frankfurt examples, conceived as they originally were as counterexamples against PAP-R, if cogent, tell against this premise. If, however, such examples do not impugn PAP-O, and if there are strong independent reasons in favor of PAP-O, then provided one accepts the principle that praiseworthiness requires moral right or obligation, and one accepts the principle that blameworthiness requires moral wrong, one will not be able to escape the traditional argument for the incompatibility of determinism and responsibility merely by jettisoning the second premise.


  The second reason regarding why the issue of whether moral obligation requires alternatives is significant concerns the impact of determinism on obligation. “Incompatibility concerning obligation” is the thesis that determinism is incompatible with moral obligation. If there is a requirement of alternative possibilities for the truth of morally deontic judgments, it would seem that determinism threatens obligation by eliminating alternatives.


  Finally, the third reason concerning the importance of whether obligation requires alternatives has to do with the intriguing proposal, defended by a number of people, that although determinism undermines moral responsibility and other moral assessments that are conceptually or logically associated with praiseworthiness or blameworthiness, determinism leaves intact other normative appraisals, particularly appraisals of moral right, wrong, and obligation (Pereboom 2001, 2002, 2007a).4 Again, if Frankfurt examples do not call PAP-O into question, and there are independent reasons to accept this principle, the credentials of this intriguing proposal will have to be reassessed.


  Let us proceed by outlining a typical Frankfurt example.


  


  Frankfurt Examples


  Think of such an example as unfolding in two stages. In Stage 1, an agent, Yasmin, decides to do something, x, and intentionally x-s. We are to assume that whether you are a libertarian or a compatibilist, in your account of free action and moral responsibility, Stage 1 Yasmin is morally responsible for deciding to x (and for x-ing).5 In Stage 2, the scenario is developed in a way in which something ensures that Yasmin (Stage 2 Yasmin) decides to x— this thing supposedly precludes Yasmin from deciding to do other than x— without in any way interfering in Yasmin's deciding to x. We are meant to draw the conclusion that because Stage 1 Yasmin is morally responsible for deciding to x, and because Stage 2 Yasmin does not differ relevantly from Stage 1 Yasmin with respect to deciding to x, Stage 2 Yasmin is also morally responsible for deciding to x even though she could not have refrained from deciding to x. Individual Frankfurt examples may differ by way of what is offered in Stage 2 as the ensuring mechanism. In Frankfurt's original case, a “counterfactual intervener”—Black—who can manipulate the agent's mind, is supposed to turn the trick (Frankfurt 1969, 835–36). Stage 2 Yasmin decides and does exactly what Black wants her to decide and do, and Black never intercedes. Had Stage 2 Yasmin, however, showed any involuntary sign of not deciding to x, Black would have intervened and forced Yasmin to decide to x. Owing to Yasmin's, say, deciding to donate to UNICEF on her own, in the absence of Black's intervention, it seems highly reasonable that Yasmin acts freely and is, let us suppose, morally praiseworthy for deciding to contribute to the charity (and, subsequently, for contributing), despite not having alternative possibilities regarding this decision and action. Thus, it has been thought that Frankfurt examples provide strong prima facie reason to believe that alternative possibilities are not required for moral praiseworthiness or responsibility in general.6


  Assume that in Stage 1 Yasmin's deciding to contribute and her contributing are overall morally obligatory for her. If this is so, then it would seem that in Stage 2 Yasmin's deciding to contribute and her contributing should also be overall morally obligatory for her. After all, in Stage 2 she acts in the absence of any intervention from Black in just the way in which she did in Stage 1. So, it may be thought, Frankfurt examples should also undercut PAP-O if they undercut PAP-R.


  Elaborating, a theorist who wishes to commission Frankfurt examples to show that PAP-O is problematic may begin by reminding us that obligation is conceptually associated with reasons:


  Obligations are tied to reasons (OR): If an agent has a moral obligation to do something, a, then the agent has a (pro tanto) reason to do a (the qualification in the first set of parenthesis in this sentence will be shortly explained).


  Imagine that in Stage 1, Yasmin reasons correctly about what she is morally obligated to do. She concludes that she ought morally to contribute to UNICEF. This reason, in conjunction with other causal antecedents of her altruistic action (e.g., pertinent desires) nondeviantly and causally issues in her contributing to UNICEF.


  Suppose, now, that in Stage 2, Yasmin reasons just as she did in Stage 1. However, at any moment in her reasoning in Stage 2, she could not have reasoned differently (or so we assume) because of the counterfactual intervener. Crucially, Yasmin still believes that her moral obligation to contribute to UNICEF gives her decisive reason to contribute to this charity. Moreover, on the basis of what she takes to be this reason, she contributes to this charity. Thus, one may conclude that if Frankfurt examples are effective in impugning PAP-R, they are equally effective in impugning PAP-O.


  Close attention, however, to the sorts of reason that are conceptually associated with obligation casts serious doubt on the view that Frankfurt examples undermine PAP-O.


  Principle OR captures the view that (overall) moral obligation provides us with reasons. I do not know what sort of argument may be advanced to support this principle because it seems no less basic than the principle that obligation requires control or that responsibility requires control. It may simply be that obligations of any kind are conceptually linked to reasons of the given kind (e.g., moral obligations to moral reasons).7 We can, however, say something to clarify the principle. I offer little on the concept of obligation save that in the principle “obligation” refers to all in obligation in contrast to prima facie obligation.


  As for the concept of “something's being a reason,” understand “a reason” in the principle to denote an objective pro tanto practical reason. Practical reasons are reasons to have our desires and goals, and to do what might secure these goals. Pro tanto reasons are reasons that can be outweighed by other reasons, as opposed to all-things considered reasons, which cannot be outweighed. If the term “reason” means pro tanto reason, each reason has a certain weight. Suppose that, on a particular occasion, you have several different alternatives. Suppose, moreover, that your pro tanto reasons to act in some way are stronger than your reasons to act in any other way. Then you have most reason to act in this way. We may say that acting in this way is reasons-wise obligatory for you: you, reasons-wise, ought to act in this way. (In more common parlance, we might say that you have decisive reason to act in this way.) Suppose that, on a different occasion, you have sufficient or enough pro tanto reason to act in two or more ways, and no better reason to act in any other way. Then we may say that it is reasons-wise permissible for you to act in either of these ways. Finally, suppose you have most pro tanto reason not to act in a certain way. Then we may say that acting in this way is reasons-wise wrong for you (or that you have decisive reason not to act in this way).8 In what follows, departing from common usage and unless otherwise specified, I take pro tanto reasons to denote objective “agent external” reasons.


  Objective pro tanto reasons contrast with subjective pro tanto reasons: An agent has a subjective pro tanto reason to do something if and only if she believes that she has an objective pro tanto reason to do it. To bring out the distinction between objective pro tanto reasons and subjective reasons, imagine that you nonculpably believe that you have most pro tanto reason to take some pills that are in the experimental stage of development because you nonculpably believe, on the advice of the medical team, that the pills will assuage your pain. But, in fact, you reasons-wise ought not to take these pills because (unbeknown to the doctors) taking the pills will kill you. Although you have no objective pro tanto reason to take the pills, you have subjective reason to do so. Pro tanto reasons are also to be differentiated from what may be dubbed “Davidsonian reasons”; these are, roughly, complexes of desires and beliefs.9


  Why believe, however, that obligations are tied to objective pro tanto reasons and not either to subjective reasons or to Davidsonian reasons? The crux of the matter is that the view (roughly) that some things are morally wrong or morally obligatory for an agent irrespective of what desires or beliefs that agent has is compelling.10 You may believe, on the evidence available to you, that giving medicine M to a sick patient will cure the patient. But if giving M will in fact kill the patient, you do wrong in giving M. You do wrong despite your subjective reason: You believe (let us assume) that you have a pro tanto reason to give M, whereas in fact you have no such reason. Indeed, you have decisive pro tanto reason not to give M. Likewise, you do wrong despite your pertinent Davidsonian reasons: You desire to cure the patient and you believe that you can cure the patient by administering M; your having of this desire and belief (in conjunction with other germane antecedents of action) causally (and nondeviantly) issues in your giving M. None of this, however, need tell against your act not being wrong for you.


  In sum, principle ( OR) is to be understood as expressing the view that if you have an objective overall moral obligation to do something, then you have a pro tanto reason to do this thing. This principle, I believe, is true.


  A Requirement of Alternative Possibilities for Pro Tanto Reasons


  If obligation is tied to pro tanto reasons, then Frankfurt examples against PAP-O are ineffective. The reasoning is: (i) There is a requirement of alternative possibilities for the truth of judgments of O-pro tanto reasons; (ii) Assuming that Frankfurt examples succeed in expunging all pertinent alternatives, Yasmin in Stage 2 could not have had a decisive O-pro tanto reason to contribute to UNICEF; (iii) Given the principle that obligations are tied to O-pro tanto reasons (OR), it is false that in Stage 2 where all her pertinent alternatives have been blocked off, Yasmin-2 had a moral obligation to contribute to UNICEF. I confine attention to (i).


  If you have most moral reason to do something, a, and, thus, if morality requires that you do a, then you can do a. In other words, the moral “ought” implies “can.”11 Suppose, now, that you have most (practical) reason to do a; as we said, you ought to do a from the point of view of reason. Then you can do a. You cannot have an “obligation”—it cannot be necessary—from the point of view of reason, for you to do something if you cannot do it.12


  So it seems that just as there is an association between the “ought” of morality and “can,” there is a similar association between the “ought” of reason and “can.” Indeed, the moral “ought” implies “can” principle appears just to be a more restricted version of the following general principle:


  Reasons-Wise “Ought” Implies “Can” (KR): If one has most reason to do something, a, and, thus, if one reasons-wise ought to do a, then one can do a.


  If reasons-wise “ought” implies “can,” I see no reason to deny that reasonswise “wrong” (and reasons-wise “right”) imply “can” as well. As a preliminary remark regarding what may be provided as support for this view, the moral “ought” implies “can” principle, where “ought” expresses all in moral obligation, can be put in this way:


  (Kant's Law): If it is morally obligatory for one to do something, then one can do it; and if it is morally obligatory for one to refrain from doing something, then one can refrain from doing it.


  It has been emphasized that moral responsibility requires control; if you are morally praiseworthy or morally blameworthy for an action, you have responsibility-relevant control in performing this action. Likewise, think of Kant's Law as a control principle for moral obligation; if you have a moral obligation to perform an action, you have obligation-relevant control in performing it.


  If we conceive of Kant's Law in this way—as a principle of control—then barring persuasive reasons to believe otherwise, there is little reason not to assume, too, that moral “wrong” (and moral “right”) imply “can.” I advance, specifically, three considerations in favor of this view. First, as we have registered, just as moral praiseworthiness and moral blameworthiness require control (or freedom), so does moral obligation, moral wrong, and moral right. The control requirements of blameworthiness, unless we have sound reason to believe the contrary, mirror those of praiseworthiness: both have the same freedom requirements. An essential element of the freedom requirement of these responsibility appraisals is captured by these principles: One is morally praiseworthy for doing something only if one could have done it; likewise, one is morally blameworthy for doing something only if one could have done it. These principles highlight a link between moral responsibility and freedom, a link that I believe holds of conceptual necessity. Likewise, it would seem that the control or freedom requirements of moral obligation, unless we have strong reason to think otherwise, should also be the very ones of moral wrong and moral right. If Kant's Law expresses just one more incarnation of the association between morality and freedom, then, again, in the absence of a special reason to believe otherwise, it should also be the case that the principles in which “wrong” implies “can” and “right” implies “can” express two other instances of this association.


  Second, this symmetry in the freedom or control requirements of obligation, wrong, and right is validated by a powerful analysis of the concept of moral obligation that Fred Feldman and Michael Zimmerman advance. The analysis provides a plausible treatment of a wide array of deontic puzzles, sometimes partly in virtue of implying that “wrong” implies “can.” In this account at each time of moral choice, there are several possible worlds accessible to a person at that time: There are, at the time, various ways in which a person might live out her life. For each of these complete “life histories,” there is a possible world—the one that would exist if she were to live out her life in that way. A possible world is accessible to a person at a time if and only if it is still possible, at that time, for the person to see to the occurrence of that world. A world may be accessible to a person at a time, but once the person behaves in some way other than the way in which he behaves in that world, it is no longer accessible—it has been “bypassed.” Once bypassed, a world never again becomes accessible.


  Making use of the notion of accessibility, one can say that a state of affairs is possible for a person at a time if and only if it occurs in some world still accessible to the person at that time. Let “Ks,t,p” abbreviate “there is a world accessible to s as of t in which state of affairs p occurs.” “Ks,t,p” is equivalent to “as of t, s can still see to the occurrence of p.”


  On this analysis, actions are morally judged not by appeal to the values of their outcomes, but by appeal to the values of the accessible possible worlds in which they are performed. Worlds may be ranked in accordance to a valuerelation; each world is as good as, or better than, or worse than, each other world. A world is best if no world is better than it is. For purposes of “valuewise” ranking worlds, one can supply one's favorite axiology. I simply label the relevant value “deontic value.” Some may opt for the view that deontic value consists in intrinsic value; others might resist this view. The analysis can now be stated in this way:


  ( MO): A person, s, ought, as of t, to see to the occurrence of a state of affairs, p, if and only if p occurs in some world, w, accessible to s at t, and it's not the case that not-p occurs in any accessible world deontically as good as or deontically better than w (Feldman 1986, 37).13


  More intuitively (and simplifying somewhat), according to (MO), as of some time, an act is morally obligatory for you if and only if you can do it and (simplifying) it occurs in all the best worlds accessible to you at this time.


  ( MO) verifies a version of Kant's Law. Allowing K to express the relevant sort of possibility, this implication relation can be stated as follows: MOs,t,p implies Ks,t,p. MOs,t,p means that there is an accessible p-world such that there is no as good accessible notp world. Hence, there is an accessible p- world. This means that Kstp is true as well. Likewise, given (MO), if as of some time p is wrong for you, p occurs in some world that is accessible to you but (simplifying) not in any of the best worlds accessible to you. So, on (MO), “wrong” implies “can” as well.


  Some may press the following objection: Why is it true that “given (MO), if as of some time p is wrong for you, p occurs in some world that is accessible to you but not in any of the best worlds accessible to you?” Why does it follow from what has been said about (MO) that p could not occur in some world that is inaccessible to you? Fair enough. Note, first, that if p is obligatory for you, then (simplifying) p occurs in all the best worlds accessible to you; and that if p is permissible for you, then (simplifying) p occurs in some of the best worlds accessible to you. We may put this point as follows: If (MO) is true, then an essential constituent of the control that both obligation and right require is the ability to see to the occurrence of what is obligatory or right. Again, unless we have special reason to believe otherwise, why should this constituent of “deontic control” differ in the case of wrong? Conversely, one may argue as follows. If something can be morally wrong for you even though you cannot do that thing, why should things be different with right and obligation? As (MO) gives us powerful reason, however, to accept the thesis that “ought” implies “can” and the thesis that “right,” too, implies “can,” one ought not to resist the thesis that “wrong” implies “can.” Second, fulfillment of an obligation or a wrong (I admit that “fulfillment of a wrong” has an odd ring, but allow it to pass) affects how the world will be; fulfilling an obligation makes the world deontically better, whereas fulfilling a wrong makes the world deontically worse. If, by virtue of not being able to perform an action, one cannot affect for better or worse the way the world will be, it seems that that action cannot be obligatory or wrong for one.


  Some people may question the thesis that “wrong” implies “can” on the basis of the view that “not wrong” implies “right.” But this is a mistake. On (MO), an act may not be right, or wrong, or obligatory if, for instance, one cannot perform it. Such an act would be “amoral.” So from the fact that an act is not wrong, it does not follow that it is right. Yet others may question the “wrong” implies “can” thesis because they believe that “not wrong” implies “not bad” or maybe even “good.” But this would be another error. It is false that an amoral act or even a right act may be not bad or may not even be good. You may find yourself in an unfortunate situation in which all your options are (deontically) bad but one of them is least (deontically) bad, and because of this, obligatory for you.14


  The third reason to endorse the view that “wrong implies “can” has to do with obligations to refrain from doing certain things. Suppose that it is morally wrong for you to do something. Then you morally ought to refrain from doing it. Just as one can be (directly) responsible for something only if one can (or could) intentionally do it, so one can be (directly) obligated regarding doing something only if one can (or could) intentionally do it (see, e.g., M. Zimmerman 2006, 595, 602).15 So if you morally ought to refrain from doing something, then you can intentionally refrain from doing it. Such an instance of an intentional refraining would be an instance of your bringing about an intentional omission.


  Intentional omission cannot be accomplished without intentionally doing something (i.e., bringing about a “positive” action) in the place of what one omits to do (see, e.g., M. Zimmerman 1988, 23).16 For instance, if you intentionally refrain from turning on the light, then you bring about something (e.g., you intentionally remain seated) for the purpose of the light's not going on.


  Revert to a case in which you morally ought to refrain from doing something. Imagine that you ought not (and, hence, that it is morally wrong for you) to turn on the light. Imagine, moreover, that in your circumstances, it is a necessary prerequisite of your intentionally not turning on the light that you remain seated. Then you ought to remain seated as well. For, if you ought to do something (refrain from turning on the light in the example), and you cannot do this thing without doing something else (remaining seated in the example), because this something else is a necessary prerequisite of your doing the thing that you are obligated to do, then you ought to do this something else as well.17 Now, if you ought to remain seated, then you have obligation-relevant control in remaining seated. We are supposing that an essential element of this control consists in your power or ability to remain seated (Kant's Law). Recall, if it is wrong for you to do something, then you ought not to do it. Because all wrongs are “ought nots,” and “ought nots” cannot be accomplished without bringing about something that is itself obligatory, and, which is, hence, something in the bringing about of which you have obligation-relevant control, all wrongs inherit this very element of control.


  To flesh this out, in the example, if you ought not (and, so, if it is wrong for you) to turn on the light, then you ought to remain seated. If you ought to remain seated, you can remain seated. So, your moral obligation that is an intentional refraining (or omission)—an “ought not”—can only be accomplished if you have the power to remain seated. But this “ought not” just is a wrong. You bring about the omission (your not turning on the light) by way—and only by way, as we have assumed—of intentionally remaining seated. There is, in the circumstances, nothing more to bringing about your intentional omission (the “ought not”) than bringing about the relevant “positive” action—your intentionally remaining seated for the purpose of not turning on the light. The control on your part in accomplishing this “ought not” or wrong is exhausted by the control that you exercise in bringing about the “positive” action of your remaining seated (for the purpose of not turning on the light). An essential element of this control consists in your being able to perform this positive action. And this strongly suggests that “wrong” implies “can.”


  In sum, we have good reason to believe that each of “moral ought,” “moral right,” and “moral wrong” implies “can.”


  Reverting, now, to reasons-wise obligation, the reasons-wise “ought” implies “can” principle, just like Kant's Law, expresses the control that “obligations” of reason require. There is, it seems, no reason to believe that the control requirements of the moral “ought” differ from those of the reasons “ought.” As I previously ventured, Kant's Law is just a special case of the general principle that reasons-wise “ought” implies “can.” And, again, precluding compelling reasons to think otherwise, if reasons-wise “ought” requires a species of control, reasons-wise “right” and reasons-wise “wrong” require this very species of control as well: If it is reasons-wise right (or reasons-wise wrong) for you to do something, then you can do it.


  We may now argue as follows. KR states that reason-wise “ought” implies “can.”


  Its corollary is

  Reasons-Wise “Ought Not” Implies “Can Refrain From” (KRC): If one reasons-wise ought not to do something, a, then one can refrain from doing a.


  Moreover, we should accept this principle ( Reason-1):

  Reasons-Wise “Ought Not” amounts to Reasons-Wise “Wrong” (Reason-1): One reasons-wise ought not to do a if and only if it is reasons-wise wrong for one to do a.


  From KRC and Reasons-1 derive:

  Reasons-Wise Wrongness Requires Alternatives (Reason-2): If it is reasons-wise wrong for one to do a, then one can refrain from doing a.


  Reason-2 , in conjunction with the claim that reasons-wise “wrong” implies “can,” establishes that there is a requirement of alternative possibilities for reasons-wise wrongness.


  Consider, next, reasons-wise obligation. If it is reasons-wise obligatory for one to refrain from doing something, a, then it is reasons-wise wrong for one to do a (from Reason-1). Moreover, if it is reasons-wise wrong for one to do a, then one can do a (from the reasons-wise “wrong” implies “can” analogue of [KR]: if it is reasons-wise wrong for one to do a, then one can do a.) Therefore, if it is reasons-wise obligatory for one to refrain from doing a, then one can do a. But it is also true that if it is reasons-wise obligatory for one to refrain from doing a, then one can refrain from doing a. In other words, just as there is a requirement of alternative possibilities for reasonswise wrongness, so there is such a requirement for reasons-wise obligation.


  If reasons-wise wrongness and reasons-wise obligation require alternative possibilities, I see little reason to deny that reasons-why rightness requires alternative possibilities. We may conclude that there is a requirement of alternative possibilities for the truth of judgments of objective pro tanto reasons.


  “Not so fast!” it may be chided. Regarding “wrong” implies “can,” consider the commandments not to commit adultery and not to covet one's neighbor's wife. Suppose one believes it is morally obligatory not to do these things, that they are morally wrong (as many do). And suppose I cannot commit adultery because I am not married. And I cannot covet my neighbor's wife because she is not in the least bit attractive to me. Most people would say that it remains morally obligatory for me not to do these things, because it is morally obligatory for everyone not to do them, even though some are unable to do them.


  I start with a preliminary comment: Suppose you cannot save a child who is drowning because you cannot get to this child in time. Some people may say, or may have the intuition that, still, you ought to save the child. I confess to not seeing any relevant difference between this sort of scenario where it is Kant's Law that is up for assessment, and the scenarios involving adultery or coveting your neighbor's wife in which it is the “‘wrong implies ‘can’ principle” that is the object of evaluation. Should one insist that it is wrong to do the relevant things in the latter scenarios even though one cannot do them, unless one has a compelling story to tell about why the control requirements of wrong differ from those of obligation, one should also insist that it is obligatory for you to save the child in the initial scenario despite your not being able to save the child.


  Regarding the latter scenarios it is, minimally, controversial whether, at any time, it is wrong for any person at that time to commit adultery or to covet one's neighbor's wife. Given MO, there does not seem to be any barrier against its being possible that, at some time, I covet my neighbor's wife in some best world accessible to me, and there is no accessible world that is deontically as good as or better than this world in which I refrain from coveting my neighbor's wife. Furthermore, it is one thing to claim that most people would say that when I cannot do these things, it remains morally wrong for me to commit adultery or to covet my neighbor's wife, or that they have the intuition that these things are wrong, but quite another to argue that they are wrong. Perhaps some competitor of MO, in conjunction with the relevant facts (including facts about the substantive account of deontic value being assumed) implies, for instance, that committing adultery is always wrong for any person. But then we should assess whether such a competitor, together with its presuppositions, is superior to MO before we can arrive at an overall verdict about whether this objection is cogent.


  Here is another sort of case, this time directed against the “‘ought not’ implies ‘can refrain from’ ” (OCR) principle. William Mann (1983) writes: If the principle is to stand a chance of being plausible, it must

  be made compatible with the fact that for many people the

  present structure of their character renders them unable to

  avoid doing what they know they ought not to do…. A person

  whose upbringing involved considerable exposure to bigotry

  may find that he still sometimes makes judgments about

  members of other races … which he now knows to be bigoted.

  He recognizes that he ought not to make such judgments, but

  his habits are so strong that on some occasions—involving,

  say, haste and pressure—he cannot avoid making them (80).


  Mann's objection to OCR amounts to this: It seems that both the following can be true:


  


  M1: s knows that s ought not to do a.


  


  M2: s cannot refrain from doing a.


  But if OCR is true, then it is not possible that M1 and M2 both be true: M1 entails that s ought not to do a but OCR and M2 entail that it is false that s ought not to do a.


  The objection, however, is not decisive. For appropriately reformulated versions of M1 and M2 enable us to retain the intuition that M1 and M2 can both be true consistent with OCR's being true. We simply need to pay close attention to the double time indexes of “ought” statements. Suppose that, as of time t1, s can avoid doing a (making bigoted judgments) at a later time t3. Then this can be true consistent with OCR:


  M1*: s knows that, as of t1, s ought to avoid doing a at t3.


  Now suppose due to haste or pressure:


  


  M2*: As of t2, s cannot refrain from doing a at t3.


  Imagine that, as of t2, s's inclination to make bigoted judgments gets the better of s so that as of this time s finds that s cannot avoid making such judgments at t3. Still, M1* and M2* can both be true consistent with OCR's being true.


  I want to make a slightly different point, however, about Mann's case. Consider this modification of the case designed to cast doubt on “wrong” implies “can”:


  If the principle (“wrong” implies “can”) is to stand a chance of being plausible, it must be made compatible with the fact that for many people the present structure of their character renders them unable to do what they know they ought not to do …. A person whose upbringing involved considerable exposure to the commandments may find that he cannot covet his neighbor's wife.


  The objection this time is that M3 and M4 can both be true: M3: s knows that it is wrong for s to covet s's neighbor's wife.


  


  M4: s cannot covet s's neighbor's wife.


  


  If M3 and M4 are consistent, then it is false that “wrong” implies “can.”


  My challenge is simply the following: If one is convinced by this variation of Mann's case, I see little reason for one to resist Mann's original case against OCR.


  Or, again, in opposition to the “‘ought implies ‘can refrain from’” principle, one might add that if it is morally obligatory for one to feed a starving child, then one can do so. But I may be of a very compassionate nature, such that when I see the child in such a horrid condition I cannot help but feed it. It remains morally obligatory and hence morally right for me to feed this child. So doing otherwise does not seem to be required for having a moral obligation to do something, even though being able to do it is required. And being able to do something does not seem to be required for having a moral obligation not to do it, even though being able to avoid doing it is required.18


  Nevertheless, it is one thing to have the intuition that you morally ought to feed the child even though you cannot refrain; quite another to argue for it.


  Let us change the case a bit. Suppose, given your psychology, whenever you see a starving child, you cannot but refrain from killing it. Do you do wrong when you kill a starving child even though you could not have refrained? (Note that the question is not whether you bring about something that is deontically bad when you kill the child.) I have my strong doubts that ones does moral wrong in this sort of case, and I have these doubts because moral obligation, just like moral responsibility, requires control. An analogy that comes to mind is this: Some are willing to say or have the intuition that a “willing addict” exercises freedom-level control when shooting up even though her shooting up (on a particular occasion) causally issues from an irresistible desire. I have my misgivings: If the desire is irresistible, on the occasion in question, this addict does not act freely.19 (Whether she is morally responsible for shooting up on that occasion is another matter.)


  The claim that “ought” implies “can refrain” is intuitively plausible. M. Zimmerman (2008, 147) proposes that the idea that one can be obligated to do something (refrain from killing the child in the example) that one cannot avoid doing suggests, paradoxically, that morality's demands can be empty or trivial.


  Looking to other resources to break the deadlock in the sorts of case given above (the cases involving adultery, coveting one's neighbor's wife, and feeding a starving child) in which intuitions conflict is one way to proceed. What, for instance, do plausible analyses of the concept of obligation imply about whether, for example, “right” implies “can?” There are at least two different analyses and a “deontic system” that independently provide support for this principle. As I have reported, Feldman's (1986) and M. Zimmerman's (1996, 2008) approach both validate this principle as well as Kant's Law. A deontic system models the logical structure of fundamental features of common sense morality. A distinctive feature of Paul McNamara's recently developed deontic system is that it represents among other deontic notions, those of right, wrong, obligation, exceeding the moral minimum (c.f. “action beyond the call of duty” or “supererogation”), and permissible suboptimality (c.f. “suberogation”); as well as responsibility notions such as praiseworthiness and blameworthiness (McNamara 2008 and forthcoming). The model validates Kant's Law and the moral “right” implies “can” principle as well. So we have independent confirming evidence for these principles.


  Suppose that being able to do something is an essential constituent of the control that obligation and right require. Then, echoing a point I previously made, I cannot see why a control requirement for wrong should differ in this respect. There is nothing special about wrong. Indeed, the morally deontic concepts of right, wrong, and obligation are interdefinable in this sense: If you take one as primitive, the other two are definable in terms of the primitive. It is curious that we often take “ought” so to speak as “primary.” But this is arbitrary (or so it seems to me and, I presume, some deontic logicians). We could take “wrong” as primary. Then we would say things such as “if it wrong, as of some time, for you to do a, then you can do a” and “if it is wrong, as of some time, for you to refrain from doing a, then you can refrain from doing a.” Deontic logicians should find nothing amiss with proceeding in this way. Again, the primary point is simply that if obligation and right require control, and if an essential element of this control is the ability to do the pertinent thing, then barring persuasive reason to believe otherwise, I do not see why this control element is not also one of wrong.


  One may agree that there is a symmetry of sorts between obligation and wrong having to do with control. But that symmetry, it may be pointed out, is captured by (1a) “If one ought to do a, then one can do a,” and (2) “If one ought not to do a, then one can refrain from doing a.” Both “ought” and “ought not” involve an element of control, but the control in the one case is being able to do what you ought to do; in the other case, being able to not do what you ought not to do. This captures both the similarity and the difference between “ought” and “ought not” (i.e., “wrong”). But it does not follow from any of this that (1a*) if one ought to do a, then one can refrain from doing a and (2*) if one ought not to do a, then one can do a.


  In response, I concur that because “ought” implies “can,” one should accept the principle that “ought not” implies “can refrain from.” But I have not claimed that it follows from these and only these principles that “ought” implies “can refrain” or that “wrong” implies “can.” Rather, I gave independent reasons to sustain these latter principles. Moreover, regarding obligation, Kant's Law underscores the view that control is relevant to both obligatory commissions and obligatory omissions. This is the symmetry that (1a) and (2) capture. I have argued that right and wrong do not differ from obligation in this very respect: control is required for both permissible or wrong commissions and permissible or wrong omissions. Clearly, (1a) and (2) do not do justice to this symmetry.


  To take stock, the following argument encapsulates the essential results (or premises) secured (or affirmed) this far.

  (OR) If an agent has a moral obligation to do something, a,

  then the agent has a pro tanto reason to do a.


  (RA) If an agent has a pro tanto reason to do something, a, then the agent could have done other than a.


  Therefore:

  (C) If an agent has a moral obligation to do something, a, then the agent could have done other than a.


  Why Frankfurt Examples Fail to Undermine PAP-O


  We can now uncover the principal fault in the reasoning previously summarized for the view that should Frankfurt examples subvert the principle of alternative possibilities concerning responsibility, they should also subvert the principle of alternative possibilities concerning obligation. Recall, the pertinent part of the tale involving Yasmin unraveled in this way:


  If Yasmin did indeed have a moral obligation to contribute in Stage 1 in which Black is not on the scene, then she ought morally to contribute in Stage 2 as well, and she ought to do so owing to the fact that her reasoning in Stage 2 parallels her reasoning in Stage 1. So she has this obligation in Stage 2 even without having pertinent alternatives.


  The major defect in this line of reasoning should now be evident. If Yasmin could not but have contributed to UNICEF in Stage 2, then she could not have had a pro tanto reason to contribute to UNICEF because there is a requirement of alternative possibilities for the having of such reasons. One may allow that she contributes in Stage 2 on the basis of subjective reasons or Davidsonian reasons. But such reasons are not pro tanto reasons, and moral obligation is tied to pro tanto reasons.


  An Objection


  In this section, I respond to an objection against the view that Frankfurt examples fail to impugn PAP-O. The objection appeals to these very examples to turn the tables on the principle (OR) that moral obligation is conceptually tied to pro tanto reasons. On this objection, first, one insists that in Stage 2 Yasmin ought morally to donate to UNICEF despite not having alternatives, and this is, again, because she conducts herself no differently in this stage than she does in Stage 1 in which it is assumed that she does have such an obligation. Second, one concedes that obligations are conceptually tied to reasons. Third, one then infers that obligations are not conceptually associated with (objective) pro tanto reasons. The proponent of this objection is, in effect, proposing that careful reflection on Frankfurt examples reveals, or should reveal, that it is more plausible that (1a) Yasmin in Stage 2 is morally obligated to donate to UNICEF than that (1b) obligations are conceptually linked to pro tanto reasons. But if one ventures that Frankfurt examples lend more credibility to (1a) than to (1b), then, it seems, in one's estimation the reasons Frankfurt examples provide to favor the proposal that (1a) Yasmin in Stage 2 ought morally to donate, are stronger than the reasons that (1c) considerations independent of anything having to do with Frankfurt examples provide to favor principles KR, KRC, and Reasons-1. To what factors may we appeal to break this impasse? It would not do simply to dig in one's heels and insist that (1c) is more evident than (1a) or to insist on the reverse. But if we note that the sorts of reason available to Yasmin in Stage 2 of the Frankfurt example are either subjective or Davidsonian (or so grant), then there is reason to be optimistic about the balance of critical judgment being tipped in the direction of (1c). And this reason has to do with a thesis recorded previously: some things are morally wrong or morally obligatory for an agent irrespective of what desires or beliefs that agent has regarding those things.20


  Determinism, Obligation, Frankfurt Examples, and Semi-Compatibilism


  I conclude with some reflections on determinism's impact on moral obligation. It will be helpful to distinguish between strong and weak alternatives. Suppose agent, s, does action, a, at time, t, in world, w. Agent s has a strong alternative at t if the combination of w's past and w's laws of nature is consistent with s's not a-ing at t. Take it that determinism effaces strong alternatives. Weak alternatives are alternatives that you can have despite determinism's being true. In one conception of weak alternatives, for instance, although Yasmin does one thing—she donates—she would have refrained from donating had she wanted, or tried, or chosen not to donate.


  Regarding whether determinism imperils the truth of judgments of moral obligation, we registered that if you have an objective overall moral obligation to do something, then you have a pro tanto reason to do that thing. Moreover, if you have a pro tanto reason to do something, then you could have done otherwise. Thus, if you have an objective overall moral obligation to do something, then you could have done otherwise—you had a pertinent alternative. If moral obligation requires strong alternatives, then owing to determinism's expunging such alternatives, nothing is morally obligatory (or morally right, or morally wrong) for anyone in a deterministic world.


  If moral obligation requires only weak alternatives, then determinism will not imperil obligation by effacing the sort of alternative that obligation requires. However, a semi-compatibilist analogue of moral obligation cannot be sustained. To amplify: John Fischer explains that semi-compatibilism (or what we may label “semi-compatibilism regarding responsibility”) is the position that moral responsibility is compatible with determinism even if determinism in incompatible with freedom to do otherwise (Fischer and Ravizza 1998, 52–53; Fischer 2006a, 76–78; 2007a, 56). Fischer and other semi-compatibilists have relied heavily on Frankfurt examples to energize semi-compatibilism. Semi-compatibilists propose that if determinism precludes our ever being able to do other than what we do, the fact that we lack alternative possibilities does not, in itself, threaten moral responsibility. An intriguing element of semi-compatibilism is that it supposedly divorces its account of moral responsibility from any appeal whatsoever to alternative possibilities. Semi-compatibilism, with respect to determinism and moral obligation, states that determinism is compatible with moral obligation quite apart from whether determinism rules out alternative possibilities. This variation of semi-compatibilism, of course, cannot be sustained if moral obligation, as I have argued, is conceptually tied to our having of pro tanto reasons, the having of which presupposes our having access to alternatives. Moreover, semi-compatibilism regarding responsibility cannot be sustained even if one accepts the verdict that Frankfurt examples undermine PAPR, but one nevertheless accepts the principle that praiseworthiness presupposes moral obligation or moral permissibility (PO), and the principle that blameworthiness presupposes moral wrongness (BO).


  In conclusion, I have implicitly proposed that one way to explore whether determinism precludes responsibility, or moral obligation, or yet some other sort of normative appraisal judgments of which are tied to reasons is as follows: first, get clear on the sorts of reason at issue; then inquire into whether the truth of judgments of the pertinent sorts of reason presupposes our having alternatives. This latter inquiry may prove more tractable than some rival strategies, such as directly invoking Frankfurt examples to assess whether, for instance, moral responsibility or moral obligation require alternatives; and it may prove more tractable owing to its turning essentially on assessing principles that command independent appeal.21


  Notes:


  (1.) See, for instance, H. Smith ( 1991, 279); Widerker (1991, 223); Fields (1994, 408–9); Copp (1997; 2003, 286–87); Fischer (2006a, 218). I've argued against these principles. See, e.g., Haji (2002b).


  (2.) I use “right” and “permissible” interchangeably.


  


  (3.) On the Consequence Argument, see, e.g., Ginet (1990, 2003a); van Inwagen (1983).


  


  (4.) On a similar theme, see, e.g., Waller (1990); Double (1991, 2004); Honderich (1993); Trakakis (2008).


  (5.) A more cautious manner of arguing would be to assume only that it is not demonstrated that the agent is not morally responsible (see, e.g., Fischer [1999a]; Haji and McKenna [2004, 2006]).


  (6.) An excellent collection of papers on Frankfurt examples is to be found in Widerker and McKenna (2003).


  


  (7.) See, e.g., Vranas (2007, 172–73).


  


  (8.) An highly instructive paper on pro tanto reasons is Broome (2004).


  (9.) Some philosophers have been drawn to the view that no practical reasons are provided by the fact that one desires something. See, e.g., Scanlon (1998); Raz (1999); Parfit (1997, 2001, forthcoming).


  (10.) I realize that this claim would be rejected by those people—Bernard Williams (1981a), for example, and more recently Mark Schroeder (2007)— who think that pro tanto reasons in some way depend on desires.


  (11.) In defense of “ought” implies “can,” see, e.g., M. Zimmerman (1996, ch. 3); Streumer (2007a); Vranas (2007); Haji (2002b, 2009).


  


  (12.) Streumer (2007b) defends the proviso that one cannot have a reason to do something if it is impossible for one to do that thing.


  (13.) M. Zimmerman ( 1996, ch. 2) constructs and defends an analysis similar to Feldman's. In his recent book (2008), he advances a different analysis but one which still validates the “wrong” implies “can” thesis.


  (14.) I thank Michael Zimmerman for these observations.


  (15.) One has indirect (responsibility-relevant or obligation-relevant) control over something just in case one has control over it by way of having control over something else. One has direct control over something just in case one has control over it that is not indirect. Likewise, one is indirectly responsible for something just in case one is responsible for it by way of being responsible for something else; one is directly responsible for something just in case one is responsible for it but not indirectly so. And one is indirectly obligated regarding something just in case one is obligated regarding it by way of being obligated regarding something else; one is directly obligated regarding something just in case one is obligated regarding it but not indirectly so.


  (16.) A more cautious view that, I believe, would suffice for the purposes of this third consideration, is that some intentional omissions cannot be accomplished without intentionally bringing about some “positive” action.


  (17.) This principle requires qualification in order to avoid Good-Samaritantype paradoxes. The following qualification seems adequate: if one cannot do p without doing q (perhaps because q is a logical consequence of p), and if one can refrain from doing q, then if one ought to do p, one ought also to do q. This principle is discussed, among other places, in M. Zimmerman (1996, sec. 2.3) and in Feldman (1990).


  (18.) I owe this example, the ones involving adultery and coveting one's neighbor's wife, and the objections with which these examples are associated, to Bob Kane.


  (19.) Some may propose that in such a case the willing addict's act of shooting up is indirectly free if, for instance, she freely decided and took appropriate measures to become an addict.


  (20.) See note 6 above.


  (21.) I thank Michael J. Zimmerman and Bob Kane for their insightful comments on a number of issues that I take up in this piece. This essay was written during my tenure of a 2008–2011 Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada (SSHRC) grant. I am most grateful to this granting agency for its support.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article provides an overview of recent agent-causal theories, explaining what motivates them to postulate an “ontologically primitive” notion of causation by an agent or substance that is not reducible to ordinary modes of event-causation. It considers different accounts of the agent-causal view which have been defended by libertarians. It also poses the question whether agent-causal theories require a substance dualism of mind and body since they posit a causal relation between an agent and action irreducible to ordinary modes of causation. It argues that agent-causal theories do not necessarily require substance dualism, but may require causal powers and properties that are ontologically emergent.
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  This essay will canvass recent philosophical discussions of accounts of human (free) agency that deploy a notion of “agent causation.” Historically, many accounts have only hinted at the nature of agent causation by way of contrast with the causality exhibited by impersonal physical systems. Likewise, the numerous criticisms of agent causal theories have tended to be highly general, often amounting to no more than the bare assertion that the idea of agent causation is obscure or mysterious. But in the past decade, detailed accounts of agent causation have been offered (chiefly by Randolph Clarke, Timothy O'Connor, and Thad Botham), and they have occasioned more specific objections in turn.1 These recent accounts and the objections to them will be my primary focus in what follows. But first I will identify two distinct motivations that have been advanced for adopting an agent causal approach to human agency and the ontological and metaphysical commitments common to any version of this approach.


  Motivations for an Agent Causal Account


  From the Intractable Difficulties with Giving a Causal Theory of Action


  Many action theorists have sought informative necessary and sufficient conditions for a behavior's being an intentional action, that is, something the agent did purposely, not accidentally or reflexively. A common strategy starts from the assumption that psychological states such as desires, beliefs, and perhaps intentions are important and salient antecedent causes of action. This strategy was championed by Donald Davidson (1963) and has been the dominant approach ever since. Nevertheless, soon after Davidson's essay, a number of authors (Chisholm 1966; Taylor 1966; and Davidson [1980] himself) noticed a serious obstacle to attempts to provide a plausible causal theory. It is easy to conjure up scenarios in which one's motivational reasons cause one to perform an action suited to the reasons despite one's not having acted intentionally. Here is Davidson's (1980) example:


  A climber might want to rid himself of the weight and danger of holding another man on a rope, and he might know that by loosening his hold on the rope he could rid himself of the weight and danger. This belief and want might so unnerve him as to cause him to loosen his hold, and yet it might be the case that he never chose to loosen his hold, nor did he do it intentionally (79).


  Here, the climber has a reason for loosening his hold on the rope, and the reason causes him to do so, but in such a way that it is evident that he did not intentionally so act. The way the reason causes the action was of the wrong sort for the action to have been intentional. The challenge for the causal theorist, therefore, is to say in general terms what the right way consists of. What kinds of causal process between motivating reasons and behavior must occur for the action to be intentional, according to the causal theorist?


  Some philosophers have held that there can be no good answer to this question, so that the “problem of wayward or deviant causal chains” provides a decisive refutation of the causal theory of action. Two different morals have been drawn from this conclusion. According to some, the failure of this approach shows the futility of analyzing intentional action in fundamentally causal terms of any kind. Instead, actions must be understood in purely teleological terms, through the identification of the goal or purpose for which the behavior was undertaken (Wilson 1989; Sehon 2005). But others have argued that teleological explanations of an action do not provide a plausible analysis of agency itself, and instead require that causation by the agent be taken as an ontological primitive in the theory of intentional action (Taylor 1966).


  Whether the problem of deviant causal chains is in fact a decisive barrier to giving a causal theory of action is highly contested. Sophisticated attempts to overcome the problem by advancing complicated conditions on the kind of reason-action causation involved in intentional action may be found in John Bishop (1989) and Mele (1992). These are exercises in conceptual analysis. See Davis (2010) for the suggestion that an account of the required causal process should come, instead, from a mature psychology and neuroscience. And see Stout (2010) for an argument that the problem is not distinctive to the causal theory of action, as there can be irregular links within any kind of causal process (e.g., perception or electrical conduction), which suggests a difficulty for attempts to give a precise and fully accurate causal analysis of the original type of process. We would not abandon an otherwise promising causal theory of these processes in the face of the challenge, so why should we do so in the case of a causal theory of action?


  From the Conflict Between a Causal Theory and Freedom of Action


  People act intentionally throughout their waking lives. Whether or not they do so freely (i.e., in such a way as to render their actions appropriate candidates for moral appraisal) is a further substantive matter, one that depends on the nature of their control over their own actions. The concept of action is distinct from that of free action, and it is not obvious that a good way to understand freely performed action is to develop a set of plausibly sufficient conditions for action and then to add a further freedom condition. For perhaps there are several different ways that the concept of intentional action might be satisfied, but some of these do not admit of freedom variants.


  Most agent causation theorists are best interpreted in this manner. Agent causation is a necessary feature of freely chosen activity, even though there may be possible forms of intentional activity that lack it altogether. A. Campbell (1967), John Thorp (1980), Alan Donagan (1987), Randolph Clarke (1993, 1996a), and Timothy O'Connor (1993a, 1995a, 2000) explicitly take this view, whereas Chisholm vacillates in his early essays. Taylor, as already noted, propounded agent causation as a feature of all intentional action, as does Godfrey Vesey (in Vesey and Flew, 1987), William Rowe (1991), and Richard Swinburne (1997). Indeed, it may be that although some of our actions are agent-causal in character, others (including habitual and compulsive behaviors) are not. For the remainder of this essay, I will focus solely on this freedom-based motivation for developing an agent-causal account of agency.


  Agent causationists have generally also been incompatibilists, holding that freedom of action and causal determinism are incompatible.2 Agent causationists typically hold that the absence of causal determinism in the causal link between prior conditions such as motivational states and the ensuing action is not enough for freedom, or at least for the sort of freedom that can directly ground ascriptions of responsibility. And what this merely negatively described causal indeterminist scenario lacks is precisely the agent's directly controlling the outcome. Suppose the agent's internal states to have objective tendencies of some determinate measure to cause certain volitional or actional outcomes. Although this provides an opening in which the agent might freely select one option from a plurality of real alternatives, it fails to introduce a causal capacity that fills it. And what better here than it's being the agent himself that causes the particular action that is to be performed? It is this perceived inadequacy of attempts to identify an agent's free determination or control of his choices in eventcausal or noncausal terms that motivates agent causationists to take it as an ontological primitive.


  Ontological and Metaphysical Commitments of Any Agent Causal Theory


  Many philosophers approvingly cite P. F. Strawson's ( 1962) charge that libertarianism involves “obscure and panicky metaphysics,” and they often have the agent causal account of human freedom particularly in view. We will discuss shortly the nature of the posited agent-causal relation itself. For there to be such a relation, it seems that three more general metaphysical theses must be true.


  Agents as Substances that Endure Through Time


  Philosophers think of the persistence of objects through time in two opposing ways. On the “temporal parts” ontology, an object persists by being composed of instantaneous temporal parts, in much the way that objects have spatial parts. According to this view, just as my left foot is but a spatial part of me (and when we say that I exist there, we actually mean that a part of me is there, that I overlap that region), so also the present stage of my existence is a temporal slice of my whole being, a component of the four-dimensional object spanning some eighty (?) years that, speaking tenselessly, is me. Clearly, a temporally extended object would not be suited to play the role of an agent cause of ever so many particular episodes in its own life. But neither are any of the momentary stages suitable, because these are not distinct from total states of the object at a particular time, and agent causation is supposed to be different from causation by states or events within the agent. Hence, there is nowhere to “put” agent causation within the temporal parts theorist's ontology. Thus, agent-causal theories require that we think of objects (and agents specifically) as things that endure through time, such that they are wholly present at each moment of their existence, without being identical to the total state they are in at that moment.


  Agents as Compositionally Irreducible Substances (Though Possibly Physically Composed)


  It is highly plausible that, at any particular time, the being and activity of many sorts of composite objects is wholly constituted by the being and activity of their fundamental constituents. In such cases, the token causal relations into which the composites enter are not other than, but are instead wholly constituted by, the causal relations involving their current constituents. If this is true of human activity as well, then we do not engage in an ontologically distinctive kind of causation, as the agent causal theory supposes. So the agent causationist requires an ontology in which human persons are not only temporally enduring but also synchronically irreducible substances—entities that are in some robust sense more than the sum of the constituents of their bodies.


  Some agent causationists have supposed that human persons are simple (i.e., partless) substances (Reid 1969/1785; Chisholm 1976). But others are emphatic that human persons are simply living animals, having no immaterial parts (Taylor 1966, 134–38; Clarke 1993, 201, n14). How might human beings be composite but compositionally irreducible? O'Connor (2000, ch. 6) proposes that agent causal power and its allied properties are ontologically emergent, although still powers and properties of the biological organism. In that account, a state of an object is emergent if it instantiates one or more simple (i.e., nonstructural) properties and is a causal consequence of the object's exhibiting some general type of complex configuration. A property is “nonstructural” just in case its instantiation does not even partly consist in the instantiation of a plurality of more basic properties.3


  Causal Antireductionism


  Finally, agent causationists must reject theories that purport to reductively identify the relation of causation with noncausal facts, such as certain patterns of actual similarity among event types, as in the traditional Humean analysis, or of counterfactual similarity, as in David Lewis's (1986c) neo-Humean view. Agent causation, understood as a kind of single-case control, functioning more or less independently of the agent's dispositional states, clearly cannot be understood in any such terms. Thomas Reid (1969/1785) and George Berkeley (1710/1969, 1713/1979), the two most prominent defenders of agent causal theories in early modern philosophy, went so far as to hold that agent causation is the only form of causation properly so-called. The regular patterns exhibited in our experience among sensible objects are directly produced by God, the supreme agent cause. Contemporary theorists, in contrast, develop their view of agent causation as an extension of more general anti-reductionist conceptions of causation, as we shall now observe.


  Theories of Agent Causation


  Agent causationists suppose that there is an ontologically primitive causal relation between agents and (some part of) their free actions. In order to assess the viability of this claim, we need to answer a number of questions concerning the details of the proposal. How are agent causation and event causation related? What precisely is it that the agent causes? How do the agent's reasons explain an agent-causal action? And under what circumstances might agent causation occur? Agent causationists have answered these questions in different ways.


  Agent Causation and Event Causation: Their Distinctness and Their Relationship


  Contemporary agent causationists maintain that agent and event causation are equally basic, related features in the natural order of things. Clarke's point of departure is the novel analysis of event causation proposed independently by Fred Dretske (1977), David Armstrong (1983), and Michael Tooley (1977, 1987). In basic outline, the view identifies laws of nature with certain primitive, contingent, and second-order relations among universals, ones that are specified as satisfying certain theoretical requirements associated with our concept of scientific law, structuring the distribution of event tokens in accordance with certain of their types. The event causal relation, conceived as a type, is a special subset of these and is instanced between first-order events.


  Clarke proposes that the very relation of causation that is thus theoretically identified within the domain of complex universals also holds between agents and their actions in instances of freely performed action. The sole differences between event and agent causation are the causal relata and the form of the laws structuring the distribution of their instances. (Furthermore, it is, at most, a contingent truth that the only causation by substances involves purposive agents. According to Clarke, if agent causation is possible, so is, e.g., rock causation.) Event causings are, at least as a contingent matter of fact, structured by probabilistic or deterministic laws. Clarke argues that, given what we know about human agency, the agent causationist should likewise maintain that agent-causal relations are law governed. For example, we might suppose there are laws of nature to the effect that the causal relation obtains between agents and certain events only where agents have properties required for reflective practical reasoning and the caused events are instances of acting for reasons. Moreover, it might be a law of nature that whenever agents with such capacities do act on reasons, the causal relation obtains between the agent and the action (though the laws and antecedent circumstances do not imply which action will be so caused.)


  O'Connor ( 2000, 2009) develops an account of agent causation in terms of the older, power-based conception of causation that is currently receiving renewed attention.4 In this conception, natural properties are irreducibly dispositional: they are (or are closely associated with) tendencies to interact with other qualities in producing some effect, or some range of possible effects. These dispositions may be probabilistic, such that there are objective probabilities less than one that a cause will produce its characteristic effect on a given occasion, with deterministic propensities simply being a limiting case in which the probability is one. Some will endorse the possibility of pure, unstructured tendencies, ones that are nondeterministic and yet have no particular probability of being manifested on a given occasion.


  O'Connor contends that agent causation (whether actual or merely possible) is an ontologically primitive type of causation, one that is uniquely manifested by (some possible) persons and is inherently goal-directed and nondeterministic. It is not directed to any particular effects, but instead confers upon an agent a power to cause a certain type of event within the agent: the coming to be of a state of intention to carry out some act, thereby resolving a state of uncertainty about which action to undertake.


  What Does the Agent Cause?


  We have just noted that O'Connor thinks of agent causation as directed to immediately executive states of intention. The agent's causing such an intentional state is the agent's forming of a choice or decision, and it is also the agent's basic action, typically the initiation of an extended sequence of event-causal processes constituting a wider observable action.5 Chisholm (1966) also thought of agent causation as a kind of action-triggering event, though, in keeping with his repudiation of choice or volition as a basic mental category, he supposed that what is caused is a nonintentional, neurophysiological event. Finally, although Clarke does speak of agents as making choices, he says that agents cause their entire actions (as does Taylor). But because this suggestion is perhaps difficult to make out and is not essential to Clarke's development of an agent-causal account, we will assume in what follows that agents cause action-triggering, intentional events.


  Agent Causation and Reasons-Based Explanation of Action


  In the distant past and continuing up to fairly recent times, agent causationists (e.g., Reid and Taylor) have tended to construe reasons explanations of agent-caused actions as irreducibly and purely teleological. Reasons provide explanations for actions not by causally contributing to their occurrence, but by identifying the goal for the sake of which the action is undertaken. O'Connor (1995a) proposes that the noncausal explanatory link between prior motivational states and agent-caused actions is forged via a distinctive type of content in the action-initiating intention that the agent causes. The content of these intentions is not merely that one perform an action of type A, but that one perform an action of type A in order to satisfy reason r (e.g., a prior desire or intention). If intentions have this rich sort of content, then—to answer Davidson's challenge to noncausalists—the difference between acting to satisfy reason r1, acting to satisfy r2, and acting to satisfy both will be a function of the content of the intention that one causes to occur, a content that will differ in each of these cases. In deciding which action one will undertake, one is inter alia deciding which reason one aims to satisfy. It is, moreover, required that this intention, once generated, causally sustains the completion of the action in an appropriate manner.


  However, there is reason to find inadequate any noncausal account of the influence of reasons. Reasons that move us more or less strongly toward certain courses of action vary considerably, and no noncausal account of motivational strength is in the offing. (It is plainly not enough, for example, to maintain, with Chisholm [1985] and O'Connor [1995b], that one's having a reason to A is a necessary causal condition on one's now causing the intention to A.)


  Randolph Clarke develops his account of agent causation with the explicit goal of remedying this defect in the traditional picture. According to the earliest version (Clarke 1993), when an agent acts freely, her coming to have reasons to so act (rA) indeterministically cause her action A. The agent figures into the picture by causing, not the action simpliciter, but the action's being done for those reasons. If we let “⇒” stand for the causal relation, we may diagram the basic picture thus:


  [image: ]


  One worry with this picture is that although it allows for reasons of varying strength—now explicated as a measurable causal tendency to produce an action—it is not clear that their having the strength they do influences the agent's activity. To be sure, Clarke says that the reasons indeterministically cause the action itself. But this, for him, does not include the agent's causal activity. And this seems odd: Is not my directly causing some outcome something I do? And in any case, do we not want to say that my reasons have varying degrees of influence over this causality, whether or not we conceive it as part of my action? The above account does not make clear how this might be.


  Addressing these concerns, Clarke ( 1996a) maintains instead that the agent and the agent's indeterministic state of having reason rA jointly produce A. The agent's causal capacity consists in the ability to make effective an indeterministic propensity of one's reason to bring about A, not by directly producing a causal relation between two events, but in the sense of “acting alongside” or bolstering the tendency (whether it be of a low or high probability measure), ensuring that it will achieve its characteristic effect.
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  Does this achieve the desired integration of my tendency-conferring reasons and my agent causality? It may seem that it does not. In any given instance, the action has some chance of occurring (and on occasion will occur) apart from the agent's activity—else what is meant by saying that the reason has a tendency to produce the action? This would be to conceive reasons as actively competing with the agent, qua agent. But Clarke (1996a, 25, emphasis added) says something further here: “… suppose that, in the circumstances, whichever of the available actions the agent performs, that action will be performed, and it will be caused by the reasons that favor it only if the agent causes that action.”


  The proposed linkage is developed further in Clarke ( 2003). In the presence of a ‘live’ agent causal capacity and a plurality of motivational reasons r1  … rn having nonzero probabilities of causing actions A1 … An, it is a law of nature that:


  i) whatever action is performed will be caused by the agent, ii) a reason r1 will cause an action A1 only if the agent causes it, and

  iii) the agent will cause an action only if a corresponding reason causes it.


  (We do not collapse clauses (ii) and (iii) into a biconditional because we need not say that in every case there is some reason such that it will cause action A1 if the agent does.)


  O'Connor ( 2000), working within the causal powers approach to causation, augments his (O'Connor 1995a) account by suggesting that an agent's coming to recognize a reason to act induces or elevates an objective propensity for her to initiate the behavior, and motivational strength consists in the strength of this propensity. This allows us to say that agent causation is a probabilistically structured capacity. It will be structured not only by tendency-conferring states of having reasons to act in specific ways but also by more enduring states of character, involving relatively fixed dispositions and long-standing general intentions and purposes around which her life has come to be organized. As in earlier accounts, the agent is the sole causal factor directly producing her intention to A (not a co-cause along with her reasons, as in Clarke's view), but her deliberation and activity take place within an internal context (including her total motivational state) that has probabilistically delineated causal structure.


  O'Connor ( 2005, 2009) further distinguishes acting on a reason and the stronger notion of acting for a reason. An agent S freely acts on a reason r in causing the occurrence of intention i just in case S causes the occurrence of i and r is a structuring cause of his so doing, altering the prior probability of his so acting. Note that here the causal influence of the reason might be entirely unconscious, and where it is, one might suppose that the agent's freedom is diminished to some extent. However, it seems that there are other cases where I not only am conscious of certain reasons that favor the course of action I am choosing but expressly choose the action for the purpose of achieving the goal to which those reasons point. This goal enters into the content of the intention I bring into being. In such cases, I act on a prior desire or intention r and I cause an intention with a certain type of content, A-ing for the sake of G, where G is the goal of the consciouslygrasped reason r for which I act. Now, because I freely and consciously bring the intention into being and thus give it just this purposive content, that purpose cannot but be one for which I am acting. Moreover, a further explanatory connection between that reason and the choice is forged beyond the reason's influence on the choice's prior probability. This connection consists in the conjunction of the external relation of prior causal influence and the purely internal relation of sameness of content (the goal G). There may be several reasons that increase the likelihood that I would cause the intention to A. In the event that I do so, each of these reasons are ones on which I act. But if I am conscious of a particular reason, r, that promotes a goal G (and no other reason promotes that goal), and I cause the intention to A for the sake of G, then r plays a distinctive explanatory role, as shown by the fact that it alone can explain the goal-directed aspect of the intention's content. It alone is one for which I act.


  Objections to Agent Causal Theories


  I now consider several objections to agent causation. The first four offer reasons for thinking that there is a fundamental conceptual flaw or weakness in the picture of free action offered by the agent causationist, a sufficiently serious flaw or weakness as to call into question its coherence.


  The remaining three argue that, even assuming that agent causation is coherent, appeal to agent causation, or to agent causation under certain assumptions made by its proponents, is useless in trying to reconcile free will with indeterminism.6


  The “Actions Are Datable, Agents Are Not” Objection


  C. D. Broad ( 1952, 215) famously objected to the possibility of agent causation as follows:

  I see no prima facie objection to there being events that

  are not completely determined. But, in so far as an event is

  determined, an essential factor in its total cause must be other

  events. How can an event possibly be determined to happen at

  a certain date if its total cause contained no factor to which the

  notion of date has any application? And how can the notion of

  date have any application to anything that is not an event?


  Broad's objection, or something like it, would have considerable force against an agent-causal view that maintained that nothing about the agent at the time of his action was explanatorily relevant to its performance. Such an “action” would indeed seem freakish, or inexplicable in any significant way. But no agent causationist imagines such a scenario. In the contemporary accounts we noted above, the agent's capacity to cause action-triggering events is causally structured by the agent's internal state, involving the having of reasons and other factors, before and up to the time of the action. These events within the agent suffice to explanatorily ground the agent's causing the event to happen “at a certain date” without collapsing the view into one on which those events themselves produce the action.


  Clarke ( 2003, 201–2), an erstwhile defender of an agent-causal account of freedom, recently claimed that a modified version of Broad's objection has some force. Events, but not substances, are “directly” in time in that their times are constituents of the events. By contrast, he maintains, “a substance is in time only in that events involving it … are directly in time.” (This is supposed to be directly parallel to a reverse contention with respect to space, on which substances occupy space directly, whereas events in their careers occupy a location only via its constituent object.) From this, he suggests, one can argue that the fact that effects are caused to occur at times “can be so only if their causes likewise occur at times—only, that is, if their causes are directly in time in the way in which events are but substances are not” (201).


  The contention that drives this argument is obscure. It can easily be taken to suggest that events are ontologically more fundamental than objects, a contentious claim that any agent causationist will reject out of hand. But if this is not being claimed—as the reverse contention regarding occupation of space confirms—the point is unclear. What does it mean, exactly, to say that an object exists at a time “only in that” events it undergoes exist at that time? It cannot be the claim that the object's existing at that time metaphysically depends on the event's existing, as the object might have undergone another event at that time instead. If we weaken the claim to the plausible observation that, necessarily, an object O exists at time t only if there is some event or other involving it that occurs at t, the dependence is no longer asymmetrical: for any event occurring at t that involves an object, O, necessarily, that event exists at t only if O exists at t. Because I can think of no other way of explicating the “exists only in that” relation, I do not see here a promising basis for Broad's assertion that the cause of an event can only be another “datable” entity.


  The “Uniformity of Causal Power” Objection


  A second objection on which Clarke ( 2003) puts a great deal of weight begins with the following observation. If there is such a thing as agent causation, then there is a property or set of properties whose dispositional profile is precisely to confer on the agent a capacity to cause an intention to act. Notice how this contrasts with other causal powers in a basic respect: The obtaining of properties that constitute “event-causal” powers themselves tend towards certain effects (conditional on other circumstances). Hence,


  Event-causal powers are tendencies towards effects, i.e., the powers themselves are disposed to produce effects.


  Agent-causal power confers a capacity upon agents to produce effects, i.e., the power is not disposed to produce anything, it merely confers on its possessor a generic disposition to cause effects.


  The uniformity objection to the thesis of agent causation is simply that it is doubtful that there can be any such property that fundamentally “works differently” (by conferring a power on its possessor to cause an effect) (192–3). If true, “causation would then be a radically disunified phenomenon” (208), and this is evidently a bad thing.


  We may read this objection as making the claim that the ontological category of property has an abstract functional essence that includes the tendency in the presence of other properties towards the direct, joint production of certain effects. Is there reason to think that this is so? Better, assuming that it is so, at what level of abstraction should the thesis be applied? Consider that, in the advent of statistical laws in fundamental physics, many metaphysicians are now comfortable with the notion that there are nondeterministic dispositions varying in strength along a continuum, with deterministic potentialities merely being a limiting case. Consider, moreover, that although properties typically work in tandem towards effects, a natural way of interpreting the phenomenon of radioactive particle decay is as an entirely self-contained process whose timing is radically undetermined by any sort of stimulus event. Finally, some adhere to the truth of (and still others to the possibility of) a view that all or many conscious mental properties are intrinsically intentional whereas this is true of no physical properties. None of these claims concern free will, and yet all posit a kind of variability in the nature of dispositional properties that warrants classifying them into different basic types. Given these examples, it is hard to see why there may not be a further partition of types of the sort envisioned by the agent causationist. Doubtless there is a unity across these divisions at some level of abstraction. But assuming the agent causationist's position is otherwise motivated, he may reasonably contend that it must be sufficiently abstract as to encompass the division his theory requires. Indeed, why may not the unity of basic dispositional properties simply consist in their making a net addition to the pool of causal powers?


  The “Self-Creation is Impossible” Objection


  Galen Strawson ( 1986, ch. 2; 1994; 2002) gave vivid expression to another old objection to indeterminist views of freedom, one that goes back at least as far as Leibniz. He argues that such views (unwittingly) entail an infinite regress of choices corresponding to every indeterministic choice. Because how one acts is a result of, or explained by, “how one is, mentally speaking” (M), for one to be responsible for that choice one must be responsible for M. To be responsible for M, one must have chosen to be M itself—and that not blindly, but deliberately, in accordance with some reasons r1. But for that choice to be a responsible one, one must have chosen to be such as to be moved by r1, requiring some further reasons r2 for such a choice. And so on, ad infinitum. Free choice requires an impossible regress of choices to be the way one is in making choices.


  The nonagent causationist Alfred Mele ( 1995, 221ff.) argues that Strawson misconstrues the locus of freedom and responsibility, by the lights of just about any theorist (including compatibilists). Freedom is principally a feature of our actions, and only derivatively of our characters from which such actions spring. The task of the theorist is to show how one is in rational, reflective control of the choices one makes, consistent with their being no freedom-negating conditions. This seems right, although the agent causationist is likely to add that when considering those theories (both compatibilist and incompatibilist) that make one's free control to directly reside in the causal efficacy of one's reasons, it is entirely appropriate to worry about how I got that way in the first place. (Which is just to say, Strawson's argument when directed against such accounts is best understood as challenging the adequacy of their understanding of free control over one's choices.)


  But let us consider what the agent causationist might say in reply to Strawson. Aware of certain reasons pro (r1) and con, I cause an actioninitiating intention to A. This is explained by my having been aware of reason r1 while deliberating and as I completed the action, a reason that increased the prior probability of my choosing to A. I did not directly choose to be in a state of being aware of and motivated by r1. I simply found myself in that state, among others, and proceeded to deliberate. The totality of such conative and cognitive states circumscribed the range of possibilities for me, and also presumably the scope of responsibility directly connected to my free choice. But that choice was neither fully causally determined by those states nor merely a “chancy” outcome of tendencies of those states. Instead, I directly determined which choice within the available range would be made. This choice is explained by “how I was, mentally speaking” at that time, but it is not fully the result of that state. These two factors are treated separately, on agent causal accounts (as Clarke [1997] observes, in discussing Strawson), permitting direct control of an action that is not “blind.” I chose for certain reasons, but I was not constrained to do so; given that this is so, there is no need for me to have first freely chosen which reasons I would act upon.


  Of course, there is a residual worry hinted at by Strawson's argument. We enter the world with powerful and deep behavioral and attitudinal dispositions. Long before we mature to the point of making sophisticated, reflective choices, we are placed in environments that mold and add to those dispositions. These factors heavily influence the early choices we make, even if they do not causally determine all of them. They certainly determine that Bill will choose from only a limited range of options in any given situation, a range that will differ quite a bit from that open to Sue in similar circumstances. These choices and continuing contingencies of circumstance, in turn, will sharply circumscribe the options Bill considers at a more reflective stage, when we begin to hold Bill accountable for his actions. The worry, then, is that factors unchosen by Bill largely account for the kinds of deliberation and the overall pattern of outcomes of Bill's mature choices. Even if an agent-causal capacity is at work in these choices, Strawson might ask, is it autonomy enough?


  Surely one must concede in response that responsibility for “shaping who I am,” and for the choices that ensue from this, comes in degrees and, indeed, can only sensibly be measured within a limited scope of possibilities. We cannot hold Bill responsible for failing to consider an option entirely outside the range of his experience. And his responsibility for passing by options that are within the range of his experience but that he has had precious little opportunity to consider as attractive is attenuated. In concrete cases, given limited information, we hazard rough guesses on these matters. When we are confronted with an individual who deliberately and unhesitatingly makes a grossly immoral choice—indeed, who seems not to even consider the obvious moral alternative—the question one needs to ask is this: was there a point earlier in her life when paths were open to her (ones for which at each step of the way she had some significant motivation to pursue, and which she recognized as having moral significance) such that had she taken them she would now be such as to see the force of the moral considerations at hand? How “difficult” would it have been for her to pursue such a path? Our guesses about such matters are exceedingly rough, and rely on the assumption that most mature individuals have a certain measure of rough moral sensitivity. Absent compelling information to the contrary, therefore, we deem it appropriate to hold individuals responsible for their own moral indifference.


  These reflections open up large topics that cannot be considered in this essay: In what ways do moral responsibility and perhaps freedom itself come in degrees? Is there a coherent ideal of perfect responsibility and freedom, and if so, is the notion continuous with the imperfect varieties manifested by ordinary human beings?7


  The “No-Explanation” Objection


  The objection to which I now turn is old and familiar. Though it is directed at indeterminist accounts of the will generally, it lies in the background of some of the more recent objections, which we will subsequently consider, to the philosophical usefulness of the concept of agent causation.


  The no-explanation objection begins by noting that if an event A1 is causally undetermined, there is at least one event type A2 that might have been instanced instead of A1—its obtaining had a nonzero causal probability in the total set of circumstances. This implies that any actual set of circumstances C obtaining prior to A1 that one might cite in a putative explanation of A1 was consistent with the occurrence of the alternative, A2. But then it seems to follow that C cannot explain why A1 obtained rather than A2. Finally, the conclusion is drawn that C cannot, after all, fully explain the occurrence of A1 itself, because to fully explain why an event occurred is inter alia to explain why it occurred rather than any alternative.


  This objection, although common, is misguided. Not all causal explanations of events must be contrastive or imply the availability of contrastive explanations, for every possible contrast. As Peter Lipton (1990) made clear, a request for a contrastive explanation (“Why P rather than Q?”) presumes that there is an explanatory relationship between fact (P) and “foil” (not-Q); it presumes that the occurrence of P and the nonoccurence of Q can be given a unifying explanation. But this assumption plainly will not hold for every such pairing even in a deterministic world—as when the occurrence of P and the absence of Q are completely unrelated matters. In an indeterministic world, contrastive explanation will also fail (plausibly) wherever P and Q are mutually exclusive and each had a nonzero chance of occurring. But it does not follow that there can be no explanation of P, or that whatever noncontrastive explanation there may be of P will be somehow deficient— of a lesser variety of explanation than contrastive explanation. We explain —really explain—an indeterministic outcome P by citing and describing the causal factor or factors that brought it about. (The point is a familiar one in scientific explanations of indeterministic phenomena unrelated to free action. If there is a plurality of possible outcomes of the interaction of a pair of particles, the particular outcome that obtains has an explanation in terms of propensities of the two particles that actually were manifested, bringing about that particular result. Once one understands the indeterministic nature of those propensities and others that were not, but might have been, manifested on that occasion, one realizes that there is nothing further to explain about the situation.) We can even explain why there can be no true contrastive explanation of the fact that P occurred rather than Q by underscoring the indeterministic nature of the causal source in question. Philosophers in the grip of the Principle of Sufficient Reason profess mystification at this scenario, but do not give any kind of argument. If we grant that there can be indeterministic causal mechanisms (or agents), then deterministic causes are just the limit case of a continuum of probabilistic causes, and which sorts of explanation it is appropriate to seek depends on which sort of world we occupy. Things do not go all mysterious just because some of our world's causes operate nondeterministically. Really, much philosophical commentary in this vicinity has been ill-considered if not downright silly. “Just Say No” to the claim that where there is no determinism, there can be no explanation.8


  The “Rollback” and “Luck” Objections


  Peter van Inwagen ( 2000, 11) contends that “even if agent causation is a coherent concept and a real phenomenon, and we know this, this piece of knowledge will be of no use to the philosopher who is trying to decide what to say about free will.” Specifically, it is of no use in showing “that —despite appearances—free will is compatible with indeterminism” (11). His principal argument for this contention has come to be known as the “Rollback” argument.9 He asks us to imagine an agent, Alice, faced with a choice between lying and telling the truth, who tells the truth although having been able to lie. Consistent with the agent causal picture of freedom, we suppose that the choice was causally undetermined, such that each of the two outcomes had a significant probability of occurring, and that the choice was an agent-causal event—the agent's causing the formation of an intention to tell the truth, which in turn caused the completion of the act. Now, van Inwagen says, suppose that God were to “roll back” the universe to a moment shortly before the choice and allowed it to play itself out again. The outcome may have been the same as the original, but it also may have been different—there is no fact of the matter about what it would have been, just what the possibilities and their associated probabilities are. And now suppose, moreover, that God enables 1,000 replays. Because the probabilities in each case would be the same, if we observed the whole sequence, we would very likely observe a convergence around a certain ratio in the distribution of outcomes—50/50, 30/70, or something else, as the case may be. We would ineluctably be led to conclude, van Inwagen suggests, that what happens in a given case (e.g., “its coming to pass that Alice agentcauses the truth-antecedent cerebral events”) is “a mere matter of chance,” such that this would not appear to be a free act. But the lesson we learn applies even when, as in the actual case, there is no rollback, and each exact situation type occurs but once. The rollback scenario was merely a heuristic, designed to get us to see that appeal to agent causation does nothing to dispel the sense that causally undetermined outcomes are inherently a “mere matter of chance.” Any solution to the problem of freedom and indeterminism, therefore, must be found elsewhere.


  The “luck” objection invites us to contemplate, not intra-world identical undetermined choice situations obtained via rollback (a metaphysically dubious notion, it should be said), but interworld cases. We imagine Alice and a counterpart Alicia in an identical world up to the moment of choice, such that Alice tells the truth and Alicia lies, and again we tell the story in a manner consistent with the agent causal story. If the bravely truth-telling Alice is commended, and the deceiving Alicia goes on to be exposed and suffers a negative consequence, is not Alice just lucky? After all, there was nothing whatsoever about her right up to the moment of the choice that distinguished here from Alicia, and so nothing about her that made the difference. Each had the same propensity to lie and to tell the truth. The conclusion drawn is that neither agent controlled the way their respective cases unfolded in such a way that it was up to her that she told the truth (lied).10


  The agent causationist contends that both these objections fail to take seriously the concept of agent causation. It is conceived as a primitive form of control over just such undetermined, single-case outcomes. The agent's control is exercised not through the efficacy of prior states of the agent (as on causal theories of action), but in the action itself. Alice's causing her intention to tell the truth is itself an exercise of control. And because, ex hypothesi, it is literally the agent herself generating the outcome, it is hard to see how the posited form of control could possibly be improved upon.11 So wherein lies the luck?12


  Widerker ( 2005a) and Kane (2005a, 51) dispute the agent causationist's contention that agent causation is transparently a variety of agential control. This objection is misconceived, or at least wrongly posed. The agent causationist takes agential control of a freedom-grounding sort as a primitive, both ontologically and conceptually. She then tries to motivate this posit by showing how one might integrate such a primitive feature of control within a wider system of concepts concerning causation, properties, guidance by reasons and so forth. The positing of primitives is to be judged by their theoretical fruitfulness, not by whether it causes the “light of reason” to glow as one contemplates it. For this reason, Widerker and Kane should either argue that the agent causationist does not succeed in integrating her primitive into a plausible understanding of these other concepts or argue that the effort is unnecessary, as we can make do perfectly well without it.


  The “Strengthened Luck” Objection


  Mele ( 2006a, 2007) adds a challenging variation on the luck objection. He grants that the agent causationist can say that there is no luck with respect to the agent's doing as he does. There is a causal power in play that yields that outcome and thereby allows for a noncontrastive explanation of it.13 But notice that the causal indeterminist can say that much as well! (On the latter picture, it is the causal efficacy of the agent's reasons that indeterministically yield the outcome, and causal control for such a theorist just consists in such efficacy, provided the causal process is not subject to causal deviance or external manipulation.) And agent causationists generally do not dispute that causally indeterministic agents exercise a form of control over their choices. Even so, the agent causationist still sees a luck problem for causal indeterminism. Luck attaches not to the simple outcome itself, but to the contrastive fact that the outcome occurred rather than the alternative. (In our example, it is lucky for Alice that she told the truth rather than lied.) Mele (2006a, 70) writes:


  … if the question why an agent exercised his agent-causal power at t in deciding to A rather than exercising it at t in any of the alternative ways he does in other possible worlds with the same past and laws of nature is, in principle, unanswerable  … because there is no fact or truth to be reported in a correct answer … and his exercising it at t in so deciding has an effect on how his life goes, I count that as luck for the agent.


  Suppose we take this as a stipulative account (or sufficient condition) on luck “as Mele understands the notion.” If so, it is open to the agent causationist to deny that luck in this stipulated sense is of any significance whatsoever—not, for example, being relevant to freedom and moral responsibility. Mele, in fact, agrees! He does not press his luck objection as a deep skeptical worry about indeterministic freedom (as van Inwagen does with his Rollback argument). Instead, he wields it to neutralize the agent causationist's objection to causal indeterminism. Mele is a causal theorist of action, an agnostic about the truth of compatibilism, and one who believes we have freedom and certainly that it is possible. His aim is to show that the agent causationist gains nothing by positing a distinctively agential capacity of control.


  In reply, Clarke ( 2005) argues that an agent causal capacity would provide a stronger variety of control than is available on causal indeterminism. On the causal indeterminist account, the outcome in a given case will proceed from one or another of the agent's own motivationally grounded dispositions. As such, the outcome is plainly controlled by the agent in a clear sense, much as any sophisticated regulational device that operated nondeterministically would control its own outputs. But what is lacking in each case is a certain enhanced kind of control: one that would be exercised were the agent in a maximally direct manner to bring about one or another option—to settle which of her probabilistic dispositions will be manifested on that occasion. The absence of this form of control, the agent causationist argues, is what grounds the original “luck” charge against causal indeterminism. On that charge, luck attaches not to a contrastive fact about what occurs, but to the occurrence itself.


  The “Probabilistically Governed Agent Causation is Insufficient for Freedom” Objection


  The agent causationist takes it be a virtue of her theory that it enables her to avoid a “problem of luck” facing other indeterministic accounts. Agent causation is precisely the power to directly determine which of several causal possibilities is realized on a given occasion. However, Derk Pereboom has recently argued that this is so only if agent causation does not conform to pregiven indeterministic tendencies. He writes:


  … to answer the luck objection, the causal power exercised by the agent must be of a different sort from that of the events that shape the agent-causal power, and on the occasion of a free decision, the exercise of these causal powers must be token-distinct from the exercise of the causal powers of the events. Given this requirement, we would expect the decisions of the agent-cause to diverge, in the long run, from the frequency of choices that would be extremely likely on the basis of the events alone. If we nevertheless found conformity, we would have very good reason to believe that the agentcausal power was not of a different sort from the causal powers of the events after all, and that on the occasion of particular decisions, the exercise of these causal powers was not tokendistinct. Or else, this conformity would be a wild coincidence … (Pereboom 2005, 246).


  Though Pereboom expresses the matter in epistemological terms, I take it that he intends to be making a linked pair of metaphysical claims, as follows. If agent-causal power is to enable the agent directly to determine which causally possible choice obtains, and so overcome the luck objection plaguing other accounts of freedom, then it must be a different sort of power from the event-causal powers grounded in the propensities of one's reasons, such that its exercise is token-distinct from the exercise of any of these event-causal powers. And the latter condition can be met only if the outcomes of agent-causal events are not strictly governed by the propensities of any relevant set of obtaining event-causal powers.


  The agent causationist readily endorses the first of these conditionals, on a straightforward reading of “different sort of power” and “token-distinct exercise.” After all, the view posits a fundamental, irreducible power of agents to form intentions. But the second conditional rejects the viability of any account in which agent causal power is probabilistically structured by reasons. Why does Pereboom assert it? His thought seems to be that if the event of one's having certain reasons along with other prior events ensure that one's choices will fit a certain pattern (more accurately, make the pattern-fitting likely, given a sufficiently large number of cases), then one's supposed agent-causal power in choosing is at best a shadowy accompaniment to the event-causal power. In truth, it is no power at all, because it adds nothing to the mix of factors already in play. With no authority to act on its own, its presence makes no discernible difference to what occurs in the aggregate. If it would be a matter of luck, beyond my direct control, which of my indeterministic propensities happens to be realized on any given occasion, were the causal indeterminist account correct, then adding the ability to “directly determine” the outcome would not help if I am ineluctably constrained by those very propensities.


  In reply, the agent causationist will insist upon the importance of the distinction between (the persisting state or event of one's having) reasons structuring one's agent-causal power in the sense of conferring objective tendencies towards particular actions and reasons activating that power by producing one's causing a specific intention. Nothing other than the agent himself activates the agent causal power in this way. To say that I have an objective probability of 0.8 to cause the intention to join my students at the local pub ensures nothing about what I will in fact do. I can resist this rather strong inclination just as well as act upon it. The probability simply measures relative likelihood and serves to predict a distribution of outcomes were I to be similarly inclined in similar circumstances many times over (which, of course, I never am in actual practice). From the agent causationist perspective, the reason that the alternative, causal indeterminist view is subject to the luck objection is not that it posits objective probabilities to possible outcomes but that it fails to posit the kind of control needed directly to determine what happens in each case. After all, were the causal indeterminist picture modified so that agents’ choices were caused but not determined by appropriate internal states whose propensities, although nondeterministic, lacked definite measure, the problem of luck or control would remain. Again, that problem concerns not prior influence but the ability directly to settle what occurs on the occasion of a causally undetermined outcome. The agent causationist's solution is to posit a basic capacity of just that sort, although allowing that the capacity is not situated within an indifferent agent, but one with evolving preferences and beliefs. Surely having preferences does not undermine control!


  Notes:


  (1.) An important recent contribution to indeterminist accounts of freedom is E. J. Lowe (2008). Despite Lowe's ostensible endorsement of a qualified version of agent causation (as part of a broader picture on which all causation is substance causation), his view has a closer affinity to contemporary versions of noncausalism and so I shall not treat it further here. Lowe defends a view in which free actions are initiated by uncaused volitions. He further contends that this is consistent with agent causation by saying that it is by the uncaused willing of the action that the agent causes his bodily movements. If Lowe were to go on to say that volitions have internal causal structure of the form, agent-S-causes-event-e, then his view would indeed be a form of agent causalism. But he appears instead to think of volitions as simple mental occurrences, albeit ones that are “intrinsically active” (McCann 1998) or are exercises of the (noncausal) “power of freedom” (Pink 2004a). And that is just what noncausalists such as the two authors parenthetically noted maintain, claiming that an appeal to a primitive relation of agent causation is otiose.


  (2.) Markosian (1999) is an exception, arguing that an agent-causal theory of action enables one to overcome the significant challenges to compatibilism.


  (3.) For a detailed exploration of the individuation of emergent systems, see O'Connor and Jacobs (2003).


  


  (4.) See Molnar (2003), Bird (2007), Jacobs (2007), and Handfield (2008).


  


  (5.) For broadly similar views, see C. A. Campbell (1967), M. Zimmerman (1984), and Donagan (1987).


  (6.) For a lucid response to some of these objections, the reader is directed to Clarke (2003, ch. 9). Clarke goes on, however, to advance objections of his own, a couple of which are discussed in the text. Some of the material in this section is taken from O'Connor (2009).


  (7.) For discussion, see O'Connor (2005, 2009).


  (8.) There is much more to be said about contrastive and noncontrastive explanations (including most importantly the fact that contrastive why questions—why X rather than Y—often seek a different kind of information than merely the sum of explanations for X and for not-Y) but exploring those matters fully would not affect the basic point made in the text. An excellent starting point in exploring these matters is Lipton (1990).


  (9.) Van Inwagen seeks to bolster his argument by appeal to a second “Promise” argument. For reasons of space, and because I take it to have been decisively rebutted by Clarke (2003, 168–70; see also Griffith 2005), I will not consider this further argument here.


  (10.) For a statement of this argument, see Haji (2004).


  (11.) Note that the simple indeterminist makes a structurally similar move in contending that choices are simple events that are controlled by the agent in virtue of simple intrinsic qualities, variously described as “actish phenomenal quality” (Ginet 1990), “spontaneity” (McCann 1998), or the (noncausal) “power of freedom” or “choice” (Pink 2004; Goetz 2002a). The agent causationist's objection to this move is not that the mere fact that it posits a primitive but that the posit conflicts with the deeply intuitive judgment that the idea of control is tightly bound up with the idea of causation. Positing that control is primitive and noncausal in nature is mysterious, and the agent causal theory seems to provide the necessary correction: control does flow from the intrinsic character of choice, but that character has causal structure.


  (12.) For such a response, see Pereboom (2005), Clarke (2005), O'Connor (2007).


  (13.) Not every proponent of the luck objection against agent causation keeps the contrastive/noncontrastive issues distinct. See, for example, the way that Levy and McKenna (2009, 120–21) appear to slide from the unavailability of contrastive explanation, even on agent causation, to its being doubtful that an agent could have made an alternative choice “for reasons.”
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article discusses objections to all three kinds of libertarian theory. It first reprises and further develops criticisms of noncausalist and event-causal (EC) libertarian theories. It argues that libertarian theories of both kinds face as yet unresolved problems including issue about luck and control, the requirements of intentional action, and the role of psychological causes in free agency. It then turns to agent-causal theories. It explains reasons for doubting the possibility of “causation by an enduring substance, which does not consist in causation by events involving that substance” (such as agent-causal theorists propose), and concludes on a skeptical note about the viability of libertarian accounts of free will generally.
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  Libertarianism says that free will is incompatible with determinism and we have free will. Suppose that the first of these claims is true. What would it take for the second to be true? Of course, we would have to have free will; but what would the world -and particularly our agency -have to be like for that to be so?


  Let us say that a libertarian theory of free will is an account purporting to answer this question. It is, then, a theory of what our agency would have to be like for us to have free will, taking it for granted that free will requires indeterminism. In this chapter, I will critically examine some of the proposals libertarians have offered concerning exactly how such a theory might go.


  One option a libertarian might take is to decline to offer any such account. A writer might simply not bother. Or one might maintain that it is beyond our capacity to understand such matters: our having free will requires indeterminism, we cannot see how, given that requirement, free will is possible—in fact, it seems evident that every theory we can think of concerning how it could be possible is fatally flawed—yet certainly we have free will. It is a mystery.1


  If it is indeed evident that every alternative available for a libertarian account is fatally flawed, then perhaps one or another of the other claims here is mistaken: free will does not in fact require indeterminism, or we do not in fact have it.


  Libertarians who do offer theories of free will advance views that can be usefully divided into three kinds. According to noncausal accounts, exercises of free will need not be caused by anything at all, and they need not have any internal causal structure; they can be uncaused, causally simple events. Event-causal theories require exercises of free will to be caused but appeal only to causation by events. The event causation is required, at crucial points, to be nondeterministic. Finally, agent-causal accounts appeal to causation by agents, where this is said to be, in each instance, causation by an enduring substance, and not to consist in causation by events.


  In this chapter, I will focus mainly on noncausal and event-causal views. However, a conclusion supported by my assessment of noncausal accounts has an important implication for agent-causal theories; I will explain what that is. Finally, I will examine the question of whether the sort of causation to which agent-causal views appeal is possible.


  ‘Free Will’


  


  Writers use the expression ‘free will’ in various ways. Here is how I will use it.


  I take it that free will is just what is required in order to act freely. In acting freely, one exercises one's free will. An exercise of free will is a free action. That action might be a decision, or some other mental action, or it might be some overt, bodily action such as uttering a sentence or raising one's arm.


  What, then, is a free action? Some writers hold that one acts freely in A-ing on some occasion just in case it is up to oneself whether one A-s then. For this to be so, one must be able to A then, and also able not to A then, and one must determine, oneself, whether one A-s then.2 Exercising free will, on this view, requires being able to do otherwise.


  Other writers take free action to be action that is sufficiently under one's control that one can be morally responsible for what one does. Free will is then said to be the “freedom-relevant” or the control requirement for responsibility.


  If there were no reason to doubt that responsibility for what one does requires that one be able to do otherwise, the two ways of using ‘free will’ might come to the same thing. But there are reasons to doubt this; and in fact many philosophers have been convinced by a discussion begun by Harry Frankfurt (1969) that there is no such requirement.


  If, in fact, one can be responsible for what one does without its being up to oneself whether one so acts, then a writer needs to decide between the two indicated ways of using ‘free will’. Some think that only one or the other of these ways is correct. I see nothing wrong with either use, so long as a writer makes it clear to us which he or she is following.3


  It would be interesting to see whether there is any viable account of what it would take for it to be up to us whether we act as we do, given the supposition that this requires indeterminism. And it would be interesting to see whether there is any viable account of what it would take for us to be responsible for what we do, given the supposition that indeterminism is required for this. I will consider both of these questions in what follows, trying my best, where necessary, to make it clear which question I am considering.


  Indeterminism: A Horror Story


  Let us understand determinism as the thesis that any possible world with the same laws of nature as our world, and with all the same occurrences as our world at any one moment in time, will have exactly the same occurrences as our world at every subsequent moment; given the laws and the earlier sameness, no subsequent difference is possible. We can say that if determinism is true, then every event (except perhaps any occurring at the beginning of time) is entirely determined by prior events.


  Indeterminism is true if there is any event (subsequent to the beginning of time, if there is such a beginning) that is not entirely determined by what precedes it. And a libertarian theory requires that indeterminism be true. But not just any indeterminism anywhere will do. No one thinks that if only one event in some distant galaxy is undetermined by prior events, that will make the difference concerning whether we have free will.


  The indeterminism would have to be located where and when we act. Usually, what is required is that free actions themselves be undetermined by their antecedents: there must not be any prior events that determine the occurrence of these actions.


  (More precisely, this is what is required for directly free actions. An action is directly free just in case it is free and its freedom does not derive from the freedom of any other action. In contrast, an indirectly or derivatively free action is one the freedom of which derives from the freedom of some other action(s) by that same agent. Many libertarians [e.g., Kane (1996)] allow that an action can be indirectly free even if it is determined by something that precedes it. For example, if my decision to A is directly free and it causally determines my A-ing, the latter action can count as indirectly free. In what follows, unless otherwise noted, I will use ‘free action’ to refer specifically to directly free action.)


  The standard libertarian requirement that free actions be undetermined by prior events is widely thought to raise a serious problem for libertarian theories. If an event is not determined by anything that precedes it, then whether it occurs is a matter of chance. In that case, it is said, no one has control over whether that event occurs. Hence, if some action is an event that is not determined by prior occurrences, the agent lacks control over whether that action is performed. It cannot, then, be a free action or one for which the agent is responsible. The standard libertarian requirement of indeterminism, it is then said, far from making free will possible, in fact precludes it.


  The problem raised here is commonly called the problem of luck, for it concerns a lack of control over things—our actions—that affect how our lives go. If our actions are not determined by anything that precedes them—not even by our believing, desiring, judging, and valuing certain things—then, it is said, although we might sometimes act well and other times act badly, it is a matter of luck (good or bad, as the case may be) how we act.


  Various arguments have been advanced as ways of sharpening this line of thought, including the so-called Mind argument, the rollback argument, and what I will call the difference argument.4 The last of these can be stated as follows. Suppose that a certain agent, Allen, makes a decision at a certain time t, for example, he decides at t to tell a lie. Usually, a libertarian theory will require that, in order for Allen's decision to have been made freely, there must be some possible world with the same laws of nature and the same pret history in which Allen instead makes some alternative decision at t, for example, to tell the truth. But if there is such a world, then there is no difference between the actual world, in which Allen decides at t to lie, and that other world, in which he decides at t to tell the truth, that accounts for this difference between these worlds at t, that is, the difference between Allen's deciding at t to lie and his deciding at t to tell the truth; nothing accounts for this difference. In that case, the difference between his deciding to lie and his deciding to tell the truth is just a matter of luck. And given that this difference is just a matter of luck, it cannot be that Allen freely decides to lie, and he cannot be morally responsible for his deciding to lie.


  Side Step


  Some writers have proposed that libertarians can evade the problem raised here by identifying a different location for the required indeterminism. An account might allow that the immediate antecedents of a directly free action allow that the immediate antecedents of a directly free action determine that action. What is required is that one or another of these antecedents not be determined by what precedes it.


  For example, it might be required that, in a case of freely making a decision, prior events leave undetermined which considerations come to mind (Dennett 1978a). Assessment of the considerations that do arise is allowed to be a deterministic process, and it is allowed that the assessment determine the decision. Similarly, the account's requirement of indeterminism might be said to be satisfied if prior events leave undetermined which of the agent's nonoccurrent beliefs, or which nonoccurrent desires, come to mind during deliberation, and when they do so (Mele 1995, ch. 12). It might then be undetermined by prior events when the agent will make a practical judgment—a judgment about what it is best (or better, or good enough) to do—and what that judgment will be. But again, the theory will allow that the connection between judgment and decision be deterministic. Or it might be required that the agent's preference concerning what to do—a desire “formed by a process of critical evaluation with respect to one's conception of the good” (Ekstrom 2000, 106)—be undetermined by what precedes it, and allowed that the preference-formation determine one's choice.


  If an event undetermined by what precedes it is not under anyone's control, then the undetermined comings-to-mind of considerations, beliefs, or desires, and the undetermined preference-formations posited by these theories will be out of the agents’ control. Has the problem of luck simply been moved from one place to another?


  Depending on which event is said to be undetermined by prior occurrences, any resulting lack of control (supposing there is such a result) might not present us with anything worse than what would commonly be the case given determinism. Although it might be up to us whether we try to think of relevant things when deliberating, it is not always up to us whether we succeed. Whether determinism is true or not, then, it is not always up to us what considerations, beliefs, or desires come to mind when we are deliberating about what to do (Mele 1995, 215).


  However, making practical judgments and forming practical preferences is generally subject to our control. Granted, these things are not intentional actions, and we do not control them in the way that we control our intentional actions. But they are exercises of practical reason; they do not simply happen to us in the way that it sometimes happens that we feel itches or tingles or chills.


  And now, if an event undetermined by what precedes it cannot be under anyone's control, then an account on which the making of practical judgments or the forming of practical preferences is undetermined will leave us with the very problem that this maneuver was supposed to evade. Little, if anything, has been gained on this score.


  Worse, it seems doubtful that this sort of theory will provide what is needed for free will, supposing indeterminism is required. First, take as our focus what is needed in order for it to be up to us whether we do what we do. Arguments for the view that indeterminism is required for this often employ a principle like the following: if it is not up to an agent whether a certain event occurs, and it is not up to that agent whether if that event occurs then she performs a certain action, then it is not up to the agent whether she performs that action. And it is generally accepted by incompatibilists that if one event determines another, then it is not up to anybody whether if that first event occurs the second one does.


  Now, the type of theory under consideration allows that our decisions, for example, are determined by prior events; and it allows that the determining events are not free actions. It is allowed, then, that it is not up to us whether these prior events occur, and (given the thesis generally accepted by incompatibilists) it is allowed that it is not up to us whether if these prior events occur then we perform the actions we do. It then follows, given the principle incompatibilists commonly employ, that it is not up to us whether we act as we do. In trying to evade the problem posed by indeterminism, the theories in question seem to have failed to provide what is needed for its being up to us whether we do what we do, supposing that this requires indeterminism.


  Similarly, it does not seem that such theories provide what is needed for responsibility, on the supposition of incompatibilism. If determinism would preclude our being responsible for what we do, what difference could it make if certain events out of our control were undetermined by their antecedents? Nor would it seem to make the required difference if some of the events undetermined by earlier ones were the makings of judgments or the formations of preferences prior to our decisions. In that case, although things in the distant past might not determine our decisions, we would not ourselves exercise any greater control over them.


  One might claim that, nevertheless, it can be reasonable to prefer that one's decisions and other actions be brought about as required by this kind of theory rather than being determined by the distant past (Mele 1996, 129– 36; 1999, 285–92). That might be so, but the claim does not address the questions before us here.


  Causeless


  Let us return to the standard kind of libertarian theory: a (directly) free decision or other action must itself be undetermined by prior events. Noncausal theories of this sort hold that decisions and other actions need not have any causes at all and need not have any internal causal structure (Ginet 1990; Goetz 2008; Lowe 2008; McCann 1998; Pink 2004a, chaps. 6–8).5 (Also see Pink's essay in this volume for a discussion of noncausal theories.)


  Consider some event in the life of a human agent, for example, Beth's coming to have an intention to go to the grocery store. Suppose that this event has no internal causal structure—it does not consist of one thing's causing another—and suppose that it has no cause at all. Could it be an intentional action, for example, the making of a decision to go to the store? An intentional action is an exercise of agential control. What features of an uncaused, causally simple event could constitute its being an exercise of such control?


  Noncausalists might reject the question. For it might be understood as asking what more basic things constitute agency; and noncausalists might take agency to be among the most basic phenomena of the world.


  For example, one might hold that active mental powers and passive mental capacities are both absolutely fundamental properties. Any potentiality for mental change whose manifestation is caused is a passive capacity, and when caused to undergo such a change, a person is passive with respect to that change. In contrast, an intentional action such as a decision is a manifestation of an active mental power, and as such it must be uncaused (Goetz 2008, 8–9).


  Of course, not every uncaused event manifests an active power. Particles sometimes spontaneously decay; if their decay is uncaused, it is nevertheless not an exercise of agency. It does not seem even that every uncaused mental event, if there are such things, need manifest an active power. If a sensation of cold occurred without any cause, it would not be an intentional action of feeling chilled.


  It might be said that the difference between an active power and a disposition to undergo spontaneous nonactive change is that the former is a rational power: its exercises are (at least typically) things done for reasons (Lowe 2008, 155).


  But can an uncaused coming-to-intend be something done for a reason? We will turn to that question shortly.


  Although perhaps not addressing what constitutes the activeness of intentional action, Carl Ginet maintains that it suffices for a personal event (i.e., an event the subject of which is a person) to be an action that the event possess a certain phenomenal quality. This “actish” quality is said to be its seeming to the subject of that event as if she is directly producing or determining that event, that is, directly making it occur (Ginet 1990, 13).


  The vocabulary used to characterize this phenomenal quality is that of agent causation: it seems to the agent as if she, the agent, is causing the event in question. But Ginet holds that agent causation is not really possible and the event in question need not be caused by anything at all. Does the actish quality, then, present us with an illusion?6


  It is not said that it seems to the agent that she is causing the event in question; rather, the appearance is given an “as if” characterization. In an analogous fashion, on an occasion when I have a certain unpleasant sensation in my arm, I might say that it feels as if it were being stuck with needles. I would not mean that it seems to me that this is happening; I need not be under any such illusion.


  Still, if agent causation is impossible, the actish quality is its seeming to the agent as if an in-fact-impossible thing is going on. It would be peculiar if such an appearance were the mark of our agency.


  Is there really some phenomenal quality that marks all and only our agency? Sometimes when I shift gears in my car, I am vaguely aware of moving the gear stick with my right hand, but typically I am utterly unaware of depressing and releasing the clutch pedal with my left foot, or of any mental component of that action; it does not seem to me like or as if anything. And if, when I felt a tingling sensation, it seemed to me as if I were directly producing that sensation, the sensation would still not be an intentional action.


  As for the fundamentality of agency, there is reason to doubt this contention. Nature presents us with a variety of proto-agential doings: flagellated protozoa propel themselves about, jellyfish enwrap their prey, insects buzz to and fro. The more sophisticated but still nonrational agency of a salmon swimming upriver or a bird building a nest appears not to be something entirely new but a further development of such more basic phenomena. So, too, it seems, is the active exploration if its environment by a human child and the intentional agency of an adult.


  Of course, an intentional action is commonly something done for reasons. But so, too, is drawing an inference—forming a new belief on the basis of other things one believes. Arguably, drawing an inference requires that one's new belief be caused by other beliefs one has. Can we say what it is to act for a given reason without invoking causation?


  Donald Davidson ( 1963) famously challenged noncausalists on this point, observing that an agent might have a reason to do a certain thing, she might do that thing, but she might not do it for that reason (she might instead do it for a different reason). What conditions might suffice for acting for a certain reason, if actions need not be caused by anything (not, e.g., by the agents’ beliefs, desires, or intentions)?


  A noncausalist might say that an agent acts for a given reason just in case the agent decides or chooses to act for that reason. By so deciding, the agent makes that reason the one for which she acts on that occasion (Lowe 2008, 183). But a decision to act can precede the chosen action by hours, days, or months; when that is so, the chosen action need not be performed for all or only the reasons for which the earlier decision was made. More fundamentally, the claim leaves unaddressed the question of what noncausal conditions suffice for its being the case that an agent decides or chooses to act for a given reason.


  One might hold that reasons are goals, and to decide for a certain reason is to decide to act in order to bring about a certain goal (Goetz 2008, 19–21). But Davidson's agent might have in mind two distinct goals, each of which would be served by doing the thing in question. When the agent decides to do that thing for the sake of one of these goals, but not for the sake of the other, in virtue of what is this so?


  One proposed answer to this question is that the reasons for which a decision is made are encompassed in the content of that decision (Ginet 2008; McCann 1998, ch. 8). A decision is the active formation of an intention to act, and such an intention has a certain content. That content is said to incorporate the reasons for which the decision is made. For example, when Beth decides to go to the store, if she makes that decision in order to get some milk, then what she decides is: to go to the store to get some milk.


  Does the proposal commit us to endlessly complex contents of intentions? If it was in order to get some milk that Beth decided to go to the store, what was her reason for deciding to go to the store to get some milk? Does she have some further reason for forming this more complex intention, one encompassed in yet further content of that very intention, and so on without end? And if not, is her decision in fact made for no reason at all?7


  It is unlikely that Beth took getting some milk as a final end, or that she decided to go to the store to get some milk for no further reason. Perhaps she sought the milk in order to have it with her cereal tomorrow at breakfast. And perhaps she planned to eat the cereal just for the enjoyment of doing so. If each of these goals is a reason why Beth made her decision, then, on the current proposal, they must all be encompassed in its content. There is not endless complexity here, but there is a surprising degree of it for such an ordinary decision.8


  Moreover, sometimes a decision is made for a number of disparate reasons. Suppose Charles is trying to decide whether to accept the offer of a job in a distant city. He might consider a host of reasons for and against accepting the offer: the salary would be higher, but the job pressures would be greater; the new city has better cultural attractions, but it has worse traffic; he would be closer to his parents, but he would be farther from his best friends; and so forth. When he makes his decision, he might do so for many different reasons. It is not apparent that what one decides in such a case is complex enough to encompass all such reasons (Mele 2003, 43).


  It might be insisted by the noncausalist that intentions are indeed often this complex. Or a noncausalist might say that the reasons for which a decision is made are all those that either are expressly reflected in the content of that decision or which the agent is disposed, when making the decision, to give if asked for her reasons (Ginet 2008). But we can be disposed to give reasons that are not really reasons for which we have decided—we are sometimes self-deceived about why we are doing what we are doing. And there can be reasons for which we have decided of which we are unaware. Davidson's challenge, then, remains unmet.


  Noncausal theories of intentional agency appear flawed. And if intentional action cannot be an uncaused, causally simply phenomenon, then free action cannot be.


  Face to Face


  Event-causal libertarian theories take intentional agency to be a causal phenomenon. On a widely held version, an action is said to be an event that is suitably caused by psychological events of certain sorts, such as the agent's acquiring or having certain beliefs or desires or a certain intention. (An alternative takes actions to be causings of events by such psychological events; I will focus here on the first version.) A standard libertarian theory of this sort holds that directly free actions are caused but not determined by such psychological events.9


  It is widely accepted that events can be caused without being determined by their causes. An instance of event-type C might cause an instance of event-type E, and it might be that the relevant causal law is that whenever an event of type C occurs (in circumstances of the sort that obtained), there is a certain probability n, greater than zero but less than one, that this event will cause an instance of an event of type EEn that the C-type event will not cause an instance of an E-type event (and the latter will not occur). An event-causal libertarian theory's reliance on the possibility of causation of this sort is not particularly problematic. However, because a standard view of this sort takes directly free actions not to be determined by the events that precede them, it faces the problem of luck.


  Let us see whether a response to that problem advanced by a noncausalist is effective here. If noncausal theories fail to provide a satisfactory account of intentional agency, then the question of whether they can be defended against the problem of luck is moot. Still, if event-causal theories do at least give us a satisfactory account of agency, they might be able to help themselves to the maneuver in question.


  Recall our illustration of the problem. Allen decides at t to lie, and there is a possible world with the same laws of nature and the same pret history in which he instead decides at t to tell the truth. It is then said that the difference between Allen's deciding to lie and his deciding to tell the truth is just a matter of luck.


  Ginet ( 1990, 127) advances the following response (albeit to a different version of the objection). To determine an event, he says, “is to act in such a way that one's action makes it the case that the event occurs.” He grants that when the event in question is not an action of yours, determining that event requires that you perform some action that causally determines that event. “But if the event is one's own action, then one's determining it requires only that one perform it; and one's performing it, which is just the action's occurring, is compatible with that event's being undetermined, not causally necessitated by antecedents” (127, emphasis in original).


  A proponent of the luck argument is unlikely to be moved. She might counter that the difference between Allen's determining his deciding to lie and his determining his deciding to tell the truth is just a matter of luck—at least, this difference seems as much as the previously considered one to be just a matter of luck, and hence the argument has not been weakened in the least.


  Ginet makes a further claim that might make more of an impression: “If an event is S's action, then S (but, of course, no one else) can ensure its occurrence, determine that it occurs and thus whether or not it occurs, just by performing it” (1990, 128, empahsis in original). He suggests, as well, that in such a case the agent determines, just by performing the action, that that action (rather than some alternative action) occurs (128). If indeed Allen determines whether his deciding to lie occurs, and if he determines that this decision rather than the decision to tell the truth occurs, then it does begin to look doubtful that the difference between his deciding to lie and his deciding to tell the truth is just a matter of luck.


  Might it be objected that because Allen's decision is not determined by prior events, he does not even determine that this decision occurs; like the difference in question, the occurrence of this event is just a matter of luck? Proponents of the luck argument typically do not push this claim.10 They typically accept that despite being undetermined by what precedes it, the event in question can be a decision, and that any decision is an intentional action—the intentional formation of an intention to perform some further action. Any intentional action is an exercise of agency, of some agential control. Its occurrence, then, is not just a matter of luck, where luck is understood to imply a lack of control. Better versions of the luck argument thus focus on some contrast or difference—Allen's deciding to lie rather than deciding to tell the truth, or the difference between his deciding to lie and his deciding to tell the truth—claiming this contrast or difference is just a matter of luck, rather than making that claim about the decision.


  Does the maneuver advanced by Ginet undermine the claim that is being made? We should observe that actions can themselves be somewhat lucky, and it can be a matter of luck that an agent performs one action rather than another. Suppose that I make a half-court basketball shot. That would be very lucky. Do I determine whether I make the shot, and that I make it rather than miss it? Not by attempting it. But attempting it is not the only action I perform; I also make the shot. Following Ginet, one might say about that action that I “ensure its occurrence, determine that it occurs and thus whether or not it occurs, just by performing it” (1990, 128). This claim might be correct, but unfortunately for the defender of a standard libertarian theory, it fails to show that the difference between my making the shot and my missing it is under my control, and not largely a matter of luck.11 (Note, however, that to the extent that I exercise any skill at all, this difference is not just a matter of luck; perhaps the difference argument is guilty at least of overstatement.)


  However, there is an interesting difference between a decision and an action such as making a basketball shot. The latter is a nonbasic action, something that is done by performing some action (e.g., throwing the ball toward the basket) as a means. A decision is a basic action. The distinction matters when luck is at issue. For luck can enter into the performance of a nonbasic action in a way that it cannot enter into the performance of a basic action. It can be a matter of luck whether my throwing the ball has the desired result that the ball goes into the basket, and my making the basket can be lucky for that reason. But one's making a certain decision cannot be lucky for any such reason, because it does not consist of one's performing some action that might or might not have the result that one comes to have a certain intention to act.12 Similarly, the difference between my making and my missing the basket can be a matter of luck because my throwing the ball might or might not have the desired result, whereas there is no analogous way in which the difference between Allen's deciding to lie and his deciding to tell the truth can be a matter of luck.


  If Allen's deciding to tell a lie is a basic intentional action, if any intentional action is an exercise of agential control, and if, in so deciding, Allen makes it the case that he decides to lie rather than deciding to tell the truth, perhaps the difference in question is not just a matter of luck. It does not seem to be entirely out of Allen's control!


  Still, we might ask, is it up to Allen whether he decides to lie, and can he be responsible for making that decision, given that it is undetermined by what precedes it?


  It is puzzling how it can be up to him whether he makes that decision, given the supposition that this could not be up to him if the decision were determined. On the view of agency in play here, Allen's decision is an exercise of agential control in virtue of being caused by prior psychological events, such as his having certain beliefs and desires. It is an exercise of such control whether these prior events cause it deterministically or nondeterministically. Granted, if the causation of the decision is as we are now imagining, then there is (until the decision is made) a chance that different prior psychological events will cause a different decision. But this indeterministic picture seems to give us just an actual exercise of agential control of a sort we could have on a deterministic picture, plus the chance that this same kind of control would be exercised differently, in making the alternative decision. If it is not up to Allen on the deterministic picture whether he decides to tell a lie, adding just this chance does not seem to leave this any more up to him.


  An event-causal libertarian might respond that Allen exercises a different kind of agential control on the indeterministic picture: he exercises plural— in this case, dual—control, a control that can be exercised in either of two different ways, whereas on the deterministic picture the agent's control can be exercised in only one way (Kane 1996, 109–11). But the “can” here seems to be just a matter of chance: Allen actually exercises agential control one way, and there remains, until he does, a chance that he will exercise such control a different way. The required indeterminism does not seem to render it any more up to him whether he exercises that control one way or exercises it the other.


  Consider the contention that, at least in a restricted range of cases, an event-causal libertarian view procures enhanced control. Suppose that Allen felt torn as to whether his reasons to lie or his reasons to tell the truth were better. Without resolving that question, he simply chose one option, viz., to lie. Call any such decision, whether determined or not, a “torn” decision. If a torn decision is determined, it might be said, then either the determining factor is “something external to [the agent's] conscious reasons and thought,” or the decision is determined by the agent's conscious reasons “but in a subconscious way, that is, a way that [the agent is not] aware of” (Balaguer 2010, 101). In either of these cases, the agent will exercise less control in making the decision than he would if that decision were nondeterministically caused by his having the reasons favoring it (and by nothing else). At least with respect to such torn decisions, then, indeterminism of the required sort increases control.


  Imagine the causal story to unfold as follows: when Allen first feels torn about which of his reasons are better, it is equally probable that he will decide to tell the truth and that he will decide to lie. Then, without his coming to feel any less torn about which reasons are better, the reasons favoring lying acquire a causal advantage (nothing determines that they do; they just do), and Allen's having these reasons deterministically causes his deciding to lie. (Imagine that this sort of thing happens whenever Allen is torn about what he ought to do; in each case, it is a random matter which of his competing reasons gain the upper hand.)


  It does not seem that it would be any less up to Allen whether he decides to lie if his torn decision were determined by his reasons in the way just imagined than it would be if the decision were undetermined in the specified way. Indeed, it does not seem that it would be any less up to him whether he decides as he does if a random selection of which competing reasons would determine each of his torn decisions were built into the fabric of a deterministic universe. Even in this restricted range of cases, then, the required indeterminism does not appear to leave it any more up to Allen whether he decides to lie.


  A similar doubt arises concerning moral responsibility. The things that cause the decision on this indeterministic picture are the same things that might be said to cause it on a deterministic picture. The difference is just that although, on the deterministic picture, these prior psychological events deterministically cause the decision, now we are to suppose they cause it but there was a chance that other psychological antecedents would cause a different decision instead. How is that supposed to make a difference to whether the agent can be responsible for making the decision?


  The most widely discussed event-causal libertarian theory, that advanced by Robert Kane (1996, 1999a, 2007a, and see his essay in this volume), adds a new wrinkle to the picture we have been considering. Decisions that are directly free actions, Kane holds, are preceded and caused by efforts of will. Indeed, each such decision is preceded by a plurality of such efforts. If Allen's decision is a directly free action, Kane's view implies, then just prior to making that decision Allen will have made an effort—he will have tried— to decide to lie, and he will have tried to decide to tell the truth. It will have been undetermined which effort would cause its corresponding decision. In deciding to lie—indeed, whichever of the two decisions he makes—Allen will succeed in doing something that he was trying to do, despite there having been a chance that he would fail. And agents can be responsible for what they do when this is so.


  Kane offers the following tale to illustrate this point. Imagine an angry man who swings his fist down on the glass top of a table intending to break it. Suppose that, due to indeterministic connections in the nerves of his arm, it is undetermined whether he will succeed in breaking the table top. Suppose that he does succeed. He might well be responsible—to blame—for breaking the table top. In breaking it, he succeeds in doing something he was trying to do, despite there having been a chance that he would fail.


  Although what Kane says about this case is correct, it is not clear that it helps with the problem of luck. Observe that we will take the angry man to be responsible for breaking the table top only if we presume that he is responsible for trying to break it. Transferring the lesson to the case of Allen's decision, we would need to know whether Allen's efforts to decide were free actions for which he is responsible. If they are to be directly free, then (given the requirements of a standard libertarian theory) they will have to be undetermined by what precedes them, and now we face the problem of luck with respect to them. If they are to be only indirectly free, we face that problem regarding some prior action(s) performed by Allen. And if the efforts are not to be either directly or indirectly free, they cannot play a role in Allen's case analogous to that played by the angry man's effort to break the table top.


  This added wrinkle, then, seems not to solve the problem of luck. Moreover, it introduces an implausibility into the account. When we deliberate and make up our minds what to do, we might try to make up our minds, or try to decide whether to do one thing or another. We do not typically, prior to making up our minds, try to decide some specific thing, for example, to lie, and it is not clear that it makes sense to make such an effort. Worse, an agent who both tried to decide to lie and tried to decide to tell the truth would seem badly confused. A requirement of such plural and opposing efforts of will renders the theory psychologically unrealistic and something whose truth would be undesirable.


  Suppose that the only effort that Allen made was an ordinary one: to make up his mind whether to lie or to tell the truth. And suppose that an additional alternative outcome was consistent with the laws and the past: Allen might have failed to make up his mind at t. Then, when he decides at t to lie, he succeeds at doing something he was trying to do despite there having been a chance that he would fail. The benefit that the appeal to plural, conflicting efforts of will was supposed to deliver can be got without the commitment to psychological implausibility. Still, however, it does not seem that we have made any headway in solving the problem of luck.


  We might add a couple of observations to our presentation of an eventcausal libertarian theory. First, the probabilities of Allen's deciding one way or the other would likely be grounded in, among other things, the strengths of his desires to avoid wrongdoing and to avoid trouble, the firmness of his beliefs that lying is wrong and that it is required to avoid trouble, as well as the strengths of certain of his habits and tendencies of thought and action. And now, it is likely that the relative strengths of these things will have been influenced by Allen's previous behavior. He is not, then, simply presented with chances determined by alien forces; he is among the things that have formed these chances (Kane 1996, 180–81; Mele 2006a, 122).


  Of course, this first observation raises the question of whether Allen might have acted freely in performing the earlier actions that influenced the probabilities of each alternative for the present. But here it might be observed (secondly) that in the earliest of the actions that might be candidates for free action—actions performed by Allen when he was a fairly young child—only minor rights or wrongs would have been at issue, and only a small degree of responsibility would have been in question. It might be suggested that the fact that these early actions were undetermined by their antecedents should not lead us to deny even a small degree of responsibility to Allen for what he did then—to deny, for example, that he might have been deserving of praise when, as a young child, he resisted temptation and refrained from taking a toy away from his sister (Mele 2006a, 129–33).


  If we were supposing that free will and moral responsibility are compatible with determinism, and wondering whether these things might also be compatible with the indeterminism we are now considering, these observations might sway us toward an affirmative answer. But here we are supposing that such a compatibilist thesis is false. And given that supposition, these added observations do not help us at all to see how Allen could act freely and be responsible for what he does, either in making his decision to lie or in his childhood exercise of self-control. For the required indeterminism, even if it does not hurt, does not seem to help at all.


  Mixing It Up


  What is a libertarian to do? Some take the view that free will requires agent causation. Although most such theorists allow that plenty of causation in the world is causation by events, free actions, it is said, must be caused by agents, where causation by an agent is causation by an enduring substance, not causation by events of which that agent is subject. Alternatively, a free action is said to be an agent's causing something; for example, a decision is her causing her coming to have a certain intention. On either kind of agentcausal theory, both the event that is agent-caused and the agent's causing it are required to be undetermined by prior events.13


  The required indeterminism, it is thought, secures the openness of doing otherwise, while causation by the agent grounds the agent's determining which open option she takes. Agent causalists thus maintain that the appeal to agent causation solves the luck problem, though whether it does so is disputed (Haji 2009, 197–201; Mele 2006a, ch. 3).


  Can this sort of theory even capture intentional agency? Noncausal accounts cannot, it seems, because they give no causal role to psychological events such as the agent's having certain beliefs and desires. Unlike these views, agent-causal theories do not take any free actions to be both uncaused and lacking internal causal structure—they are said either to be agent-caused or to be agent-causings. But if again no causal role is given to psychological events, do we encounter the same failure?


  One response to this problem pursues a strategy that we considered above. When an agent freely decides to go to the store, and she makes that decision in order to get some milk, that reason is encompassed in the content of her decision: what she decides is to go to the store to get some milk (O'Connor and Churchill 2004). But we saw earlier that this condition seems neither necessary nor sufficient for acting (including deciding) for a reason: a decision need not reflect every reason for which it is made, and its content can encompass a goal that, despite what the agent might believe, is not in fact a reason for which that decision is made. Adding the requirement that the acquisition of the intention be agent-caused does not address this problem.


  Consider an account of the proposed sort in more detail. Timothy O'Connor (2000) takes a free decision to be an agent's causing her coming to have a certain intention. When the decision is made for a reason, what makes a certain reason-explanation of that agent-causing true is some feature of the effect-component of that agent-causing—the fact that the acquired intention has a certain content. But notice that explanations of causings are not commonly made true by such things.


  Suppose that a lightning strike causes a brush fire, and that the strike would not have caused the fire had the brush not been so dry. We can explain the strike's causing the fire by citing the dryness of the brush. But what makes that explanation true is not some feature of the fire; it is, rather the fact that the dryness of the brush is a co-cause, with the strike, of the fire. It strains credulity, then, to propose that some feature of the effect-component of an agent-causing can ground the truth of an explanation of that agent-causing.


  A different move is to take agent-causing-for-a-reason to be a primitive, holding that no analysis of this phenomenon is possible.14 But if at the same time it is denied that psychological events play any causal role with respect to free actions, then the resulting view faces the objection that what it takes to be an unanalyzable phenomenon is an impossibility.


  A third possibility remains. It might be said that what is directly caused by the agent in a case of free action is also caused by prior events, including psychological events such as the agent's having certain beliefs and desires. Outcomes can have co-causes, and their production sometimes requires the cooperation of certain co-causes. Without the lightning strike, the brush fire might never have occurred. But the dryness of the brush might have been required as well, with both the dryness and the strike contributing causally to produce the fire. Similarly, it might be said, when an agent has free will —when she has what it takes to act freely—she is an agent-cause of all and only her intentional actions, each of which must also be co-caused by one or another psychological event. The agent exercises free will only when the event causes are nondeterministic.


  When Allen is about to make his decision, it might be open that his having the belief-desire pair favoring lying will cause his deciding to lie, and open that instead his having the belief-desire pair favoring telling the truth will cause his deciding to tell the truth. On the proposed “integrated” agentcausal theory, which of these causal transactions takes place depends on what Allen causes: the first will take place only if he causes his deciding to lie, the second only if he instead causes his deciding to tell the truth. Whichever of these decisions he makes, it will have psychological causes, and the reasons for which he makes the decision can be given in terms of these causes (Clarke 2003, ch. 8).


  It might be objected that, on such a view, the agent has no causal or explanatory priority over the psychological events that cause the decision. In the case of the brush fire, the dryness of the brush can be cited to explain why the lightning strike caused the fire, and the strike can be cited to explain why the dryness resulted in a fire (not because either cause caused a causing, but because each is a co-cause of a common effect). Similarly, if Allen's decision is caused both by him and by certain psychological events, then it would seem that although we can cite Allen as a cause to explain why this event-causal transaction took place, we can just as well cite the eventcauses to explain why this agent-causal transaction took place. But then it does not appear that the agent is really in control of which decision he makes (O'Connor and Churchill 2004, 245).


  The integrated theory secures the following asymmetry in favor of the agentcause. Given that an agent has what it takes to act freely, a decision cannot be made unless the agent causes it. But which decision is made need not similarly depend on which psychological causes are effective. Allen might have several distinct reasons for lying, and—in addition to its being open to him to decide to tell the truth—it might be open to him to decide to lie for one of these reasons and open to him to, instead, decide to lie for another of these reasons. Which decision he makes, then, might depend on him in a way in which it does not depend on which psychological events cause it.


  A further distinction can be drawn between an agent-cause and eventcauses of an action. Enduring substances, unlike events, cannot be causal effects. (There can be an event of a substance's coming into existence, and something can cause that event, but the effect here is an event, not a substance.) On an integrated account, then, the agent, unlike the eventcauses of a free decision, must be an uncaused cause, an ultimate source of the decision, even if not the only source.


  It might be tempting to think that a theory on which the agent is the sole cause in each instance of free action gives us a more robust form of agential control. But if such an account does not provide a satisfactory account of intentional action, then it does not secure agential control at all.


  What about the supposed requirement that agents with free will cause all and only events that are co-caused by psychological events of certain kinds? It might be objected that even if there can be such a thing as agent causation, its being tied in this way to such co-causation would be a brute, inexplicable fact (O'Connor and Churchill 2004, 247).


  It is not claimed that substance causation of any sort would have to be connected to such co-causation. Rather, the idea is that any that was not would not be what is needed for free will.


  If substance causation of any sort is possible, then it would seem possible for causation by substances possessing a certain property—the property of having free will—to be nomologically tied to co-causation by events exemplifying certain psychological properties. If it were, what would explain the connection would, I reckon, be just what explains any causal law— perhaps the natures of the properties involved. And if an explanation were sought for why such properties existed, the answer might be whatever, if anything, explains why any given property—mass, triangularity, being ten meters long—exists.


  Is That Possible?


  But can there be causation by an enduring substance, where such causation does not consist in causation by events involving that substance? There are reasons to doubt the possibility.


  Philosophers disagree about what kind of thing causes are, but common candidates are events or states of affairs. Why not substances? It is not as though the idea has never been proposed. Late scholastics (e.g., Suarez [1994]) took all efficient causes, whether rational beings or not, animate or inanimate, to be substances, and some contemporary philosophers (e.g., Lowe [2008, ch. 6]) do the same. Perhaps certain reductive accounts cannot be stated in terms of substances, but even thinkers who favor nonreductive views of causation tend not to accept that substances can themselves be causes.


  One consideration that is sometimes raised concerns the timing or datedness of causal effects. An effect occurs or obtains at a certain time, and when caused it is caused to occur or obtain at that time. To make sense of this last fact, it is said, we must suppose that the cause is itself an entity that is similarly dated, something that occurs or obtains at a certain time. An event or state of affairs is something of this sort, but an enduring substance is not (Broad 1952, 215). (The argument is sometimes expressed in terms of explanation [Ginet 1990, 13–14], but its fundamental concern is the metaphysics of causation.)


  To clarify, suppose we take for granted a view of events on which a typical event is an object o's possessing a property P at a time t (Kim 1976). The object o is a constituent of the event, as are the property P and the time t. Times, then, are wrapped into the very being of events. It might be argued, then, that only entities into whose being times are so wrapped are suited to be causal relata.


  Consider effects. This claim is plausible with respect to them. A thing that is caused is connected to time in a certain way. That it has a time wrapped up into its being—as one of its constituents—is perhaps required in order for it to be the sort of thing that can be caused. Agent causalists themselves often say as much, when they deny that substances can be causal effects (“The notion of causing a substance, qua substance, has no clear sense” [O'Connor 2009b, 197, emphasis in original]).


  The idea that causes must be dated entities can be explicated as a claim that just as an effect must be the sort of thing in which a time is involved in this way, so must be a cause. Otherwise, the cause's causing the effect to occur at a certain time cannot be made good sense of.


  A related point concerns causal tendencies and their impact on the chances of future events. An entity that can cause an effect of a certain type has a tendency of some strength to produce such an effect. If that effect had previously been unlikely, the coming-to-be of the cause can alter the chance of that subsequent event. For example, taking an antibiotic now can increase the likelihood that one will soon recover from a bacterial infection.


  Now suppose that properties are what ground causal powers. Suppose that some property P grounds a power to cause an effect of a certain sort. Imagine that a certain substance s comes to possess P, and that until s acquires P the chance of the effect in question is very low. The occurrence of the event s's acquiring P, or the obtaining of the state of affairs s's possessing P, will typically raise the chance of the effect's subsequent occurrence. There is nothing of this sort left for the substance s to do; the event or state of affairs takes care of it!


  If things that can cause have tendencies to cause, and if such things are the sort of thing whose comings-to-be can alter the chances of their subsequent effects, then causes must be events or states of affairs, not substances.


  Finally, there is the consideration of uniformity. In recent years, libertarians who appeal to agent causation typically accept that causation is commonly causation by events or states of affairs. Causation by substances is supposed to be something special. Such a view thus has it that causation is a fundamentally disjunctive phenomenon. It is said that commonly an object's coming to have, or its possessing, a given property is what causes the effect, whereas in special cases the object itself is the cause. But if the first of these claims is correct, it seems rather implausible that any relation that obtains between substance and effect in the second sort of case merits being called causation. Moreover, in the special case, it appears that the object's possessing the property at that time has an impotence uncommon to events!


  It might be countered that these considerations fall short of a decisive case against the possibility of agent causation. Let us grant that this is so. They nevertheless seem to leave that possibility in doubt.


  What Now?


  Libertarians accept incompatibilism and take free actions to be uncaused, or to be nondeterministically caused only by prior events, or to be agentcaused (or agent-causings). Serious problems arise for any of these options. So what alternatives remain? A theorist might work to counter the alleged problems for one or another of these types of view. But libertarians are only contingently libertarians, and ceasing to be a libertarian is a further option. Remaining convinced that free will is incompatible with determinism, a theorist might conclude that free will is, after all, impossible. Or remaining convinced that we have free will, one might judge that it must, after all, be compatible with determinism, because the assumption that it is not leads to the conclusion that it is not even possible. I will not presume to tell libertarians which of these options they ought to choose; but I do suggest that the last two are worthy of serious consideration.15


  Notes:


  (1.) The position summarized here is advanced by van Inwagen in his 1983 and subsequent papers (e.g., van Inwagen 2000).


  (2.) What does “determining, oneself, whether one A-s” come to? The basic conception of acting freely offered here leaves this up for grabs. It is one of the things we would like a full-blown theory of free action to tell us.


  (3.) It might be said that ‘free will’ means just one of these things and to use it in any other way is to misuse it. But words mean what they are used to mean, and their use can vary and change over time. ‘Free will’ has certainly been used for quite some time to mean each of the things I have characterized. Moreover, the idea that one might exercise free will yet not be able to act otherwise is no recent novelty. Descartes, for example, regards assent to an idea as an act of will, and he frequently says that when he perceives an idea clearly and distinctly, he assents to it freely and cannot do otherwise.


  (4.) For discussion of the Mind argument, see van Inwagen ( 1983, 126–52). For the rollback argument, see van Inwagen (2000) and also the essay in this volume by Bernstein and Almeida. Haji (2009, 187–97) and Mele (2006a, 6–9, ch. 3, and 111–34) develop the difference argument.


  (5.) Some of these authors (e.g., Goetz and Lowe) maintain that a genuine decision cannot have any causes.


  


  (6.) Velleman (1992, 466) attributes this implication to Ginet's view.


  


  (7.) Mele (2003, 43–44) raises this query about a similar proposal.


  


  (8.) Here I have benefited from discussion with Stephen Kearns, Michael McKenna, and Al Mele.


  (9.) See Balaguer (2010); Kane (1996, 1999a, 2007a); Mele (2006a, ch. 5); Nozick (1981, 294–316); and Wiggins (1973).


  (10.) In setting out the rollback argument, van Inwagen does have it claim that the undetermined decision is just a matter of chance. But since he seems to accept that despite being undetermined by prior occurrences this event can be a decision, he should not have the argument make this claim. A better claim, which he also has the argument make, is that it is just a matter of chance whether the agent decides one thing or another.


  (11.) Al Mele made this point in conversation.


  (12.) I might try to make up my mind whether to A, and I might subsequently decide to A. But the prior effort is not any part of what constitutes the decision. I might have tried for days to make up my mind; the decision occurs in a moment.


  (13.) See Chisholm ( 1966); Clarke (2003, chaps. 8–10); Donagan (1987); O'Connor (2000); Pereboom (2001, chaps. 2–3); Rowe (1991); Taylor (1966); and Thorp (1980). See also O'Connor's essay in this volume.


  (14.) Pereboom ( 2004, 280) suggests building into the notion of agent causation the idea that agents cause things for reasons. Though he offers no analysis, it is not clear that he takes this idea to be unanalyzable.


  (15.) I am grateful to Carl Ginet, Bob Kane, Stephen Kearns, Jonathan Lowe, and Al Mele for thoughtful comments on earlier versions of this essay. [image: ]
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article discusses and defends a noncausalist approach to libertarian free agency. It begins with a brief history of accounts of action and purposiveness in the Aristotelian tradition and late medieval philosophy. The traditional picture of action, the article argues, was radically transformed in modern action theory, beginning with Hobbes. All actions came to be viewed as motivated and caused by prior pro-attitudes (e.g., wants or desires) of the will and the special nature of actions of the will itself (i.e., decisions) was lost. Because decisions, like other actions, had to be caused by prior events, Hobbes opened the door for modern determinist and compatibilist accounts of action and free will. The rest of the article develops a noncausalist account of free agency that retrieves the insights of pre-Hobbesian medieval action theory, according to which decisions of the will are explained in terms of the purposes of agents.
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  Introduction


  Philosophers of action have put causation to two different uses. First, they have used causation to characterize action itself in terms of the purposiveness that is central to and arguably constitutive of it. For to perform an action just is to employ some means towards a goal or end, and this is so even where the action itself constitutes the attainment of its end, that is, where the action is performed for its own sake. So an account of purposiveness—of what it is to employ a means to an end—will be an account of what action itself involves.


  Second, philosophers have used causation to characterize the power of freedom: The power that we think we have to determine for ourselves which action we perform, a power that leaves which action we perform up to us or within our control.


  It should be no surprise that causation should be so appealed to. Consider first purposiveness, which is central to the explanation of action. We may explain the performance of an action by providing the goal or goals at which the action's performance was directed: Why was he waving his arm like that? —he waved to warn us of the danger. But modern philosophy takes as a paradigm of explanation the production of a cause. It is natural, therefore, that the explanation of action in terms of its purpose should so commonly be seen as explanation by reference to some cause—so that agency, as purposive, should be seen as an inherently causal phenomenon.


  Again, freedom is a power—a capacity to influence or determine—that we possess and exercise over how we act. And where powers or capacities to determine are concerned, modern philosophy again treats causation as a paradigm. To determine, it is assumed, must be to determine causally. So freedom as a power must be power in causal form—and to exercise control over how we act must by its very nature be to produce effects, with the immediate bearer of the causal power being the agent (freedom as an agentcausal power) or a motivation within the agent (freedom as an event-causal power).


  Not only has modern English-language action theory typically characterized both purposiveness and freedom in causal terms; the same causal power has been appealed to in each case—a power of desires, intentions, or other motivating pro attitudes to cause us to act as desired, intended, or otherwise motivated. To do A as an effect of a desire or other pro attitude towards doing A—to do A voluntarily, as Hobbes put it—has been viewed as either constitutive of, or at least as essential to, both purposiveness and the exercise of control.


  But freedom and purposiveness are, on the face of it, different phenomena. Purposiveness involves a relation between an action and an object, the action's object being the goal or goals at which the action is directed as a means, and which need not be actual, because goals may never be attained. This seems to involve a form of intentionality, that is, of direction towards an object of thought, whereas to exercise freedom involves a different relation, not one between the action and an object of thought, but one between the action and its agent—where the agent stands as a determiner, the action as an event determined. Here we have a relation between the exerciser of a power and an outcome that the power determines, where both entities must be actual. And it should be far from obvious that each of these two different relations involving, besides the action, different relata, should be constituted by one and the same thing, such as by one and the same causal power.


  We may then have to use different theories to characterize purposiveness and freedom. And in each case it is far from obvious that causation need be involved. For explanation need not always involve appeal to causes. And not all powers need be causal; to determine need not be to determine causally.


  Freedom and purposiveness: A brief history


  Action shares an important characteristic with psychological attitudes, such as ordinary beliefs, desires, and emotions—psychological states that are not, in general, formed by action as the agent's own deliberate or intentional doing.


  Each of these actions and attitudes is directed at an object of thought —an object that makes the action or attitude immediately intelligible as something susceptible to interpretation. The object of an action tells us for what purpose the action was performed, or at what goal its performance was directed: “her object in waving like that was to alert her friends.” The object of a belief or desire or fear tells us what is believed or desired or feared, that is, it gives us the content of the attitude.


  Now explanation makes something—an “explanandum”—intelligible in terms of something else, the “explanans” offered in the explanation. And to give the object of an action or attitude is indeed to make the action or attitude to some degree intelligible. Thus, we may think of the object of an action or attitude as serving to explain it. This explanatory function was identified within the Aristotelian tradition as explanation in terms of a formal cause: The object informs the action or attitude as an Aristotelian form to matter, and makes what it informs the specific action, belief, desire, or fear that it is. Formal causation is not, of course, causation in the modern sense—what Aristotle called causation in efficient form. For the object of thought need not be actual; it need not be realized or instanced in the world as, on the other hand, genuine causes in efficient form must be. The object provides intelligibility, but it need not do so as a feature of the world that actually produced the action or attitude made intelligible.


  Arguably, efficient causation is not involved in the phenomenon of objectdirection. A desire may arise, and be directed at an object, as a chance whim, without having any actual cause in the modern sense. Here the only causation is causation of the ancient, formal kind. To the extent that the desire is intelligible at all, it is through having some content—through being informed by an object—not through being produced by an efficient cause.


  What holds true for object-directed attitudes might be thought to hold for some actions, too: object-directed as actions also are. An action is an event directed at and made intelligible by an object—the goal that motivates the action and that is to be attained by its performance, and this constitution of the action as a goal-directed event and its being rendered intelligible by its object, it might be claimed, need involve no efficient causation either. Perhaps the agent just does something (i.e., aims at a goal) for no further reason, just has he might form a chance desire for no further reason. So efficient causation is not essential to what is constitutive of action, namely, an event's direction at an object as its motivating goal, an outcome to be attained through the event's occurrence.


  This was precisely the view taken of action within the tradition of Aristotelian scholasticism that dominated action theory until the seventeenth century. Action was assimilated to the wider account of psychological attitudes and their object-direction, and this was because the primary case of action was taken to occur in attitudes of the will, as choice or decision: the formation of the distinctively goal-directed attitude of intention.


  Just as the formation of beliefs is an exercise of theoretical reason directed at objects as truths to be cognized, so intentional actions were supposed to be exercises of practical reason directed at objects as goals, goods to be attained through the action. The locus of such a practical attitude of goaldirection was taken to be the will as a faculty of decision and intention—of motivating attitudes that were distinctively rational or reason-applying.


  Thus, efficient causation was not appealed to for an account of goal-direction or purposive agency in itself. As with other attitudes, action with its goaldirection was taken to be a mode of intentionality—a mode of objectdirection that essentially involves formal rather than efficient causation. The immediate object or goal of an action qua decision of the will is internal to it, a function of its own content. The efficient causation of acts of decision and intention-formation by prior attitudes (e.g., desires or passions) was, of course, not ruled out: It was allowed as perfectly common. But such causation was just not appealed to in order to account for goal-directed agency as such.


  Efficient causation was, however, appealed to in order to accommodate purposiveness in those cases where an action was provided with goaldirection other than through content internal to it. One case where this was always true was in the case of willed or voluntary action—action that occurred not as the formation of an intention, but rather as something motivated and explained by a prior intention to perform it. In addition to actions of decision or intention-formation within the will itself—“elicited actions” as these were termed—there were the further actions, “imperated actions,” that occurred outside the will itself and were motivated by it. Thus, someone might decide or form an intention to cross the road and reach the shop opposite, and then be moved by that intention actually to cross the road. Now that further action, involving bodily limb motion, is not a mental or psychological event with a content of its own. So its object cannot be internal to it, as coming from any content of its own; its object, the goal at which it is directed, must come instead from attitudes that did have content in their own right, namely, from the content of the attitudes motivating and efficiently causing its performance. The object of the road crossing is, as intended, to cross the road and reach the shop opposite.


  Efficient causation was what linked the imperated action to the motivating attitudes that gave that imperated action its object or objects. Thus, medieval action theory made an important distinction. Some intentional actions were intention-formations (e.g., decisions or choices) whose immediate objects or goals were internal to them, determined by the content of the intentions being formed. Other actions were motivated by intentions to perform them. These actions derived their objects or goals from these prior motivations and their contents, that is, from the objects at which those motivating decisions and intentions were directed. And a widely accepted condition of such explanation was an efficient causal tie between such actions and the prior motivations that explained them.


  There was little disagreement about this account of purposive agency. Where consensus broke down was regarding freedom, about which there was widespread controversy. We may see the Thomist tradition as viewing freedom as constituted by aspects of practical rationality. In the Thomist view, an agent capable of reasoning about how to act and faced by a range of goals or ends, each of which it would in some respects be desirable to pursue, would, by that fact, be in a position to determine for himself which end to decide on and pursue. In Scotus or later writers influenced by him, such as Suarez, however, freedom could never be constituted by the agent's rationality. An agent's power to determine for himself how he acted was always a further feature of him—over and above his capacity for rationality— that could only revealed by experience. And this power was commonly taken to be a two- or multi-way efficient causal power possessed by the agent as a substance—a power to do or to refrain that by its very nature could be exercised to do more than one thing.


  It should not surprise us that despite the consensus about purposiveness and the nature of agency itself, there was great controversy regarding freedom. Why should an agreed upon view of what underlies the relation of an action to its object imply any particular view about what underlies the very different relation of agents to the actions they determine?


  Thomas Hobbes and his legacy


  Hobbes is crucial to the emergence of modern action theory. He fundamentally transformed the subject by denying that there are any elicited actions of the will itself. Action only occurs as what the scholastics had termed “imperated action” and as what Hobbes himself termed “voluntary action”—as action occurring outside the will itself, motivated, and explained by prior pro attitudes to its performance. Motivating attitudes are never themselves formed actively, through acts of will, but are merely passive antecedents of action. And that means that action must now, by its nature, take the form of what had previously been only a special case of action, that is, the imperated case. The object of an action must always now come to it from without, from the contents of prior motivations that explain it, and that explain it as its efficient causes.


  So for Hobbes any explanation of action in terms of its motivating goals or objects can only be an explanation in terms of efficient causes. Goals can no longer be internal to the action; they can no longer be provided—as in the case of scholastic elicited acts of the will itself—by those actions’ own content. Action can no longer be moved by causes that are formal rather than efficient: “Moved not by an efficient, is non-sense” (Hobbes 1656, 59).


  There are no longer any actions of choice or decision—no elicited actions of the will itself—because Hobbes's new account of action as something essentially voluntary cannot easily apply to motivations of the will itself. For such motivations, in Hobbes's plausible view, are not themselves voluntary. They cannot themselves be formed on the basis of pro attitudes to their being held. Intentions are not themselves motivated by prior intentions to form those specific intentions: “I acknowledge this liberty, that I can do if I will, but to say, I can will if I will, I take to be an absurd speech” (Hobbes 1656, 29). Indeed, Hobbes's theory of action—that the nature of action involves its being an expression and effect of prior motivations—would prove viciously regressive were those prior motivations to arise themselves through action.


  And thus was established the dominant modern English-language theory of action. Goal- or object-directed action must, by its nature, occur as voluntary action in Hobbes's sense of “voluntary,” namely, as an effect of a prior will or motivation to perform it, a will or motivation that explains the action both by causing its performance and by lending the action its own content-provided object to provide the action's goal.


  Hobbes's transformation of action theory was profound. Action ceased being seen as a mode of intentional object-direction, and came to be seen as a kind of effect. But his view of freedom was no less radical. He denied the very existence of freedom as a power of self-determination possessed by agents. For Hobbes there could be no such power. The very idea of it was incoherent because it was viciously regressive: “And if a man determine himself, the question will still remain what determined him to determine himself in that manner” (Hobbes 1656, 26). Any determination of action is not by the agent, but by a prior passion; and so understood that it is no more than the causal determination of one motion in matter by another distinct from it, and this determining motion is itself determined by another in its turn. For all power to determine is causal, and it attaches to events—to motions in matter—not to agent-substances.


  In Hobbes's view, the idea of freedom or liberty is used not to denote a power itself, but rather to denote an absence of various kinds of obstacles to causal powers or forces, such as when an absence of binding laws removes potential blocks to the causal powers of our passions, so leaving us at liberty or free: “Liberty is the absence of all impediments to action, that are not contained in the nature, and in the intrinsecal quality of the agent” (Hobbes 1656, 285). Hobbes understands liberty in a way that renders it consistent with causal determinism. But his view is not that of standard modern Englishlanguage compatibilism. For though modern compatibilism retains Hobbes's view that the power to determine is a causal power attaching to events, it has abandoned Hobbes's rejection as incoherent of freedom as an agent's power to determine action for himself. Modern compatibilism retains the idea of freedom as a power of self-determination, but now identifies it with the same causal power of passions by which Hobbes, and much modern action theory, have sought to characterize the purposiveness of agency. The freedom of an agent to determine for herself which action she will perform is identified with the causal power of her motivations to cause voluntary action. In the classical and simple formulation of the doctrine, to exercise freedom is to act as we will or desire. So the two-way power of freedom that leaves it up to us whether or not we cross the road is reduced to a combination of distinct one-way causal powers—a power of the motivation to cross the road to cause us successfully to cross, and a separate power of the motivation not to cross to cause us to refrain from crossing.


  To explain freedom as a two- or multi-way power attaching to an agent, appeal is thus made to a number of one-way causal powers attaching to distinct potential motivations of the agent—passive motivations that precede agency. So freedom is explained in terms of powers causally to determine action attaching to events and states that, as passive, are themselves directly outside the agent's control. And such causal power attaching to prior events is supposed to be essential not only to the exercise of freedom, but to the very occurrence of goal-directed action.


  But this puts post-Hobbesian theories both of freedom and purposiveness in tension with a natural understanding of freedom—libertarianism. Libertarianism says that we do possess freedom as a power to determine for ourselves how we act—but that this power would be removed by the causal determination of our actions by prior events outside our control. Yet postHobbesian causal theories of action and freedom make it difficult to see how this could be so. For remove the causal power of prior events—the power that libertarians see as threatening to free action—and then we seem, on these post-Hobbesian theories, to lose the very possibility of free action.


  This threatens to happen in two separate ways. First, without the causal power of prior passions, then according to post-Hobbesian theories of purposiveness and goal-direction we lack anything intelligible as goaldirected action. But free action must at least be intelligible as directed at some goal. Let us call this the “intelligibility problem.” Second, without the causal power of prior events, then according to post-Hobbesian theories of the power to determine, there will be nothing to determine how the agent acts. For in the post-Hobbesian view, event-causal power is the only power to determine action. In the absence of its determination by such a power, the agent's action must be wholly undetermined, thus its occurrence is random or merely chance. Yet how can we be exercising control over any event or process that is occurring randomly or by mere chance? Call this the “randomness problem.”


  These two problems for libertarianism are distinct. They only appear to be the same if we assume that purposiveness and self-determination must be explained by one and the same theory. But that assumption is dubious. The assumption was not made by Hobbes himself, who was a skeptic about selfdetermination though not about purposiveness. Rather, the assumption is peculiar to the tradition of post-Hobbesian English-language compatibilism, and libertarians should beware of making it themselves.


  Notice too that the Hobbesian account of purposiveness contains two elements that also need to be distinguished. First, Hobbes assumes what I shall call “expressivism”: The doctrine holds that an action, as something purposive, must occur as an expression of distinct and explanatorily prior attitudes that motivate its performance; it is these prior attitudes and their contents that provide the action with its goal-direction or purpose. The objects or goals of the action come from the content-providing objects of these prior motivations. Second, there is “causalism”—the claim that where an action is an expression of prior motivation from which it derives goaldirection, the action must be an effect of that motivation. Expressivism and causalism, when combined, constitute the Hobbesian doctrine that all purposive action occurs as an effect of prior motivations. And the doctrine seems to leave libertarian freedom opposed to the nature of purposive agency.


  Much contemporary literature takes expressivism for granted. It is often assumed that all purposive action must be an expression of some prior motivation which explains the action by providing it with its goal-direction or purpose. What principally divides modern action theorists is the debate between causalism and anti-causalism—a debate about what is involved when some prior motivation does so explain an action. Must this prior motivation explain the action by causing it, as causalists maintain, or without functioning as its cause, as anti-causalists suppose?


  But it might be expressivism that is dubious, not causalism. It might be that when an action is given goal-direction or purpose by a prior motivation, the action must be an effect of that motivation; but an action's goal-direction may in some cases be internal to it, and not derived from any prior event or state. In which case, purposive agency need not, by its very nature, occur in the way that Hobbes supposed—as an effect of the passive.


  In light of this, consider Goetz's ( 2008) recent and interesting work. Goetz opposes post-Hobbesian causal theories both of action and freedom. Contrary to Hobbes, he supposes something that Hobbes centrally denied —that decisions or choices are by their nature actions. But he still develops his own theory within much of the framework assumed by post-Hobbesian theory, merely abandoning its appeals to causation. So first, Goetz assumes expressivism—that the purposiveness or goal-direction of agency always comes from prior motivations. It is just that these motivations explain the agent's decisions or choices without causing them (see Goetz 2008, 19–20). Second, Goetz identifies the intelligibility and randomness problems. The same motivations that render an action intelligible also prevent it from being random or undetermined by the agent.1


  But this approach involves a number of difficulties. First, it is unclear why the agent's decisions or choices are actions rather than what Hobbes supposed them to be—passive antecedents of action of the voluntary kind. Second, if decisions are indeed actions, it is unclear why they need be wholly dependent on prior motivations and their contents for their goal-direction. And third, if prior motivations give actions their goal-direction but without exercising any causal power over them, how does the intelligibility of an action preclude its still occurring undetermined by any power; how does the intelligibility of an action preclude its occurring randomly or by mere chance? For an action might be intelligible as directed at an end; but it might still be a matter of mere chance that such an action occurred. And if the action were occurring by mere chance, how could the agent be exercising control over its occurrence; how could the action be determined by the agent?


  I suggest that we cannot take the status of decisions as actions for granted, and that the most plausible and compelling account of how decisions are actions puts expressivism in doubt. We shall see that the most plausible explanation of why decisions are actions does what medieval action theory did: take goal-directedness to involve a distinctive mode of intentionality that leaves some goal direction as a feature internal to action itself, and not derived from prior motivation. But so understood, an account of action's intelligibility or goal-direction does nothing to address the randomness problem—the problem of explaining how actions can be undetermined causally by prior events, without thereby counting as random or undetermined by any power. The topic of how actions might be determined by their agents must therefore be addressed separately.


  Purposiveness and intentionality


  Deciding or forming an intention to do A rather than B is something we do, and do intentionally. What specific decisions we take is our own deliberate doing, not something that comes over us. But as Hobbes rightly pointed out, such decisions are not voluntary. It does not seem that such a decision can be directly motivated by a prior decision to so decide, that is, a decision to decide to do A.


  On the other hand, if a decision or intention is an action, it will not do to claim that decisions count as such simply because they are motivated by prior pro attitudes, though perhaps not like voluntary actions, that is, by pro attitudes to taking those specific decisions. For that will not differentiate decisions and intention formations from intuitively passive desire formation.


  I may come to hold a desire to do A just as I eventually decide or form an intention to do A—on the basis of prior pro attitudes towards ends and beliefs that doing A would further those ends. But intuitively the coming to feel a desire is something passive—an attitude that I feel coming over me—whereas what I decide is supposed to be my own deliberate doing. Appeal to prior motivations seems not to explain the difference. Clearly, what is at stake is this intuition. In coming to desire to do A, I am not yet doing anything towards any goal, and certainly not towards the goal of my eventually doing A; I am simply attracted to doing A. On the other hand, when I decide or form an intention to do A, I am not only attracted towards doing A, I am already adopting means to ensure that that is what I eventually do. My decision is taken by me for at least this reason—to ensure that I do eventually do A. My doing A, the decision's object, is the immediate goal at which the decision is directed.


  What makes this true? Clearly, it is something about the relation of the decision to its object—an object that comes not from without, but from the decision's own content, being the action decided on and intended. Decisions are attitude-formations—events of intention-formation. If the object of a decision or intention is its goal—as the object of a desire is not—that must be because of the kind of attitude to that object that a decision involves.


  So action should be understood in terms of a wider theory of attitudes. Beliefs are directed at objects of thought as true. Desires are directed at objects of thought as good or desirable. Actions are directed at objects of thought as both good or desirable and to be attained through the action —in other words, actions are directed at objects of thought as goals. And what determines the nature of the object-direction in each case is the way the object determines the rationality of the response made to it. In the case of belief, the attitude is rational only if the object at which it is directed is sufficiently likely to be true. In the case of desire, the attitude is rational only if the object at which it is directed is sufficiently likely to be good or desirable. In the case of action, the direction towards the object is rational only if that object is both sufficiently likely to be good or desirable and sufficiently likely to be attained through the event directed at it. And that is a central and distinguishing feature of reason in practical or practice-governing —action-governing—form. An action is rationally performed only if the goal or end at which it is directed is sufficiently desirable; and only if the action's performance, the event directed at its attainment, is sufficiently likely to attain that end.


  But then we are characterizing intentional action in terms of its involving a particular kind of rationally appraisable direction at an object of thought —one that occurs not in cognitive, nor in desiderative form, but in a distinctively practical or goal-directed form, a form that is revealed by the application of a certain specifically practical form of rationality. We have a conception of intentional agency that is “practical reason-based,” and that involves a distinctively practical mode of intentionality qua direction at a mental object.2


  On the practical reason-based conception of action, one exercises one's capacity for rationality in a way that is action-constitutive when one responds to an object of thought as one's goal—as something that the exercise of one's rationality, the response to the object that one is making, is directed at attaining. And plainly one can exercise one's reason practically in this way when, on the basis of an intention to do A, one voluntarily does something as a means to ensuring that A is done. In performing this voluntary action, one is exercising one's capacity for rationality. One's voluntary action is a response directed at an object, the doing of A—an object provided by the content of the intention that is causing and motivating the action. And one is responding to this object in a rationally appraisable way. The response is one for or against making which there can be justifications, and that can be made more or less rationally. And the response is action-constitutive because the object responded to stands to the response as its goal—as an object that the response is directed to attaining. For the voluntary action's rationality depends on this object in just that way that, according to the practical-reason-based model, constitutes action. The voluntary action is rational only if its object is sufficiently desirable, and sufficiently likely to be attained through the action.


  But this fully practical mode of exercising reason is not to be found in voluntary action alone. It is found in intention-formation, too, and in equal and unqualified measure. Such a practical mode of exercising reason is also found when one decides or forms an intention to do A rather than B. For such an event is again an object-directed exercise of one's capacity for rationality. It is a rationally appraisable response to an object of thought—the object of the intention being formed. And again the object in question stands as a goal that one's response to it is being used to attain. For the rationality of the intention-formation is determined in just the same way by its object as in the case of the voluntary action—by reference both to the desirability of the object and also to the sufficient likelihood that the response to it in question, the intention-formation, will help attain it. For it is only sensible to decide on actions if such decisions are likely enough to lead to performance of the action decided upon. That is the point of making decisions about what to do—to determine how subsequently, at the point of the voluntary, we act. Matters that are beyond the power of our decisions to influence are matters about which it is simply not sensible for us to take decisions. So decision rationality is a case of goal-directed action rationality. Reason treats decisions as goal-directed exercises of rationality—as events of exercising reason that are being employed as means to attaining their objects, and so as actions. And if reason treats decisions as just such goal-directed actions, that must be what decisions are. Only in this case, the action's immediate object need not come to the action from without—from the contents of prior motivational causes. It can come from the action's own content, as a psychological attitude in its own right.


  Notice that the same fundamental story about intentional action and its constitution is being told with respect both to the agency of voluntary actions performed on the basis of prior motivations to act and to the agency of the will itself, that is, decision and intention formation. In each case we have an event, the rationality of which is appraised by reference to a goal —an object of thought to the attainment of which it is directed. The only difference is that where action is voluntary, based on prior pro attitudes to its performance, the object derives from the contents of those pro attitudes. Whereas in the case of prior pro attitudes, the object can be internal to the action, and come from its own content. In which case, surely expressivism must be false: Not all goal-direction in an action presupposes some motivation prior to the action from the content of which that goaldirection derives.


  Purposiveness and causation


  Explanation in terms of purposes is not necessarily explanation in terms of causes. To explain an action in terms of its purpose need not be to produce a prior cause. For in the case of a decision or intention-formation, such an explanation may simply advert to the content of the decision and of the intention formed by it.


  But even decisions may be based on and explained by prior pro attitudes —pro attitudes that add to our understanding of the ends furthered by the decision that they motivated. If a decision to do A is motivated by a prior intention to attain end E and a belief that doing A would further E, then the decision is also directed at the goal of attaining E. That is the agent's purpose in deciding to do A—thereby to attain E. But plainly this goal of attaining E is one the decision derives not from its own content—the decision is to do A—but from the content of an intention that motivated it and that was already formed before.


  And as we already noted, voluntary actions seem generally to depend for their goal-direction on the prior motivations that explain them—especially because in many cases they lack any content in their own right. If my road crossing is motivated by an intention to reach the take-away and by a belief that crossing the road is a means thereto, then my road crossing is directed at a goal provided by that prior motivation and its content—the goal of reaching the take-away.


  Where goal direction is thus provided by some explanatorily prior motivation, need this motivation be a cause of the action it explains? The standard modern argument that causation must be involved is in Davidson (1963). Where an action is explained by prior attitudes, it is not enough for those attitudes and their content to rationalize the action, that is, to be attitudes that favor either the action's performance or the attainment of some goal at which the action is directed. For that can happen without the action counting as motivated by those attitudes.


  I might intend to make you, my best friend, happy; and I might also intend to reward the best work. Giving you, whom I both expect to be delighted by the prize and also believe to be the author of the best work, the prize would attain both of these intended ends. Each pro attitude rationalizes the action: given my beliefs, either intention would equally support giving you the prize. But it might be that my awarding you the prize is actually motivated only by the second intention, so is directed only at the goal of rewarding the best work, not at making you happy. And indeed, it could be improper for the first intention to play any motivating role in this case. Though there is no objection to my intending your happiness, prize-giving should be motivated only by considerations of desert. The Davidsonian will claim that what settles the question of my motivation cannot be the contents of the attitudes alone. The issue must depend on which motivation actually causes me to award you the prize. And that fact about the action's causation will be reflected in conditionals. Because my action of giving you the prize is caused by a motivation to reward the best work, it would only be performed were I to believe the best work to be yours; but it would be performed irrespective of whether or not I expected you to be made happy by the prize.


  Where ordinary voluntary action is concerned, therefore, there may seem no explanation by prior motivations without those motivations being causes. But things may look up for anti-causalists when we consider actions of decision and intention-formation. For here there may be something besides causation to connect an action with the prior motivation that explains it. That something is the action's own content. For, as we have seen, and unlike voluntary road-crossings, decisions and intentions do have a content of their own. And it is this content that some recent anti-causalists have sought to exploit.


  Thus, to take a proposal that was made in O'Connor ( 2000, 86), a desire to do A might explain and motivate a decision by virtue of such a desire's being specified in the decision's content. The decision is a decision to satisfy a desire to do A—and, even in the absence of any causal connection between the desire and the decision, that fact about the decision's content is supposed to leave the decision counting as explained and motivated by that desire.


  But do we have here a real basis for seeing the desire as explaining the decision—a basis that is noncausal? There are two explanatory roles that motivations might play in relation to an action they are purported to explain. One role is causal, but that is excluded here. The desire, supposedly, does nothing to cause the decision. The other is by way of providing a goal for the action explained—a goal given by the explaining motivation's content. But again, no such explanatory work is being done. The decision, according to O'Connor, has, as its content, that a prior desire to do A be satisfied: that is what the decision is a decision to do. But then, by O'Connor's own account, this goal of satisfying a desire to do A is one that already comes from the decision's own content—a content that it has as a psychological attitude in its own right. So the goal-direction is not being provided from without, from the content of some prior motivation.


  In which case, there seems no explanatory connection between the desire and the decision at all. The desire and its content does not provide the decision's goal-direction. That comes from the decision's own content in any case—the content it has as an attitude in its own right, and so whether or not any desire to do A is actually held. Nor, ex hypothesi, does the desire have any causal influence on the decision's occurrence. The decision's occurrence is causally independent of and unconnected with the preceding desire. By O'Connor's own account, therefore, the desires are doing no explanatory work. Ex hypothesi, they are not adding to our understanding of the decision's causes. But nor are the desires adding to our understanding of the decision's goal-direction either. That goal-direction is sufficiently supplied by the decision's own content.


  We find a similar approach in McCann ( 1998, 165). McCann first supposes that decisions, as intentional actions, must be taken for motivating reasons. In fact, he assumes the very expressivism that I have already criticized: Someone cannot intentionally take a decision without having a prior reason or motivation for so doing. Otherwise, in his view, the decision would be lacking in purpose, which is impossible. For the purpose of a decision to do A is provided, according to McCann, not simply by the decision's own content, but rather by the content of some prior and distinct desire to do A—a prior and passive motivation that explains the decision, though, again, without being its cause. But how does the desire explain the decision? We are told, somewhat mysteriously, that the decision is taken “in the light of the desire.” The same objections to this anti-causalist proposal again arise. The decision has its immediate goal-direction—the purpose of attaining A—in any case, from its own content. It does not need to be preceded by any desire to do A to have this purpose. And, ex hypothesi, the desire adds nothing to our causal understanding of why the decision has been taken. What real action explanatory work is the desire doing?


  It is, of course, still open to the anti-causalist to assert that causation is never appealed to in purposive explanation, even where the purposes are provided by prior motivations. In this view, explanation by appealing to causes is one thing, and explanation by prior motivations is another. Thus, Sehon (2005) argues that common sense psychology treats explanation even of voluntary action by prior motivations as a sui generis mode of teleological or purposive explanation that involves no appeal to causes. A causalist understanding of motivation in this case is a philosophical importation and not part of our common sense understanding of the mind. To explain an action in terms of its motivating attitudes is to commit to a range of conditionals about would happen if things were otherwise. But it is no more than that. It is not to identify any particular cause of the action, which is to be located at the level of brain states.


  But whether or not what we take to be actions really are effects of the motivations that explain them, it cannot be true that common sense psychology is neutral on this issue. And we have already seen why. For our ordinary understanding of decisions and intentions is precisely as being directed at ensuring the attainment of their objects—and so as rational only if sufficiently likely to cause the performance of the action intended. The point of a decision to do A is to do what, by their very nature, determining causes of action do: remove in advance the chance of doing otherwise, thereby settling now how one will eventually act. If I am sure that whether I eventually do A is causally independent of what I now decide (i.e., no decision I now took would affect the chance of my doing A), then it is simply not sensible for me to bother deciding whether to do A. The function of decisions and intentions is to cause the voluntary actions they explain. And this is a basic feature of our ordinary understanding of the will and of the status of decisions as goal-directed actions—and as directed in particular at bringing about the successful performance at some future time of the action decided on.


  Freedom, power, and causation


  So far, nothing in our account of purposiveness—the relation of an action to its object—has addressed the question of freedom as a power of the agent to determine for himself how he acts, and the relation of this power to causation. All we have concluded is that some cases of purposiveness may plausibly depend on causation of the action by prior attitudes, but that the phenomenon of purposive action does not in itself depend on such causation. That still leaves open the question of what, if anything, prevents even goal-directed actions from being random (i.e., mere chance because undetermined by any kind of power) if they are undetermined by any causal power attaching to prior motivations or other events.


  Powers are a special kind of capacity. They are capacities to determine, or at least to influence. That is why, for example we associate causation with power—and attribute to causes in particular the possession of a power over the occurrence of their effects. Causes determine or influence the occurrence of effects. But there are many kinds of powers or capacities to determine. It is important to remember that causation is only one kind of power—not all powers are causal. For example, take a moral or normative power. As a promisee, I may well have the power to release you as promisor from your obligation under your promise to me. That is, I have the capacity to determine that you are no longer obliged to deliver on your promise. When I exercise this moral power, my exercise of it may well consist in the utterance of certain words (e.g., “I release you from your promise”) that determine that you are released; but this exercise of my power constitutes, rather than causes, your being released from the obligation to me. The relation between my utterance and your release is a relation of determiner to determined—but the determination is not causal.


  Some powers may occur in one-way form. That is, the power may exist to determine only one outcome, not a range of alternatives. Standard causation seems like this: The brick's hitting the window may have the power to cause but one effect—the window breaks. But our natural conception of the power of self-determination, as freedom, seems not like this. Freedom seems by its nature to be two- or multi-way, that is, a power that can be exercised in more than one way. The nature of freedom is to leave it up to us which actions we perform—whether we raise our hand or lower it. The same power that could be exercised to determine one outcome could equally well be exercised by us to determine another. So when we exercise the power to do A, the power that we are exercising is a power to do otherwise—a power that could have been exercised to refrain. That indeed seems to be precisely how we identify the power of freedom—that power that leaves our action up to us or within our control.


  Contrary to what much post-Hobbesian compatibilism has assumed, freedom as a two-way power of the agent cannot be reduced to some combination of separate one-way powers attached to distinct events (e.g., causal powers attached to various possible motivations that might develop within the agent). We can see that this must be so because otherwise multi-way freedom—its being up to us which action we perform—would obviously be irrelevant to our moral responsibility for how we act. But freedom as we ordinarily understand it—as a multi-way power of control over which actions we perform—cannot be so irrelevant. If it is up to me or within my control which actions I perform, that must be a possible ground of my moral responsibility for what I do.


  Thus, in the classical post-Hobbesian compatibilist reduction, whenever I freely do A, the power of self-determination exercised by me as a free agent is supposed, properly understood, to be Hobbesian voluntariness— the power of a motivation to do A to determine me to do A. Any power to act otherwise (i.e., to refrain) is the distinct power of a motivation not to do A to determine me not to do A. And this second power is certainly not being exercised. It is inert. Its absence would make no difference to the power I am actually exercising, because the two powers are distinct and independent of each other. Indeed, one power can exist without the other. As Locke observed, a man may stay within a room because he wants to; but (unknown to him) the room may be locked, so that even if he wanted to leave, he would not. Because the two powers constitutive (on this reductive account) of freedom are distinct and independent of each other, and only one is ever being exercised, the presence or absence of the unexercised power to act otherwise must be irrelevant to my moral responsibility for what I do. How can moral responsibility ever depend on a kind of power that is never actually exercised to determine what we do? But that, on this reductive account of freedom, is precisely what the freedom to do otherwise becomes.


  Our moral responsibility for action depends on the fact that we determine how we act. Thus, the question is what kind of self-determining power we really exercise, for that will provide the true basis of our moral responsibility. Is it that we are exercising a power to act otherwise? Or are we acting as we will and because we so will? Which matters—control or voluntariness? The idea of freedom as a complex case of voluntariness is an attempt to combine both conceptions. But it is a deeply unstable compromise, and control is surely going to be the loser, because in the reductive account the power to act otherwise is never actually being exercised to determine action—the only power exercised is the power to act in the way actually willed. The power to act otherwise is present, but as a dummy that plays no active role at all. Why make moral responsibility depend on it, if it is irrelevant to any power that the agent actually exercises over how he acts?3


  If freedom is a power that conforms to our ordinary understanding of it, and therefore is a possible basis of moral responsibility, it cannot be explained in terms of one-way powers attached to distinct motivations with an agent. It must exist as an irreducible two-way power possessed and exercised by the agent himself. And that suggests that freedom may not be a causal power at all. Freedom, by its nature, is a power that can be exercised in more than one way—which way being under our control. Freedom, by its nature, leaves it up to us which actions we perform. But ordinary causal powers, powers to cause things, are not like this at all.


  True, ordinary causal power can sometimes be exercised in more than one way. An ordinary cause may be fundamentally probabilistic. It may in fact be fundamentally chancy, not just whether it produces an effect at all, but which effect it produces. Perhaps, on the one hand, pushing that button will cause a light to turn green; alternatively, perhaps it will cause the same light to turn red. But even if that is true, that does not leave an ordinary cause in control of which effect it produces.


  And there is more. Such a merely probabilistic or chancy cause does not of course count as determining which of its two possible effects it produces, in the sense of removing any dependence of the outcome on simple chance. For there is only one way for an ordinary cause to determine the occurrence of one effect rather than another. It must be true that, given all the relevant circumstances and the cause, no chance should be left of the occurrence of any alternative effect. Should more than one effect be left possible, with some chance of occurring, which effect the cause produces will be left random and undetermined, that is, a matter of pure chance.


  But when an agent determines what will happen by exercising freedom, things are different. Suppose the agent has to choose whether to do A or not-A. And suppose that given the circumstances and his presence as a free agent, either of A or not-A remains equally possible. Which action the agent performs need not be left random and undetermined. As we ordinarily conceive it, the power of freedom (i.e., being in control) still allows it to be the agent who determines that he does A rather than not-A, so that which he finally does is not a matter of pure chance. But that surely implies that freedom is a different kind of power from causation. An ordinary cause determines its effects and excludes randomness only when its presence leaves alternatives impossible—with no chance of occurring. But a free agent determines his actions and excludes randomness in a different way. Why then suppose that way is causal too?


  Powers or capacities to determine need not be causal. The normative powers of promisees were a clear example. Is freedom another case? The answer depends on an account of power and determination in all their forms, noncausal as well as causal. Such an account must be the next step to solving the problem of free will.4


  Notes:


  (1.) Again, see Goetz 2008, 19–20: “ … a choice is a mental action that is explained by a reason, where being explained by a reason means that a choice is a rational action…. A rational action in this sense is a non-random occurrence.”


  (2.) For a further account of this practical reason-based model of agency see Pink (2008); on the history of the model see Pink (2004b, 2005, 2009b).


  (3.) In Frankfurt ( 1969) and elsewhere, Harry Frankfurt and his many followers appeal to complex “Frankfurt cases” where a potential intervenor, a person or mechanism, stands ready to intervene in the life of an agent, but where no intervention actually takes place. The agent is supposed to act as he would have done without the intervenor, but lacks, thanks to that potential intervenor's presence, the freedom to act otherwise. These cases are supposed to establish that the agent's moral responsibility is independent of the freedom to do otherwise. For an extension of the argument here to show that such examples are both viciously circular and pointless, see Pink (2009a). The accounts are circular because, as I argue, they presuppose a reductive account of two-way freedom in terms of some kind of one-way power—a reduction that is not independently argued for, and that no believer in a dependence of moral responsibility on freedom should be willing to accept. And they are pointless because such a reductive account would establish the irrelevance of freedom to responsibility directly, so removing the need for such “Frankfurt cases” and the now extensive philosophical literature devoted to them.


  (4.) For more on whether freedom is a causal power see Pink (2004a, and forthcoming).
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article defends an event-causal libertarian view. To introduce the view, the first half of the article deals with another notion that has been entwined with contemporary debates about free will and has also generated a large recent literature, the notion of autonomy or self-determination. The coherence account of autonomy can be interpreted in compatibilist terms. But the article notes that free agency also requires alternative possibilities and these require indeterminism. It argues that indeterminism can be introduced into the picture of autonomous action by supposing that free actions result by “normal causal processes” from preferences that were “noncoercively formed” and were caused but not determined by the agent's considerations.
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  This essay aims centrally to defend two claims. First, the nature of free will is not mysterious. Certainly, it is contentious, but it is not mysterious. I defend this claim by illustrating the fact that a range of philosophical accounts of the nature of freedom—including those of historical and contemporary writers—are plausibly interpreted as aiming to capture both an autonomy and an alternative possibilities component. Second, a prominent argument aiming to press us to the view of “free will mysterianism” can reasonably be resisted. According to the view of mysterianism concerning free will, there is a powerful, unanswered case for the impossibility of free will, yet free will undeniably does exist. By recommending a particular event-causal indeterminist account of free action and by distinguishing various senses of the term “chance,” I argue that mysterianism concerning free will is not well founded.


  Two Features of Freedom


  More than twenty years ago, in an overview of the modern literature on free agency that remains valuable today, Gary Watson (1987a) structured the discussion by way of the “two different features of freedom that must be captured in any reasonable conception—namely self-determination (or autonomy) and the availability of alternative possibilities” (145). The first feature is meant to capture the idea that a free act derives from, and is governed by, the self, not from or by heteronomous sources. The second condition expresses the idea that free acts are traditionally regarded as ones chosen from among options, however these options are to be conceived. Watson continues: “Any adequate notion of free agency must provide for possibility and autonomy in some sense, and, in my view, the traditional conceptions that are still taken seriously were meant to do so” (145).


  Contemporary free agency theorists would do well to return to Watson's (1987a) instructive article. The structure it gives to debates among writers ranging from Hobbes to van Inwagen, through Bramhall, Kant, Reid, Ayer, Chisholm, Frankfurt, Dennett, and Davidson, makes sense of a wide array of literature on the free will problem and can be applied to understanding more recent literature, including some that has diverged in disparate directions into subfields that exist in relative isolation from each other.


  Consider these as freedom's central features: (i) self-determination, or autonomy; and (ii) the availability of alternative possibilities.


  An early suggestion of both of these features is in Aristotle's discussion of the voluntary in Nicomachean Ethics (1973): the voluntary has its origin “in” the agent— “A human being originates his own actions … as he fathers his own children” (1113b6)—and it involves a dual ability—“where it is in our power to act it is also in our power not to act” (1113b6).1


  Many philosophers from diverse periods make note of the alternative possibilities condition of freedom. David Hume (1748/1977) defines liberty as “a power of acting or not acting according to the determinations of the will; that is, if we choose to remain at rest, we may; if we choose to move, we also may” (sec. 8) Thomas Reid (1983, 523) claims that the “power to produce any effect implies the power not to produce it.” Kant (1960, 45) likewise proposes that for an act to be truly free, “the act as well as its opposite must be within the power of the subject at the moment of its taking place.” According to A. J. Ayer (1982, 15), “When I am said to have done something of my own free will it is implied that I could have acted otherwise.” Bernard Williams (1995a, 5) describes the claim that free will exists as consisting in “something to the effect that agents sometimes act voluntarily, and that when they do so they have a real choice between more than one course of action; or more than one course is open to them; or it is up to them which of several actions they perform.”


  The interest in capturing the notion of autonomy in an account of freedom is clear in Hobbes (1969), who stresses the idea that external limits on one's agency, such as coercion by another agent, hinder freedom of action, whereas what is internal to the actor himself cannot be an impediment: “Liberty is the absence of all impediments to action that are not contained in the nature and intrinsical quality of the agent” (47). Locke's (1975/1847) interest in providing for a notion of self-determination is also plain: “… every man is put under a necessity, by his constitution as an intelligent being, to be determined in willing by his own thought and judgment what is best for him to do, else he would be under the determination of some other than himself, which is want of liberty” (II. 21. 48). Free action derives from the agent's will and intelligence, not from something other than himself.


  Dispute over the right interpretation of both of these conditions—selfdetermination and the availability of alternative possibilities—has fueled debates between those who view determinism as a threat to freedom and those who do not, as well as among theorists who stand on the same side of that debate. Traditional compatibilist conceptions of freedom, inspired by the intuition that free action lacks external obstacles and is dependent on, and derivative from, what is internal to the self, interpret the relevant alternative possibilities counterfactually, in terms of what the agent would have done had she willed, desired, or chosen otherwise. Incompatibilists have tended to view conditional accounts of alternative possibilities as lacking: They have insisted instead on an interpretation that requires suitable causal indeterminism and “forking pathways” into the future that are, at least sometimes, each accessible to the free agent as extensions of the actual past. Self-determination, too, is open to incompatibilist and compatibilist readings. Determination of action by the self may be alleged to be, in the end, heteronomous, if the self is, itself, determined to be as it is by prior factors and natural laws.


  In recent philosophical literature on free agency, we find concern with both of these features, alternatives and autonomy. Some discussions have focused more on one feature than the other, leaving us with current bodies of literature that do not always intermingle. We have literature, on the one hand, commonly conceived as work in contemporary metaphysics, on issues centrally concerning alternative possibilities (whether these are to be understood “conditionally” or “dispositionally” or “categorically,” and in what senses of these terms) and their relations to causal determinism, causation, natural laws, and what is called “free will.”2 We find in this “free will literature” discussions of the Consequence Argument for incompatibilism, its refinements, and the modal principles used therein, as well as continuing debates over what is, or is not, shown by counterfactual intervention (“Frankfurt-style”) cases concerning the relations between morally responsible action and the availability of alternative possibilities, and the implication of these debates, if any, on the question of freedom's compatibility with causal determinism.


  On the other hand, we have current literature considered by many as work in moral psychology, action theory, and practical reason—some might say, broadly speaking, ethics—on the notion of personal autonomy and related issues concerning wholeheartedness, identification with and alienation from desire, on being “true to one's self,” and on some actions’ being more “one's own” or more “full-blooded” than others.3 Much of this recent literature on personal autonomy, identification, and related notions has sprung from attraction to proposals in the early 1970s by Dworkin (1970, 1976) and Frankfurt (1971), and a suggestive response to their approach by Watson (1975), which are discussed a bit further below. These debates derive from recognition that the Hobbesian view provides a shallow account of the self, overlooking the fact that desires themselves can be external in a sense that makes them impedimental. The aim of recent work in this area is to give a more plausible and expansive account of the self and hence a richer account of self-determination. Literature of this second sort, which tends to be collected into anthologies with such titles as Personal Autonomy (J. S. Taylor 2005),4 is often not included in anthologies or handbooks such as the present one, though many of the issues in this literature bear on concerns of free will theorists and should be more widely recognized as important and overlapping.


  Although we have seen some subspecialization in recent literature, nonetheless, various contemporary conceptions of free agency may be understood as sensibly aiming to capture both features of freedom: autonomy and alternative possibilities. For instance, John Martin Fischer's compatibilist account of the freedom required for moral responsibility includes both a “reasons-responsiveness” requirement as well as an “ownership” requirement, and it is plausible to construe the first of these as an attempt to capture a relevant sense of alternative possibilities and the second as an attempt to capture an autonomy condition. Fischer's requirement that the mechanism producing a free action must be suitably “reasons-responsive” is, as I view it, a complex and highly developed way of stating that, in acting in a free and responsible way, it must be the case that the agent would have done otherwise, if … The account of guidance control spells out the content of the “if …” (Fischer 1994, 179, 205). The requirement that the mechanism be “one's own” shows concern for the derivation of the free act from what is appropriately agent-internal, rather than heteronomous. Similar remarks may be made about Robert Kane's incompatibilist account. As Watson (1987a, 146) points out, “The real dispute, then and now, is not whether freedom is to be understood exclusively in terms of one feature rather than another. The dispute is over the interpretation of and relations among them.”


  I have thus far pointed out that a wide variety of accounts of free action are unified by a common agreement: A free act is one derived from and governed by the self, and it is one for which there are relevant alternative possibilities, however precisely these are interpreted. This point is in service of the claim that free will is not a mystery. Suppose one were to object that “free will” remains mysterious, even if free action is not.


  This objection can be met, I believe, by separating two distinct meanings of the term “will.”5 On one broad sense of “will,” beings with a will are those with the faculty for choice and action, or the power or ability to choose and to act. Recognition of this faculty or ability sense of the term “will” helps explain the way in which many contemporary analytic free will theorists construe their project: namely, as an attempt to explicate what it is to act freely.6 For such theorists, freedom of will is not of separate interest from freedom of action, and rightly so, since the notion of will, as a faculty or ability, does not introduce any additional advantageous concepts into the analysis of free agency. The real work in free will theory, on the first understanding of “will,” is to explain what makes exercises of will—the power for choice and action (or the faculty in virtue of which we have the power) —free. In other words, the work is to explain what makes actions free. Thus “free will” is neither a separate nor a mysterious matter, on the faculty or ability sense of the term “will.”7

  Alternatively, one might understand the will not as a faculty or ability, but rather as, itself, an attitude, drive, or motivation, or a collection of these. On this second interpretation, where “will” is understood in the attitudinal sense, free will, again, is not mysterious, only contentious. What is contentious is which attitude or drive or collection of these qualifies as one's own will, and what sort of alternatives are required for the will's being had freely. The question of what it takes for a motivation to count as one's will is taken up in the following section.


  A Coherence Account of Self-Direction


  How should we fill in the autonomy condition of free action? A natural suggestion is to say that one is able to act autonomously when there are no impediments to doing what one wills to do. This suggestion leaves unclear the precise content of “what one wills to do.” We might say simply that one acts from one's own will, in a way that is self-directed, when one does what one wants, or what one most wants, or when one acts on one's strongest desire; and we might define the strongest desire simply as the one that is effective. (Hence Frankfurt's technical, Hobbesian definition of “will” as the desire that is effective in leading one to act, when or if one acts.)


  One problem with the simple view of self-determined action as consisting in an absence of impediments to doing what one wants, is that in acting as one wants to act, one might frustrate one's more ultimate ends and so, in an important sense, bind rather than liberate oneself.8 Cases include persons who want to indulge in an alcoholic drink or to take an illicit substance, but who are alienated from such a desire—they struggle against it, repudiate it, and in acting on it feel trapped or enslaved. Other cases involve not compulsion but nonetheless self-distance from a motive, such as a desire in a principled person to pursue an adulterous affair. The pursuit of each of one's whims and impulses is not the right model of an autonomous human life.


  One prominent approach to dealing with this problem emphasizes a uniquely personal ability to mentally “rise above” our desires and to reflect upon them, asking ourselves not only what we want to do, but also what we want to desire and upon which desires we want to act. These latter desires —“second-order,” by virtue of having as their intentional objects other desires or states of affairs involving those desires, rather than the “firstorder” ones, which are desires to perform or not to perform certain acts— are taken by “hierarchical theorists,” including Frankfurt and Dworkin, to constitute the agent's true perspective.


  Many have found promise in this sort of split-level approach to the self. One perceived benefit is that it apparently distinguishes a reason for acting that has its source in the agent's activity from a mere impulse.9 First-level desires may be viewed as sheer pulls or temptations toward performing some action or other; by contrast, higher-order attitudes may seem in their very formation to involve the agent's activity. In exercising not only the power to observe our own mental states, but also the power to form and to act in line with higher-order attitudes, we may seem to achieve control over both who we are and what we do.


  Despite the appeal of the hierarchical approach, there are a number of recognized difficulties for it10—difficulties concerning regress, arbitrariness in the identification of the self, and manipulation—the recent responses to which are less than fully satisfying. Frankfurt, for instance, has of late reaffirmed his commitment to a purely structural account of autonomy, one with no historical requirements on the relevant mental states.11 To play a role in autonomous action, however, to many theorists it has seemed that an agent's attitudes must be nonmanipulatively formed. The level of a psychological attitude is determined by its intentional object, and as Watson and others have pointed out, nothing about the level of attitudes precludes those attitudes’ having a deviant source, such as neurosurgery, brainwashing or the mischief of a demon.12 If a person endorses or accepts a desire because of a neurosurgical intervention, demonic input or hypnosis, it is hard to see how the desire counts as genuinely his own.


  The conception of the self I prefer is more expansive than Frankfurt's original view of the self as delimited by desire, in that it incorporates both convictions and attitudes of “preference,” understood in a particular way.13 Call “preferences” those desires that have been formed by way of or have withstood a process of critical evaluation with regard to the agent's conception of the good (departing from the standard comparative use of the term, as in “he prefers this to that”).14 In relying on the specialized notion of preference, the idea is to demarcate in part the boundaries of an agent's psychological identity by a certain type of conative attitude, leaving other sorts outside. The former are the desires that are grounded in reflection on what is good or of value (“preferences”), and the latter are the inclinations, instinctual urges, and fancies that impel by sheer force, apart from the operation of evaluative reflection.15 This account takes agents to be moved to act by desires, rather than by judgments, though, unlike Frankfurt's view, it requires a standard of evaluation against which desires are assessed, giving a central and substantive role to reason.16 Reason not only establishes methods of satisfaction of our desires, but also grants the stamp of authenticity to certain ones and not others by making judgments of worth.17


  I take the evaluative reflective process to be crucial because our ability to subject our attitudes to critical evaluation with respect to worth enables us to ensure that we are not the passive vehicles through which the strongest impulses hold sway. Our critical engagement with reasons, our evaluation of desires and courses of action with respect to what we take to be good or of value, and our endorsement of some of these—these activities constitute the participation of the self. Notice that nothing in this understanding of preferences requires them to be higher-order attitudes. A preference is identified as such not by its type of intentional object, but rather by the process through which it was generated or is maintained.18


  I find it natural and plausible to understand the self in a psychological sense as a collection of attitudes of preference and conviction, along with an ability to form and revise these states. Reliance on the notion of preference allows us to wed Appetite and Reason while avoiding the regress and identification problems for the hierarchical approach, on the one hand, and, on the other, the intellectualistic early Watsonian view of the seat of self-direction in Reason-derived value judgments (Watson 1975). Although we find insufficiently expansive a conception of the self on which we are to be identified with, and only with, the general normative principles we would defend in a calm and non-self-deceptive moment, nonetheless, some of our convictions certainly are part of the correct characterization of our psychological identity.19


  From this understanding of the self, we can derive a basic theory of autonomy, or self-direction, as follows: Autonomous action is action nondeviantly caused by a preference that is noncoercively caused and is noncoercively maintained. (By “coercion,” I mean broadly external manipulation, including brainwashing, neurosurgery, and hypnotic suggestion, for which one has not oneself autonomously arranged.) Because the capacity for critical reflection is partially constitutive of one's moral or psychological identity, one's exercises of this capacity are “one's own,” barring external manipulation by way of coercive mechanisms. I think that this basic autonomy theory is a credible view that is sufficient for many contexts.


  We might, I have suggested in other work (Ekstrom 1993, 1999, 2005a, 2005b, 2010a) add a structural coherence requirement to this basic account, generating a richer account of autonomous action. On “the coherence theory of autonomy,” one acts autonomously when one's act is nondeviantly caused by a preference that has been formed or is maintained without the coercive influence of another agent (for which the agent herself has not autonomously arranged) and to the extent that this preference coheres with one's other preferences and convictions. The notion of coherence is filled in not merely in a minimal sense as absence of conflict, but rather positively, on the model of a coherence theory of epistemic justification, in terms of mutual defense against challenge by competitors. This account depicts autonomous acts as deriving from only certain psychological attitudes: preferences that count as aspects of a person's real or central self. The idea is that certain of our attitudes are more central to our identity than are other attitudes, namely those that can be used in explaining and defending each other in the face of neurotic doubt and challenge by others.


  The conditions of the coherence account of autonomy can be met in a deterministic world. The sense in which the relevant attitudes must be freely had is compatibilist; in particular, there is a noncoercion condition on the states that motivate autonomous action. The suggested account of autonomy depicts a type of agent control over action that is valuable, I believe, and that separates us from automatons and lower animals.


  The coherence theory of autonomy does not require that the agent can do otherwise in a categorical sense, and so it does not, in my view, offer a full account of the freedom answering to our highest aspirations for ourselves as agents. Thus, the suggested theory of autonomy is not intended as an account of agency that is satisfactory in all contexts in capturing what we want in valuing freedom.20 In my view, in a full account of freedom, we also need causal indeterminism, because some variants of the consequence argument for incompatibilism are convincing. I also find the forking paths model of the future attractive and something that an account of our conception of ourselves as free agents should strive to incorporate.21


  An Event-Causal Indeterminist Theory of Free Action


  A central aim of this essay is to argue that free will is not a mystery. I have argued that, for one thing, theorists agree that any adequate account of freedom must capture two crucial components. Moreover, I have suggested what I take to be a good account of the first component: a coherence theory of autonomy. In this section, I set out what I believe is a good account of the second component.


  In Free Will (Ekstrom 2000), I defend the following event-causal indeterminist account of free action: An act is free just in case it results by a normal causal process from a preference for the act, a preference that has undefeated authorization. An agent's preference has undefeated authorization just in case (i) the preference is noncoercively formed or maintained, and (ii) the preference is caused but not determined by her considerations, that is, by the inputs to her deliberative process. The considerations taken up by the agent might themselves have chancy causes or deterministic ones. Indeterministic generation of the considerations is not required by the account, but is allowed.


  At the point in time of the deliberation over the various factors relevant to what to decide to prefer to do, or what to prefer to desire, the free agent's decision might terminate in one way and it might terminate in another way, instead. The resulting decision output, the preference, when indeterministically caused and noncoercively formed, is authored by the agent, since it is formed by her for reasons that justify and explain it, and its claim to being authentic is not defeated by the objection that she formed it because she had to, because it was causally necessitated by the past and the natural laws. The preference, that is, has undefeated authorization.


  I find persuasive the idea, shared by many theorists, that what we want in conceiving of ourselves as free agents is to be able to decide on our character-defining attitudes on our own. We want our preferences to be up to us in the sense that they follow our deliberations (i.e., they are caused and justified by our reasons), but also such that we could have formed different ones instead. The proposed event-causal indeterminist account of free action requires some causal openness in what sorts of people we become, given our genetic endowment, formative experiences, and the laws of nature. When an agent freely acts on an undefeated authorized preference, her act is attributable to the agent herself, because it is self-determined, and yet there is some causal openness in what sort of self she decided to be (Ekstrom 2000, 2001b, 2003).


  In this way, I believe that the proposed indeterminist account answers to our considered intuitions concerning free action and illuminates a portion of our self-conception. Moreover, the account has the following positive features: (i) it does not require us to reject the antecedently plausible principle that every event has a cause; (ii) it is a fully naturalistic theory, requiring no special ontological commitments to, for instance, transempirical power centers or noumenal selves or agent-causal relations irreducible to event-causal terms; and (iii) it provides a straightforward and natural account of the self-forming decisions relevant to free agency, one that is more phenomenologically accurate and theoretically satisfying than Kane's theory, in that it does not require (as does Kane's) that, in directly free actions, the agent tries to make two opposing decisions at once.22 To be fair, Kane posits this deep volitional conflict in part as a way of responding to the worry that indeterminacy in the decision process would subject the decision to an objectionable kind of chance or luck.23 Given certain reasons for dissatisfaction with Kane's overall account, however, I believe we need a different response to objections from chance.24 I turn, in the subsequent section, to showing that the event-causal indeterminist account of free action I endorse can be used to undermine the case for free will mysterianism, which is motivated in part by the concern that undetermined acts are too chancy to be free.


  Mysterianism and Chance


  Recall that, according to the view of “mysterianism” concerning free will, there is a powerful, unanswered case for the impossibility of free will, yet free will undeniably does exist. Peter van Inwagen (1983, 2000, 2002a) defends this position by way of a series of challenging arguments. The case, in outline, is as follows.


  First, the thesis that we have free will is incompatible with the doctrine of causal determinism, as is shown by the Consequence Argument and by a family of related arguments reliant on a transfer of powerlessness principle —if not Rule Beta, employing van Inwagen's “no choice” operator N, then a closely related transfer rule, slightly revised from Rule Beta to handle counterexamples, such as the one developed by McKay and Johnson (van Inwagen 2000, 2002a, 2002c). Second, free will is also incompatible with causal indeterminism, because an act that is undetermined (or that has causal indeterminism in its immediate causal history) is merely a matter or chance and so is not an act performed of one's own free will. Third, the theses of determinism and indeterminism cannot both be true—that is, it is either true or false that, at every moment, there is exactly one physically possible future—and one of them is true. Fourth, therefore, we cannot possibly have free will. Fifth, nonetheless, we undeniably do have free will. Thus, it is a mystery how it is that we have free will, given the foregoing arguments for its impossibility.


  The endorsement of mysterianism concerning any entity is self-evidently an uncomfortable position, as I believe van Inwagen himself would acknowledge. Consider two analogous views: mysterianism concerning time travel, and mysterianism concerning God. A proponent of the former position would maintain that there is a persuasive, unanswered argument for the impossibility of time travel, yet time travel certainly does occur. On the latter position, a powerful argument demonstrates that it is impossible for God to exist, yet God most definitely does exist. One might describe endorsements of such views as irrational or ridiculous, but to be charitable let us call them merely awkward. Van Inwagen, in particular, recognizes the awkwardness: He acknowledges outright that there must be something wrong with the argument for free will-causal indeterminism incompatibilism, on which his mysterianism relies. “But if you ask me what it is,” he writes, “I have to say that I am, as current American slang has it, absolutely clueless. Indeed the problem seems to me … evidently impossible of solution” (van Inwagen 2002a, 194).


  One might attempt to undercut free will mysterianism by presenting evidence against the final premise of the argument for it: against, that is, the claim that we undeniably do have free will. Such alleged evidence might be empirical in nature. Or the evidence might be rational in character—one might take the final premise of the argument for free will mysterianism to be the weakest of those in support of (what one views as) a patently incoherent conclusion and so, on this ground, reject it.


  My tactic in responding to free will mysterianism, however, is not to attempt to undermine the belief that free will in fact exists. Instead, I believe we can answer what van Inwagen calls the “powerful, unanswered case” for the impossibility of free will by undercutting the case for free will-indeterminism incompatibilism. Here is van Inwagen's (2000) way of expressing the argument from chance against libertarian accounts:


  [1:] If indeterminism is to be relevant to the question whether a given agent has free will, it must be because the acts of that agent cannot be free unless they (or perhaps their immediate causal antecedents) are undetermined. [2:] But if an agent's acts [or their immediate causal antecedents] are undetermined, then how the agent acts on a given occasion is a matter of chance. [3:] And if how an agent acts is a matter of chance, the agent can hardly be said to have free will (10).


  In Ekstrom ( 2003), I untangle three different senses of the term “chance.” I argue that van Inwagen's argument for the incompatibility of free will and causal indeterminism fails, because there is no single construal of the term “chance” on which all of its premises are true.


  One of the various understandings of chance is of chance as a kind of force with powers of its own, a purposeless determiner of events that are otherwise unaccountable. On this reading, “chance” might well be capitalized, as one might say that Chance caused the event in question or that Luck caused it, as if Luck or Chance were a mysterious agent loose in the world. Consider the following passage from van Inwagen (2002a, 190– 191): “Either of two futures is a possible outcome of my deliberations … But then what does determine which future I shall choose? Only chance, it would seem….” On a literal reading of this passage, chance is treated as something that determines, as a subject or force that makes the future develop in one way rather than another. It is, however, highly implausible to claim that believers in indeterminist free will are committed to the existence of such a force or agent, and it is uncharitable to construe critics as relying on such an interpretation in motivating their doubts over libertarianism. Furthermore, even if we did believe in a causal force called Chance, this first interpretation of a chancy event renders false the second premise of the argument for free will-indeterminism incompatibilism: It does not follow from the fact that an act was causally undetermined by past events and the natural laws that it was produced by a force called Chance.


  On a second understanding of the term “chance”—according to which a chance event is one having a probability of occurrence less than 1.0, given past events and the natural laws—the second premise of van Inwagen's argument is false. An undetermined act may have no probability at all of occurring, because it may be ungoverned by law.


  Nonetheless, suppose we stipulate that the act in question is governed by probabilistic law. In that case, the second premise is arguably true. That is, it is true that if an agent's act is undetermined yet law-governed, then how the agent acts on a given occasion is a matter of chance in the probabilistic sense.25 However, on this probabilistic understanding of a chancy event, the third premise of van Inwagen's argument is arguably false. Why should we think that, if how an agent acts on a given occasion is a matter of chance —in the sense that, prior to the act, its occurring had a probability of less than 1.0—then the agent cannot have free will? To have free will is to have the ability to act freely, and to act freely requires, roughly, control by the self and alternative possibilities. To claim that it follows from our acts being chancy in a probabilistic sense that we do not act freely leaves no room for a categorical, unconditional understanding of the ability to do otherwise condition of freedom. Any act that is governed by law and that might not have occurred in the circumstances, holding fixed the natural laws and past events, had, prior to its occurrence, a probability for its occurring of less than 1.0. Notice, though, that this is a harmless sense of “chance” in regard to our self-governance of our decisions, as it does not make those decisions purposeless, unguided, or haphazard. One may decide what to prefer for reasons that cause and justify, without necessitating, the decision outcome.


  On a third, alternative understanding of “chance”—according to which a chance event is one that is purposeless or not a part of anyone's plan26— the third premise is true. That is, if how an agent acts is a matter of chance in the sense of the event's lacking a purpose or justifying reason, the agent can hardly be said to have free will. However, on this understanding of chance, the second premise of van Inwagen's argument is false. Clearly it does not follow from the fact that an event has indeterministic causation in its immediate history that the event is unplanned or purposeless. On our model, in the case of a free act, the preference formation is caused indeterministically by the considerations that enter into the agent's deliberative process; these considerations justify the preference, giving it a purposive explanation. The decision concerning what to prefer is caused by and made for reasons, and it is, thus, rational and rationally explicable.27 It is in no clear sense capricious, arbitrary, or accidental. It is chancy only in the probabilistic sense: it might not have occurred, given the past and the laws of nature.


  On no single one of the understandings of the term “chance” I have identified are all of the premises of van Inwagen's argument true. Hence I find his argument for the incompatibility of libertarian freedom and the thesis of causal indeterminism to be unconvincing. Thus, it remains an open possibility that a libertarian account of free action can both survive van Inwagen's challenge and remain a coherent and defensible account.28


  Arguments related to van Inwagen's also appeal to the notions of chance and luck in challenging libertarianism.29 In my view, just as the notion of “a matter of chance” figuring in van Inwagen's argument needs disambiguation, so too, further close attention to the concept of  “luck” will be productive in considering such challenges. For instance, if we apply Duncan Pritchard's (2005) modal account of luck30 to an agent's indeterministic formation of preference, or her decision to act, or her overt act, then to call any one of these a lucky event is in part simply to make precise what a libertarian means in saying that the preference or decision or act could have been otherwise. Here is a harmless sense of luck, not one that is obviously pejorative or problematic (Ekstrom 2008).31 If a modal account of luck is right, then it is not clear that arguments from luck against libertarianism can get off the ground.


  Conclusion


  I have argued that a wide array of competing particular accounts of freedom are unified by a common conception of free agency as requiring both autonomy and alternative possibilities, however precisely these are to be interpreted. I have aimed to contribute to both bodies of literature: that on self-determination or autonomy, by developing a coherence theory of autonomous action, and that on the availability of alternatives connected with freedom, by proposing a particular libertarian event-causal theory of free action.


  Watson ( 1987a) ends the article I mentioned at the start of this essay by remarking that it is difficult to predict where the arguments over free agency will go in the future. Nonetheless, he comments,


  … through the dust of three centuries of debate, I think I discern some writing on the wall: that if no amount or kind of cognitive and volitional capacity and complexity that could obtain in a deterministic world will suffice for free agency, then simply adding the requirement of indetermination will not suffice either. That means that either [(i)]free agency is ineffable, [(ii)]free agency (or some significant part of our conception of free agency) is illusory, or [(iii)] compatibilism is true (169).


  In the recent literature, the first of these alternative conclusions (i), is the position of van Inwagen's free will mysterianism. The second of these alternative conclusions (ii), is the answer of Pereboom, Smilansky, G. Strawson, and others. The third alternative conclusion (iii) is the one endorsed by contemporary compatibilists including Frankfurt, Watson, Dennett, and Wolf.


  My own response is none of these. I think that an amount and kind of cognitive and volitional capacity and complexity that can obtain in a deterministic world does suffice for a significant sort of agent control that is often associated with the term, “free agency.” Even under determinism, we have freedom of a limited sort: We have a type of control over our action that is better than that had by automatons, puppets, and lower animals—we can act autonomously in a sense that does not require indeterminism—although this compatibilist sort of freedom falls short of certain ideals. In addition, I think that adding a suitable requirement of indetermination does suffice for other important values associated with free agency, or for a sort of freedom that some people sensibly value. Hence, one can reasonably believe that free agency is neither ineffable nor illusory.


  Notes:


  (1.) On the openness of Aristotle's account to both a compatibilist and a libertarian reading, see respectively G. Fine (1981) and Sorabji (1980).


  (2.) See, e.g., Clarke ( 2003), Dennett (1984), Ekstrom (1998a, 1998b, 2000, 2003), Fischer (1994), Kane (1996, 1999a, 2007a), Mele (2006a), Nozick (1981), O'Connor (2000), Pereboom (2001), Van Inwagen (1983, 2000), and many of the essays in this volume.
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  2005a, 2005b), Frankfurt (1971, 1999a, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2002d), Mele (1995), Moran (2002), Scanlon (2002), Stump (1988), Velleman (2002), Watson (1975, 1987a, 2002).


  (4.) See also Christman (1989) and Buss and Overton (2002).


  


  (5.) My discussion of the notion of “will” draws from Ekstrom (2010b).


  


  (6.) See, e.g., Ekstrom (2000, 71), Mele (2006a, 17), Pereboom (2007a, 200), Van Inwagen (1983, 8).


  (7.) It is not always clear what sense of “will” is had in mind by writers who urge free agency theorists to direct attention to the problem of freedom of the will, viewed as separate from freedom of action. Kane's usage of the term “will,” for instance, explicitly is not univocal (Kane 1996, 2002a, 2007a). On Kane's view, the efforts of will central to accounting for directly free actions are exertions of will, as the power to act. When Kane emphasizes that the will of a person should be formed by her, if she is to be its ultimate source and so if she is to be able to be ultimately responsible for her acts, he treats the will not as a faculty or power, but as itself a complex of attitudes.


  (8.) My discussion in this section draws on Ekstrom (2005a and 2005b). (9.) See Scanlon (2002); Moran (2002).


  (10.) See Bratman ( 2003); Ekstrom (1998a, 2005b); Piper (1985); Stump (1988); Watson (1975, 1987a). For further discussion of Frankfurt's views, see the essay by McKenna in this volume.


  (11.) Frankfurt, “Reply to John Martin Fischer,” in Buss and Overton (2002, 27).


  


  (12.) See Watson (1987a); Dworkin (1988).


  


  (13.) By “conviction” I mean the mental endorsement of a proposition formed by critical reflection with the aim of assenting to what is true.


  (14.) The notion that one has a “conception of the good” need only imply that one has cognitive attitudes of assent to propositions concerning the nature and quality of various experiences, courses of action, and other ends.


  (15.) David Gauthier (1986, 29–33) similarly uses the notion of a “considered desire.”


  (16.) The theme of reflective evaluation is prominent in the work of Hampshire (1965) and Bok (1998), among others. If Frankfurt ever did require “reflective endorsement” for identification, it is clear that he no longer does.


  (17.) Frankfurt (2002c, 89) would likely call this analysis part of an overly intellectualized picture of the mental life.


  (18.) To reiterate, this is not Frankfurt's approach when he emphasizes higher-order volitions as central to our autonomy. It has more affinity to Watson's approach in his 1975. One might, for instance, have an initial inclination toward becoming department chair, but after subjecting that desire to some thinking about the value of time for reflection and writing, and the time constraints of administrative meetings, one might, in fact, form a preference not to become chair.


  (19.) We use the notion of the self to refer to the complex of features that mark and distinguish an individual from others, and states formed in light of our own conceptions of truth and goodness both exhibit variation from others and maintain some stability through time.


  (20.) A libertarian may hold that, in performing a directly free act, an agent has the power to extend the past in one way and the power to extend it in a different way, instead, holding fixed the past and the natural laws. This kind of ability may sensibly be held to be valuable in giving an agent an independence from the past. The ability may also be required for moral responsibility; this matter is not assessed here. In any case, one may reasonably value being an independent, indeterministic initiator of events, as part of a conception of one's life as having an importance that would be missing were one's every choice and action to be the deterministic outcome of events stretching back into distant history. For discussion, see Anglin (1990), Clarke (2003), Ekstrom (2000, 2003), Kane (1996, 2007a), Mele (1995, 2006a), Nozick (1981), O'Connor (2000).


  (21.) See Ekstrom (1998a, 1998b, 2000, ch. 2).


  (22.) Neither do I seem, in choosing freely, to be trying to bring about two incompatible choice outcomes, nor does it seem plausible to suppose that (what I would call) such irrationality is central to my freedom. As Frankfurt (1999a, 102) writes: “The opportunity to act in accordance with his own inclinations is a doubtful asset for an individual whose will is so divided that he is moved both to decide for a certain alternative and to decide against it. Neither of the alternatives can satisfy him, since each entails frustration of the other.”


  (23.) See Kane in Ekstrom (2001a, 164–74).


  (24.) I critique other leading libertarian accounts of freedom in Ekstrom (2000, 2001b). For further doubts about Kane's account, see Clarke (2002, 372–73; 2003), Ekstrom (2000, 133–34, note 37; 2003), O'Connor (2000, 36– 42); Pereboom (2001, 2007a, 101–110).


  (25.) The probabilistic understanding of a chance event is evident in van Inwagen's Rollback Argument concerning the decision of an agent, Alice, over whether to tell the truth or to lie. As we reset the universe to the moment prior to her choice and watch the replays, we observe that sometimes she lies, and sometimes she elects to tell the truth, in a ratio of about 50/50. Van Inwagen (2000, 15) writes: “ … each of the two possible outcomes of this [727th] replay has an objective, “ground-floor” probability of 0.5 … this, surely, means that, in the strictest sense imaginable, the outcome of the replay will be a matter of chance.”


  (26.) See van Inwagen (1995, 102–03).


  


  (27.) Clarke (1996a, 2000, 2003), Ekstrom (2003), Hitchcock (1999, 586), and Kane (1999a, 113; 2007a).


  (28.) See also Storrs McCall and E. J. Lowe ( 2005), who similarly claim that van Inwagen's argument for free will mysterianism can be answered by use of an internally consistent concept of libertarian free will, one not appealing to agent-causation as a primitive notion.


  (29.) Waller (1988); Double (1991); G. Strawson (1994); Bernstein (1995); Almeida and Bernstein (2003); Mele (1998, 2006a).


  (30.) Pritchard's account has both a significance condition and a modal condition. The latter is as follows: If an event is lucky, then it is an event that occurs in the actual world but which does not occur in a wide class of the nearest possible worlds where the relevant initial conditions for that event are the same as in the actual world (Pritchard 2005, 128).


  (31.) Some theorists suggest that we make an appeal to agent-causation in order to avoid problems concerning chance and luck. It is not clear that this helps. O'Connor's (2000) account itself seems to require a solution to the problem he lodges against event-causal libertarian accounts, because one might allege that the following fact is itself a matter of luck: in World 1, an agent S exercises his agent-causal power to causally determine his choice at t to A; yet in World 2, the agent S exercises his agent-causal power to causally determine his choice at t to B. The agent-causal account developed by Clarke (2003) may face a similar difficulty, because the following fact may be alleged to be merely a matter of luck: in World 1, S exercises direct active control at t in X-ing, whereas in World 2, S exercises direct active control in Ying. For discussion, see Mele (2006a), chapter 3.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article discusses and defends a “centered” EC libertarian view of free will that places the indeterminism in choices or decisions themselves. Libertarian views were either agent-causal or noncausalist, or some combination of the two. The possibility of an alternative (centered) causal indeterminist or EC view was suggested by a number of thinkers. This article discusses these refinements after summarizing the centered EC theory and motivations for formulating it. It considers issues about self-forming actions, efforts of will, the phenomenology of free decision making, the relation of the theory to neuroscience, complex dynamical systems, agency and control of decisions given indeterminism, and responses to alleged regresses attending the view, including issues about the first self-forming actions of childhood. It also responds to a number of different versions of the so-called “luck objection” against libertarian free will.
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  Introduction


  For more than forty years I have been developing a distinctive view of free will that has come to be called in the philosophical literature a “centered” “causal indeterminist” or “event-causal” libertarian view.1 No such theory existed in any developed form when I first began thinking about free will in the 1960s.2

  The landscape of free-will debate was simpler then. The unstated assumption was that if you had scientific leanings, you would naturally be a “compatibilist” about free will (believing it to be compatible with determinism), unless you denied that we had free will altogether (as did skeptics and hard determinists). And if, by contrast, you were a “libertarian” about free will—if you believed in a free will that is “incompatible” with determinism—it was assumed that you must inevitably appeal to some kind of obscure or mysterious forms of agency to make sense of it—to uncaused causes, immaterial minds, noumenal selves, nonevent agent causes, prime movers unmoved, or other examples of what P. F. Strawson called the “panicky metaphysics” of libertarianism in his influential 1962 essay, “Freedom and Resentment.”


  I started thinking about free will shortly after Strawson's essay appeared, when my philosophical mentor at the time, Wilfrid Sellars, challenged me to reconcile a traditional incompatibilist or libertarian free will with modern science. Sellars was a compatibilist about free will, like the vast majority of philosophers and scientists of that era, and like Strawson (whose essay he admired), he did not believe a libertarian free will could be accounted for without appealing to obscure or mysterious forms of agency of the kinds Strawson had dubbed “panicky metaphysics.” Though Sellars granted that free will in some sense was an integral part of what he notably called “the manifest image” of humans and their world, he did not believe a traditional incompatibilist or libertarian free will could be reconciled with “the scientific image” of that world, and he challenged me to show otherwise.


  I accepted the challenge at the time, and with the brashness and naϯveté of youth, told him I would be back in a few weeks with an answer (or at least by the end of the semester!). Well, it is more than forty years later and the effort is still ongoing. The reason the task was so much more difficult than I naϯvely assumed was that, as I came to realize, it required rethinking every facet of the traditional problem of free will from the ground up. That meant, among other things, rethinking two of the central questions involved in that traditional problem: The “Compatibility Question” (“Is free will compatible or incompatible with determinism?”) and the “Intelligibility Question” (“Can one make sense of an incompatibilist free will—one requiring indeterminism —without reducing it to mere chance or mystery?”).


  In this essay, I first summarize the ways in which I have argued that these two questions must be rethought before addressing objections made to my view over the past two decades and especially during the past ten years. The focus of this essay will be on the Intelligibility Question, but I first discuss in summary fashion my treatment of the Compatibility Question, because the two are related.


  The Compatibility Question: AP and UR


  (i) The first step in rethinking the Compatibility Question, I came to believe, is to note that as the question is formulated in most textbook discussions of free will—“Is freedom compatible with determinism?“—the question is too simple. For there are many meanings of “freedom” (as one would expect from such a protean and much-used term) and many of them are compatible with determinism. Even in a determined world, we would want to distinguish persons who are free from such things as physical restraint, addiction or neurosis, coercion, compulsion, covert control, or political oppression from persons who are not free from these things, and we could allow that these freedoms would be preferable to their opposites even in a determined world.


  (ii) Libertarians, I have thus argued, should not deny that many kinds of freedom worth wanting are compatible with determinism. What they should insist upon instead is that there is at least one kind of freedom worth wanting that is incompatible with determinism. This further freedom, I argue, is “free will,” which I define as “the power to be the ultimate creator and sustainer of one's own ends or purposes.” We “create purposes” by making choices or decisions, which are the formations of intentions (“purposes” being the contents of intentions). Hence the importance of freedom of choice or decision to accounts of free will. We “sustain purposes” by making efforts of will. Hence the importance of efforts, or what O'Shaughnessy calls “striving will,” to my account of free will.

  (iii) The third step in rethinking the Compatibility Question for which I have argued is even more important. Most recent and historical debate has focused on the question of whether determinism is compatible with “the condition of alternative possibilities” (which I call AP)—the requirement that the free agent “could have done otherwise.” Arguments for incompatibilism, such as the Consequence Argument, usually appeal to AP and revolve around questions of whether the power to do otherwise is compatible with determinism. As I view these contentious debates about alternative possibilities or AP, they inevitably stalemate over differing interpretations of “can,” “power,” “ability,” and “could have done otherwise.” And I think there are good reasons for these stalemates having to do with the different meanings of “freedom” just mentioned. I have thus argued that the Compatibility Question cannot be resolved by focusing on alternative possibilities or the power to do otherwise alone.

  (iv) Fortunately, there is another place to look and it leads to a fourth step in rethinking the Compatibility Question. In the long history of free-will debate one can find another criterion fueling incompatibilist intuitions that I have argued is even more important than AP. I call it the condition of “ultimate responsibility” or UR. The basic idea is this: To be ultimately responsible for an action, an agent must be responsible for anything that is a sufficient reason (condition, cause, or motive) for the action's occurring. If, for example, a choice issues from, and can be sufficiently explained by, an agent's character and motives (together with background conditions), then to be ultimately responsible for the choice, the agent must be at least in part responsible by virtue of choices or actions voluntarily performed in the past for having the character and motives he or she now has. Compare Aristotle's claim that if a man is responsible for wicked acts that flow from his character, he must at some time in the past have been responsible for forming the wicked character from which these acts flow.


  This UR condition accounts for the “ultimate” in the original definition of free will: “the power of agents to be the ultimate creators and sustainers of their own ends or purposes.” (v) Now this important condition UR does not require that we could have done otherwise (AP) for every act done of our own free wills —thus vindicating philosophers who insist that we can be held morally responsible for many acts even when we could not have done otherwise. (Thus I agree with Frankfurt that his PAP is false.) But the vindication is only partial. For UR does require that we could have done otherwise with respect to some acts in our past life histories by which we formed our present characters. I call these “self-forming actions” (SFAs), and they represent a fifth step in rethinking the Compatibility Question.


  Often we act from a will already formed, but it is “our own free will” by virtue of the fact that we formed it by other choices or actions in the past (SFAs) for which we could have done otherwise. If this were not so, there is nothing we could have ever done differently in our entire lifetimes to make ourselves different than we are—a consequence, I believe, that is incompatible with our being (at least to some degree) ultimately responsible for what we are. (vi) Focusing on UR tells us something else of importance about the traditional problem of free will. It tells us why that problem is about the freedom of the will and not just about the freedom of action. There has been a tendency in the modern era, beginning with Hobbes and Locke in the seventeenth century, and coming to fruition in the twentieth, to reduce the problem of free will to a problem of free action. I have argued for some time that such a reduction oversimplifies the problem. Free will is not just about free action. It is about self-formation, about the formation of our “wills” or how we got to be the kinds of persons we are, with the characters, motives and purposes we now have. Were we ultimately responsible to some degree for having the wills we do have, or can the sources of our wills be completely traced backwards to something over which we had no control, such as Fate or the decrees of God, heredity or environment, social conditioning or hidden controllers, and so on? Therein, I believe, lies the core of the traditional problem of “free will.”

  (vii) If the case for incompatibility cannot be made on AP alone, it can be made if UR is added; and thus, I have argued that the too-often neglected UR should be moved to center stage in freewill debates. If agents must be responsible to some degree for anything that is a sufficient cause or motive for their actions, an impossible infinite regress of past actions would be required unless some actions in the agent's life history (SFAs) did not have either sufficient causes or motives (and hence were undetermined).3 (viii) But if one can arrive at the incompatibility of free will and determinism from UR alone, is AP needed at all for free will? Some recent incompatibilists, impressed by arguments of the above kind, have suggested that AP is not needed. These “narrow” or “uncompromising” source incompatibilists, as they are often called, insist that free will is incompatible with determinism (by virtue of a source or ultimacy condition, such as UR), whereas alternative possibilities or AP are not needed at all for free will or moral responsibility.4

  I have argued that this is a mistake. Although I am usually regarded as one of the first “source incompatibilists” in modern discussions of free will because of my emphasis on UR, I have never been a “narrow” or “uncompromising” source incompatibilist of this kind. Both conditions, I believe—UR and AP—are needed for free will, which makes my view an instance of what Kevin Timpe (2008) has called “wide”—as opposed to “narrow”—source incompatibilism.5 But the reasons why both conditions, UR and AP, are needed are more subtle than is generally realized and understanding them requires several further steps in rethinking the Compatibility Question.

  (ix) The first of these further steps concerns what I have called “plurality conditions” for free will. When we wonder about whether the wills of agents are free, it is not merely whether they could have done otherwise that concerns us, even if the doing otherwise is undetermined. What interests us is whether they could have done otherwise voluntarily (or willingly), intentionally, and rationally. Or to put it more generally, we are interested in whether agents could have acted voluntarily, intentionally, and rationally in more than one way, rather than in only one way, and in other ways merely by accident or mistake, unintentionally, inadvertently, or irrationally.6 I call such conditions—of more-than-one-way voluntariness, intentionality, and rationality—“plurality conditions” for free will (Kane 1996, 107–11). They seem to be deeply embedded in our intuitions about free choice and action. Most of us naturally assume that freedom and responsibility would be deficient if it were always the case that we could only do otherwise by accident or mistake, unintentionally, involuntarily, or irrationally.

  (x) There are many sound reasons why these plurality conditions are deeply embedded in our intuitions, which I have discussed at length in other writings and will not repeat here. But one such reason of special importance relates to a further notion that is also central to understanding free will, which I call “will-setting.” Imagine an assassin aiming to kill a prime minister with a highpowered rifle, who misses and kills the minister's aide instead. The assassin's will is already “set one way” (on killing the prime minister) before he acts, so that when he does otherwise (kills the aide instead), it is only unintentionally, by accident or mistake. Actions are “will-setting,” by contrast, when the wills of agents are not already set one way on doing something before they act (as the assassin's will is set on killing the minister), but rather the agents set their wills in one way or the other voluntarily and intentionally in the performance of the actions themselves. Choices or decisions, which are self-forming actions or SFAs in the sense defined earlier, are “will-setting” in this sense. The agents’ wills are not already set one way before they choose, but they set their wills, one way or the other, voluntarily and intentionally, in the act of choosing. (xi) From (ix) and (x), it can be argued that if we are to be ultimate determiners of our own wills, some actions in our lifetime (SFAs) must be will-setting in this sense and satisfy the plurality conditions (see Kane 1996, 1997). But these actions will then satisfy AP as well, because if one can do otherwise voluntarily and intentionally, if follows that one can do otherwise. AP would therefore be necessary for free will after all, at least sometimes in our lives. Yet we saw earlier that one could argue for incompatibilism from UR alone without appealing to AP. How are we to make sense of this?


  The answer, I argue, lies in UR. Both AP and indeterminism follow from UR but by different argumentative routes. I call this “the dual regress of free will” (Kane 2000c). Two separate regresses are associated with UR. The first begins with the requirement that agents be responsible by virtue of past voluntary actions for anything that is a sufficient ground or reason for their actions in the sense of a sufficient cause; and it leads to the conclusion that some actions in the life histories of agents must be undetermined (lack sufficient causes). The second regress begins with the requirement that agents be responsible for anything that is a sufficient ground or reason for their actions in the sense of a sufficient motive; and it leads (by way of willsetting and plurality) to the conclusion that some actions in the life histories of agents must be such that the agents could have done otherwise, that is, to AP.7


  The first of these regresses results from the requirement that we be ultimate sources of our actions, the second from the requirement that we be ultimate sources of our wills (to perform those actions). In this manner, the requirements of indeterminism and alternative possibilities have a common origin in the idea that we must be to some degree ultimate sources of our willed actions. It can further be shown that the two regresses converge (Kane 1997, 2000c): The undetermined actions needed to stop one regress are the same as the will-setting and plural actions needed to stop the other. The convergent actions that result are the “self-forming” actions, SFAs, needed to satisfy UR.


  The Intelligibility Question


  This different approach to the Compatibility Question through UR raises a host of further questions about free will, however, including how actions lacking both sufficient causes and motives could themselves be free and responsible actions, and how, if at all, such actions could exist in the natural order where we humans exercise our freedom. These are versions of the Intelligibility Question, which is connected to an ancient dilemma: If free will is not compatible with determinism, it does not seem to be compatible with indeterminism either. Indeterminism means: same past, different possible futures. But how is it possible, one might ask, that different actions could arise voluntarily and intentionally from the same past without occurring merely by luck or chance?


  This question has had a hypnotic effect on those who think about free will. One imagines that if free choices are undetermined, then which one occurs must be like spinning a wheel in one's mind or one must just pop out by chance. If a choice occurred as a result of a quantum jump or other undetermined event in one's brain, would that amount to a free and responsible choice? Arguments such as these and many others, have led to a variety of familiar charges that undetermined choices or actions would be “arbitrary,” “capricious,” “random,” “irrational,” “uncontrolled,” “inexplicable, or “mere matters of chance or luck,” and hence not free and responsible actions at all.


  It is little wonder that libertarians have often looked for some deus ex machina to solve these problems, while their opponents have cried magic or mystery. Indeterminism might provide causal gaps in nature, they argued, but that was only a negative condition for free will. Some additional form of agency or causation was needed that went beyond causation in the natural order to fill those causal gaps. And so we had numerous historical appeals to “extra factors,” such as noumenal selves, immaterial minds, transempirical power centers, and nonevent agent causes, to account for libertarian free will (Strawson's “panicky metaphysics”). I long ago became disenchanted with all such appeals.


  If one is to avoid such traditional libertarian strategies, I have argued, one must also take a whole new look at the Intelligibility Question from the ground up. The first step is to note that indeterminism need not be involved in all acts done “of our own free wills,” as noted earlier. Not all of them have to be undetermined, but only those choices or acts in our lifetimes by which we make ourselves into the kinds of persons we are, namely, the “willsetting” or “self-forming” actions (SFAs) of earlier sections.


  Now I believe such self-forming actions (SFAs) occur at those difficult times of life when we are torn between competing visions of what we should do or become; and they are more frequent in everyday life than one may think. 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. In all such cases, we are faced with competing motivations and have to make an effort to overcome temptation to do something else we also strongly want. At such times, there is tension and uncertainty in our minds about what to do, I suggest, that is reflected in appropriate regions of our brains by movement away from thermodynamic equilibrium—in short, a kind of stirring up of chaos in the brain that makes it sensitive to micro-indeterminacies at the neuronal level (Kane 1996, 130ff). The uncertainty and inner tension we feel at such soulsearching moments of self-formation would thereby be reflected in the indeterminacy of our neural processes themselves. What is experienced personally as uncertainty corresponds physically to the opening of a window of opportunity that temporarily screens off complete determination by influences of the past.8


  When we do decide under such conditions of uncertainty, the outcome is not determined because of the preceding indeterminacy—and yet it can be willed (and hence rational and voluntary) either way owing to the fact that, in such self-formation, the agents’ prior wills are divided by conflicting motives. Consider a businesswoman who faces a conflict of this kind. She is on the way to a meeting important to her career when she observes an assault taking place in an alley. An inner struggle ensues between her moral conscience, to stop and call for help, and her career ambitions which tell her she cannot miss this meeting. She has to make an effort of will to overcome the temptation to go on to her meeting. If she overcomes this temptation, it will be the result of her effort, but if she fails, it will be because she did not allow her effort to succeed. And this is due to the fact that, while she wanted to overcome temptation, she also wanted to fail, for quite different and competing reasons. When agents, like the woman, decide in such circumstances, and the indeterminate efforts they are making become determinate choices, they make one set of competing reasons or motives prevail over the others then and there by deciding (Kane 1996, 126ff). Their acts of deciding in other words are “will-setting.”

  Now add a further piece to the puzzle. Just as, in this manner, indeterminism need not undermine rationality and voluntariness, so indeterminism, in and of itself, need not undermine control and responsibility. Suppose you are trying to think through a difficult problem, say a mathematical problem, and there is some indeterminacy in your neural processes complicating the task —a kind of chaotic background. It would be like trying to concentrate and solve a problem with background noise or distraction. Whether you are going to succeed in solving the problem is uncertain and undetermined because of the distracting indeterministic noise. Yet, if you concentrate and solve the problem, we have reason to say you did it and are responsible for it even though it was undetermined whether you would succeed. The distracting neural noise would have been an obstacle that you overcame by your effort.


  There are numerous examples supporting this point (first suggested by J. L. Austin, Elizabeth Anscombe, and others) where indeterminism functions as an obstacle to success without precluding responsibility. The assassin example mentioned earlier is a case in point. The assassin might fail to kill the prime minister because of undetermined events in his nervous system that might lead to a wavering of his arm. But if he does succeed in hitting his target nonetheless, despite this indeterminism, can he be held responsible? The answer is obviously yes because he voluntarily and intentionally succeeded in doing what he was trying to do—kill the prime minister. Yet his action, killing the prime minister, was undetermined. One might even say “he got lucky” in killing the prime minister, since there was a chance he might have missed. Yet, for all that, he did kill the prime minister and was responsible for it.


  Here is another example I have used: A husband, while arguing with his wife, swings his arm down on her favorite glass-top table top, intending to break it. Again, we suppose that some indeterminism in the nerves of his arm makes the momentum of his swing indeterminate so that it is literally not determined whether the table will break, right up to the moment when it is struck. Whether the husband breaks the table or not is undetermined and yet he is clearly responsible if he does break it. (It would be a poor excuse for him to say to his wife “chance did it, not me.” Even though there was a chance he would not break it, chance did not do it, he did.)


  Such examples, to be sure, do not amount to genuine exercises of free will in SFAs, such as the businesswoman's, where the wills of the agents are divided between conflicting motives. The businesswoman wants to help the victim, but she also wants to go on to her meeting. By contrast, the will of the assassin is not equally divided. He wants to kill the prime minister, but does not also want to fail. (Thus, if he fails, it will be merely by chance.) Yet these examples, of the assassin, husband, and the like do provide some clues. To go further we have to add further thoughts.


  Parallel Processing


  Imagine in cases of conflict characteristic of SFAs, like the businesswoman's, that the indeterministic noise which is providing an obstacle to her overcoming temptation (and doing the moral thing) is not coming from an external source, but has its source in her own will, since she also deeply desires to do the opposite (go on to her meeting). To understand how this could be, imagine that two competing recurrent neural networks are involved, each influencing the other and representing her conflicting motivations. (These are complex networks of interconnected neurons in the brain circulating impulses in feedback loops that are generally involved in higher-level cognitive processing.9) The input of one of these networks consists in the woman's desires and motives for stopping to help the victim. If the network reaches a certain activation threshold (the simultaneous firing of a complex set of “output” neurons), that would represent her choice to help. For the competing network, the inputs are her ambitious motives for going on to her meeting; and its reaching an activation threshold represents the choice to go on.


  Now imagine further that the two networks are connected so that the indeterminism that is an obstacle to her making one of the choices is present because of her simultaneous conflicting desire to make the other choice —the indeterminism thus arising from a tension-creating conflict in the will, as noted. Under such circumstances, when either of the pathways reaches an activation threshold which amounts to choice, it would be like your solving the mathematical problem by overcoming the indeterministic background noise generated by the presence of the other pathway. And just as when you solved the mathematical problem despite the presence of this indeterminism, one could say you did it and are responsible for it, so one can say this as well, I would argue, in the present case, whichever one is chosen. The network through which she succeeds in reaching a choice threshold will have succeeded despite the indeterminism present because of the existence of the competing network.


  Note that, in these circumstances, the choices either way will not be “inadvertent,” “accidental,” “capricious,” or “merely random,” because they will be willed by the woman either way, when they are made, and done for reasons either way (moral convictions if she turns back, ambitious motives if she goes on) which she then and there endorses. And these are the conditions usually required to say something is done “on purpose,” rather than accidentally, capriciously, or merely by chance. Moreover, if we also assume (as we consistently can in the woman's case) that the agent is not being coerced (e.g., no one is holding a gun to her head), nor physically constrained or disabled, nor forced or controlled by others, then these conditions (that she wills it, does it for reasons, and could have done otherwise willingly and for reasons), rule out each of the normal reasons we have for saying that agents act, but do not have control over their actions (coercion, constraint, incapacity, inadvertence, involuntariness, mistake, or control by others) (Kane 1996, 137–50).


  To be sure, with “self-forming” choices of these kinds, agents cannot determine which choice outcome will occur before it occurs or the outcomes would be predetermined after all. But it does not follow that, because one does not determine which of a set of outcomes is going to occur before it occurs, one does not determine which of them occurs, when it occurs (Kane 1996, 134–36). When the above conditions for self-forming choices are satisfied, agents determine their future lives then and there by deciding. Indeed, they have what I have called plural voluntary control over their options in the following sense: They are able to bring about whichever of the options they will, when they will to do so, for the reasons they will to do so, on purpose rather than by mistake or accident, without being coerced or compelled in doing so, or otherwise controlled by other agents or mechanisms. Each of these conditions can be satisfied in cases like the businesswoman's, whichever choice she makes, despite the indeterminism involved, as I have shown elsewhere (Kane 1996, 133–48; 1999a). Satisfying them amounts in common parlance to the claim that the agents can choose either way “at will.”


  Note also that this account of self-forming choices amounts to a kind of “doubling” of the mathematical problem. It is as if an agent faced with such a choice is trying or endeavoring to solve two cognitive problems at once, or to complete two competing (deliberative) tasks at once—in our example, to make a moral choice and to make a conflicting self-interested choice (corresponding to the two competing neural networks involved). Each task is being thwarted by the indeterminism created by the presence of the other, so it might fail. But if it succeeds, then the agents can be held responsible because, as in the case of solving the mathematical problem, they will have succeeded in doing what they were trying or endeavoring to do. Recall the assassin and the husband once again. Owing to indeterminacies in their neural pathways, the assassin might miss his target or the husband fail to break the table. But if they succeed, despite the probability of failure, they are responsible, because they will have succeeded in doing what they were trying or endeavoring to do.


  And so it is, I suggest, with self forming choices, except in their case, whichever way the agents choose, they will have succeeded in doing what they were endeavoring to do because they were simultaneously endeavoring to make both choices, and one is going to succeed. Their failure to do one thing is not a mere failure, but a voluntary succeeding in doing the other. Does it make sense to talk about the agent's trying or endeavoring to do two competing things at once in this way, or to solve two cognitive problems at once? Well, we know that the brain is a parallel processor; it can simultaneously process different kinds of information relevant to tasks such as perception or recognition through different neural pathways. Such a capacity, I believe, is essential to the exercise of free will.


  In cases of self-formation (SFAs), agents are simultaneously trying to resolve plural and competing cognitive tasks. They are, as we say, of two minds. Yet they are not two separate persons. They are not dissociated from either task. The businesswoman who wants to go back to help the victim is the same ambitious woman who wants to go to her meeting and make a sale. She is a complex creature, torn inside by different visions of who she is and what she wants to be, as we all are from time to time. But this is the kind of complexity needed for genuine self-formation and free will. And when she succeeds in doing one of the things she is trying to do, she will endorse that as her resolution of the conflict in her will, voluntarily and intentionally, not by accident or mistake.


  Objections (I): Indeterminism, Chance, Efforts, and Introspection


  Now let us turn to questions and objections about this view. Many of these, I find, rest on intuitions people have that if the choices are undetermined, their outcomes must be merely “random,” “capricious,” matters of “luck,” or “chance,” and so on. Such intuitions are deeply rooted. But one thing we learn from debates about free will is that intuitions should not be taken at face value without being questioned.


  The first step is to question the intuitive connection in people's minds between “indeterminism's being involved in something” and “it's happening merely as a matter of chance or luck.” “Chance” and “luck” are terms of ordinary language that carry the connotation of “its being out of my control.” So, using them already begs certain questions, whereas “indeterminism” is a technical term that merely precludes deterministic causation, not causation altogether. Indeterminism is consistent with nondeterministic forms of causation, where outcomes are caused, but not inevitably. It is a mistake (one of the most common in free-will debates) to assume that undetermined must mean “uncaused.”


  Another source of misunderstanding is this: Since the outcome of the businesswoman's effort (the choice) is undetermined up to the last minute, one may have the image of her first making an effort to overcome temptation (to go on to her meeting) and then at the last instant “chance takes over” and decides the issue for her. But this image is misleading. One cannot separate the indeterminism and the effort of will, so that first the effort occurs followed by chance or luck (or vice versa). Rather, the effort is indeterminate and the indeterminism is a property of the effort, not something separate that occurs after or before the effort. The fact that the effort has this property of being indeterminate does not make it any less the woman's effort. The complex recurrent neural network that realizes the effort in the brain is circulating impulses in feedback loops and there is some indeterminacy in these circulating impulses. But the whole process is her effort of will and it persists right up to the moment when the choice is made. There is no point at which the effort stops and chance “takes over.” She chooses as a result of the effort, even though she might have failed. Likewise, the husband breaks the table as a result of his effort, even though he might have failed because of the indeterminacy. (That is why his excuse, “chance broke the table, not me,” is so lame.)


  A further frequently made objection is that we are not introspectively or consciously aware of making dual efforts and performing multiple cognitive tasks in self-forming choice situations. But I am not claiming that agents are introspectively aware of making dual efforts. What persons are introspectively aware of in SFA situations is that they are trying to decide about which of two options to choose and either choice is a difficult one because there are resistant motives pulling them in different directions that will have to be overcome, whichever choice is made. In such introspective conditions, I am theorizing that what is going on underneath is a kind of distributed processing in the brain that involves separate attempts or endeavorings to resolve competing cognitive tasks.


  There is a larger point here that I have often emphasized: Introspective evidence cannot give us the whole story about free will. Stay on the introspective surface and libertarian free will is likely to appear obscure or mysterious, as it so often has in history. What is needed is a theory about what might be going on behind the scenes when we exercise such a free will, not merely a description of what we immediately experience; and in this regard new scientific ideas can be a help rather than a hindrance to making sense of free will. It is now widely believed that parallel processing takes place in the brain in such cognitive phenomena as visual perception. The theory is that the brain separately processes different features of the visual scene, such as object and background, through distributed and parallel, though interacting, neural pathways or streams.10


  Suppose someone objected that we are not introspectively aware of such distributed processing in ordinary cases of perception. That would hardly be a decisive objection against this new theory of vision. For the claim is that this is what we are doing in visual perception, not necessarily that we are introspectively aware of doing it. And I am making a similar claim about free will. If parallel distributed processing takes place on the input side of the cognitive ledger (in perception), then why not consider that it also takes place on the output side (in practical reasoning, choice and action)? That is what I am suggesting we should suppose if we are to make sense of libertarian free will.


  Objections (II): Efforts, Will-Setting, and Rationality


  It has also been commonly objected that it is irrational to make efforts to do incompatible things. I concede that in most ordinary situations it is. But I contend that there are special circumstances in which it is not irrational to make competing efforts: These include circumstances in which (i) we are deliberating between competing options; (ii) we intend to choose one or the other, but cannot choose both; (iii) we have powerful motives for wanting to choose each of the options for different and competing reasons; (iv) there is a consequent resistance in our will to either choice; so that (v) if either choice is to have a chance of being made, effort will have to be made to overcome the temptation to make the other choice; and most importantly, (vi) we want to give each choice a fighting chance of being made because the motives for each choice are important to us. The motives for each choice define in part what sort of person we are; and we would taking them lightly if we did not make an effort in their behalf. But these are just the conditions of “will-setting” or “self-forming” actions (SFAs).


  It is critical here to recognize the uniqueness of such “will-setting” situations. For our normal intuitions about efforts are formed in everyday situations in which our will is already “set one way” on doing something, where obstacles and resistance have to be overcome if we are to succeed in doing it. We want to open a door, which is jammed, so we have to make an effort to open it. In such everyday situations, it would be irrational to make incompatible efforts because our wills are already set on doing what we are trying or endeavoring to do. There are, in other words, “rationality constraints” on making efforts in will-settled situations because it is irrational to attempt to do contrary things when one's will is already set on doing one of them (and even more irrational if one's will were set on doing both). But will-setting situations of the above kinds represent a third alternative in which one's will is not yet set on doing either of the things one is endeavoring to do, but where one has strong reasons for doing each (e.g., deciding to A and deciding to B), and neither set of reasons is as yet decisive. Because most efforts in everyday life are made in willsettled situations where our will is already set on doing what we are trying to do, we tend to assimilate all effort-making to such situations, thereby failing to consider the uniqueness of will-setting, which is of a piece, in my view, with the uniqueness of free will.


  But it is also important to note that “effort” is not the only term that can be used to describe these competing cognitive activities preceding selfforming choices. One could as well use other terms, such as “tryings” or “attempts” or Roderick Chisholm's (1971, 1976) term “endeavorings” (as I have done above).11 Or, more importantly, one could give these distributed cognitive activities a distinctive name and call them “volitional streams.” These volitional streams are goal-directed cognitive activities whose goals are deciding or “setting one's will” in a certain way (the goals represented by competing attractors in the brain). Unlike distributed perceptual pathways or streams in the theory of vision, distributed volitional streams in deliberation would be such that only one of them could attain its goal because the goals are competing, not complementary, as in perception. That is the distinctive nature of deliberation. What is important, however, is that the volitional streams be conceived as goal-directed or teleological activities of agents and not mere events that happen to agents, whether one calls the activities aimed at bringing about the goals “efforts,” “attempts,” “tryings,” “endeavorings,” or simply “volitional streams.”

  Objections (III): Luck and Chance Revisited


  With all this in mind, let us return to objections about luck and chance, which have taken many forms in contemporary debates about free will. Here is a particularly powerful form such objections have taken: If the occurrence of a choice depends on the occurrence of some undetermined or chance events (e.g., quantum events) in the brain over which the agent lacks control, then whether or not the choice occurs would appear to be a matter of luck or chance, rather than something the agent brought about and was responsible for. Such thoughts, as noted, send us scurrying around looking for extra factors, other than prior events or happenings, to “tip the balance” to one choice or the other, such as an immaterial agent or (nonevent) agentcause. But there is an alternative way to think about how indeterminism might be involved in free choice that first occurred to me thirty years ago, a way that avoids such familiar stratagems and requires a transformation of perspective.


  Think, instead, of the indeterminism involved in free choice as an ingredient in larger goal-directed or teleological processes or activities, in which the indeterminism functions as a hindrance or obstacle to the attainment of the goal. Such is the role of indeterminism in the “volitional streams” or “endeavorings” preceding undetermined SFAs. Each of these streams is a temporally extended goal-directed activity, whose goal is a particular choice and whose input consists in the reasons or motives for making that choice, in which indeterminism is a hindering or interfering element. The choices or SFAs that result from these temporally extended activities, thus do not pop up out of nowhere, even though undetermined. They are the achievements of goal-directed activities of the agent that might have failed due to the indeterminism, but did not.


  Note that if indeterminism or chance does play this kind of interfering role in larger goal-directed processes leading to choice, the indeterminism or chance need not be the cause of the choice that is actually made. This follows from a general point about probabilistic causation. A vaccination may hinder or lower the probability that I will get a certain disease, so it is causally relevant to the outcome. But if I get the disease despite it, the vaccination is a not the cause of my getting the disease, though it was causally relevant, because its role was to hinder that effect. The causes of my getting the disease, by contrast, are those causally relevant factors (e.g., the infecting virus) that significantly enhanced the probability of its occurrence.


  Likewise, in the businesswoman's case, the causes of the choice she does make (the moral choice or the ambitious choice) are those causally relevant factors that significantly raised the probability of making that choice from what it would have been if those factors had not been present, such as her reasons and motives for making that choice rather than the other, her conscious awareness of these reasons, and her deliberative efforts to overcome the temptations to make the contrary choice. The presence of indeterminism lowers the probability that the choice will result from these reasons, motives and efforts from what that probability would have been if there had been no competing motives or efforts and hence no interfering indeterminism. Moreover, since those causally relevant features of the agent, which can be counted among the causes of the woman's choice, are her reasons or motives, her conscious awareness, and her deliberative activity, we can also say that she is the cause of the choice. The indeterminism or chance (like the vaccination) was causally relevant to the outcome, but it was not the cause. This explains why the husband's excuse was so lame when he said “Chance broke the table, not me.” The chance was a hindering factor, not the cause.


  But is it not the case, one might ask, that whether agents succeed in choosing A rather than B (or vice versa) (i) depends on whether certain neurons involved in their cognitive processing fire or not (perhaps within a certain time frame); and is it not the case that (ii) whether or not these neurons fire is undetermined and hence a matter of chance; and hence that (iii) the agent does not have control over whether or not they fire? But if these claims are true, it seems to follow that the choice merely “happened” as a result of these chance firings and so (iv) the agent did not make the choice of A rather than B (or vice versa) and (v) hence was not responsible for making it. To many persons, this line of reasoning clinches the matter. It looks like the outcome must be merely a matter of chance or luck after all.


  But they reason too hastily. For the really astonishing thing is that, even if (i)–(iii) are true, (iv) and (v) do not follow when (a) the choosing of A rather than B (or B rather than A, whichever occurs) was something the agents were endeavoring or trying to bring about; (b) the indeterminism in the neuron firings was a hindrance or obstacle to the achievement of that goal; and (c) the agents nonetheless succeeded in achieving the goal despite the hindering effects of the indeterminism. For, consider the husband swinging his arm down on the table. It is also true in his case that (i) whether or not his endeavoring or trying to break the table succeeds “depends” on whether certain neurons in his arm fire or do not fire; and it is also true in his case that (ii) whether these neurons fire or not is undetermined and hence a matter of chance and is (iii) not under his control. Yet, even though we can say all this, it does not follow that (iv) the husband did not break the table, and that (v) he is not responsible for breaking the table, if his endeavoring or trying to do so succeeds. Astonishing indeed! But this is the kind of surprising result one gets when indeterminism or chance plays an interfering or hindering role in larger goal-directed activities of agents that may succeed or fail.12


  It is well to meditate on this: We tend to reason that if an action (whether an overt action of breaking a table or a mental action of making a choice) depends on whether certain neurons fire or not (in the arm or in the brain), then the agent must be able to make those neurons fire or not, if the agent is to be responsible for the action. In other words, we think we have to crawl down to the place where the indeterminism originates (in the individual neurons) and make them go one way or the other. We think we have to become originators at the micro-level and “tip the balance” that chance leaves untipped, if we (and not chance) are to be responsible for the outcome. And we realize, of course, that we cannot do that. But we do not have to. It is the wrong place to look. We do not have to micro-manage our individual neurons one by one to perform purposive actions and we do not have such micro-control over our neurons even when we perform ordinary actions such as swinging an arm down on a table.


  What we need when we perform purposive activities, mental or physical, is macro-control of processes involving many neurons—processes that may succeed in achieving their goals despite the interfering or hindering effects of some recalcitrant neurons. We do not micro-manage our actions by controlling each individual neuron or muscle that might be involved. But that does not prevent us from macro-managing our purposive activities (whether they be mental activities such as practical reasoning, or physical activities, such as arm-swingings) and being responsible when those purposive activities attain their goals.


  Objections (IV): Agency, Complexity, and Control


  But don't we have to postulate an additional kind of “agent-causation” over and above causation by events to fully capture libertarian free will? This is another one of those questions that has had a hypnotic effect on freewill debates, reflecting deeply rooted intuitions. There is a residual fear functioning here that the “agent” will somehow disappear from the scene if we describe its capacities and their exercise, including free will, in terms of states and events. But such a fear is misguided at best.


  A continuing substance (e.g., an agent) does not absent the ontological stage because we describe its continuing existence—its life, if it is a living thing —including its capacities and their exercise, in terms of states of affairs, events, and processes involving it. One needs more reason than this to think that there are no continuing substances, or no agents, but only events, or that agents do not cause things, only events cause things. For my part, I should confess that I am a substance ontologist and indeed something of an Aristotelian when it comes to thinking about the nature of living things and the relation of mind to body. Agents are continuing substances with both mental and physical properties. But there is nothing inconsistent in saying this and being a causal indeterminist about free will who thinks that the lives of agents, their capacities, and the exercise of those capacities, including free will, must be spelled out in terms of states, processes, and events involving them. In short, one does not have to choose between agent (or substance) causation and event causation. You can believe in both, as I do.


  Relevant here, as I have emphasized in other writings, is a peculiarly modern scientific way of understanding human agency and causation by agents that has roots in the ancient view of Aristotle just mentioned. Agents, according to this modern conception with ancient roots, are to be conceived as information-responsive complex dynamical systems. Complex dynamical systems are the subject of “dynamical systems theory” and also of what is sometimes popularly called “complexity theory.” They are systems (which are now known to be ubiquitous in nature) in which new emergent capacities arise as a result of greater complexity or as the result of movement away from thermodynamic equilibrium toward the edge of chaos. When these emergent capacities arise in complex dynamical systems, the systems as a whole impose novel constraints on the behavior of their parts that did not constrain the parts before the new complexity or disequilibrium was achieved. In such complex dynamical systems there is thus a reciprocal causal influence of wholes to parts and parts to wholes.13


  Thus in the account of free will I have proposed it is a conflict in the larger motivational system of the agent taken as a whole—the self-network, as I have elsewhere called it—that stirs up chaos and amplifies indeterminism at the neuronal and synaptic levels and the resulting amplified indeterminism in turn interferes with the goal-directed activities of the larger network. There is thus a mutual influence of wholes to parts and parts to wholes characteristic of complex dynamical systems. And “emergent” capacities are also involved. Only when creatures attain the kind of inner complexity capable of giving rise to conflicts in their wills, or motivational systems, does the capacity for selfformation characteristic of free will arise. So we are talking about a special kind of complex dynamical system that is information-responsive in highly complex ways, not seen in nonrational animals. The businesswoman, as I said, is torn inside by different visions of who she is and what she wants to be, as we all are from time to time; and this is the kind of complexity needed for the novel capacity of genuine self-formation or free will to “emerge.”


  Another common motivation for thinking some kind of additional nonevent agent-causation is required concerns agential control. Surely, the thought is, if the occurrence of one choice rather than the other depends on the firing or nonfiring of certain neurons over which the agent does not have control, then the agent cannot have control over whether one choice occurs rather than the other without postulating some additional nonevent agential power. But again, this is another result that may seem obvious, even undeniable, at first blush, yet turns out not to be so. For an agent to have control at a time t over the being or not being of some event or state is for the agent to have the ability or power at t to make that event or state be at t and the ability or power to make it not be at t. And in an SFA, one exercises just this kind of control over the choice one makes (e.g., the choice of A rather than B) at the time one makes it. For, one not only had the ability or power at that time to make that choice be, one also had the ability or power at that time to make it not be, by making the competing choice (of B rather than A) be. One had both these powers because either of the volitional streams in which one was engaged might have succeeded in attaining its goal (choosing A or choosing B) at that time, despite the probability or chance of failure because of the interfering effects of indeterminism; and if either volitional stream, which is a goal-directed activity of the agent, did succeed in attaining its goal, one could be said to have brought about the choice thereby made by endeavoring or attempting to bring it about.


  Not only did one have control over both choices in the sense that one had the power at a given time to make either be or not be, but the control one had was what was earlier called plural voluntary control. For one had the power to make either choice be or not be at the time, voluntarily, on purpose and for reasons, and not merely by accident, even though the occurrence of the choice that did occur depended on the firing or nonfiring of neurons over which one had no control. An astonishing outcome once again. But it is the result one gets by (1) giving indeterminism an interfering or hindering role in larger goal-directed activities and (2) allowing for multiple such activities or volitional streams in deliberation.14


  Here is one final objection involving agential power or control: It is also often said against causal indeterminist or event-causal views of libertarian freedom that they can give us no more power to determine what one does than compatibilists give us.15 Yet some further power to determine what one does than compatibilists give us, so the argument goes, is required for true libertarian freedom. I call this the no-more-power objection. It is, in my view, misguided for the following reason: If agents can exercise plural control (as described in the previous paragraph) over undetermined alternatives, as I have argued they can, then I submit that they do have more power than compatibilists can give us in a determined world. For the most compatibilists can say of agents in a determined world who act voluntarily, intentionally, and rationally is that they may have acted otherwise voluntarily, intentionally, and rationally, if the past and the laws of nature had been different in some way. Compatibilists cannot say that agents have the categorical power to have acted otherwise in these ways, given the actual laws of nature and the past as it actually was at the moment of action.


  Not only is such a categorical power more power than compatibilists can give us in a determined world, but it is just the kind of power that libertarians have always demanded for free will and moral responsibility—that is, a power to do otherwise that can be voluntarily (noncoecively), intentionally (purposefully), and rationally exercised here and now, in the actual world as it is, not merely in some hypothetical world that might have been, but never was.


  Objections (V): The First SFAs and Character Development


  I turn now to a different set of objections often made against my view and others requiring ultimate responsibility or UR. According to UR, if a choice issues from, and can be explained by, an agent's present will (character, motives, and purposes), then to be ultimately responsible for the choice, the agent must be at least in part responsible by virtue of choices or actions voluntarily performed in the past (i.e., SFAs) for having the will he or she now has. But this suggests a potentially vicious regress. For in order to be ultimately responsible for these earlier SFAs by which we formed our present wills, would we not have to be responsible in turn for the characters, motives, and purposes from which these earlier SFAs issued? And would this not require still earlier SFAs by which we formed these characters, motives, and purposes, and so on backwards to the earliest choices of childhood when wills from which we chose were not formed by us at all, but were entirely the product of influences outside ourselves, parents, social conditioning, heredity, genetic dispositions, and so on? It may thus appear that all responsibility for later choices in life would go back to the earliest choices of childhood when we seem to have far less freedom and responsibility than we have later in life, which is absurd.16


  The first response to make to this familiar worry about a regress of responsibility is to note that the ultimate responsibility for choices in later life need not have its source entirely in choices of childhood. This would be true only if we made no subsequent SFAs in later life, which is certainly not what is being assumed here. To the contrary, on the above account, we make SFAs throughout out lives and more so as we mature and life becomes more complex.17 And in doing so, we are constantly forming and reforming our existing characters, motives, and purposes as we go along in ways that, while influenced by our prior characters, motives, and purposes, are not determined by our prior characters and motives. Thus ultimate responsibility does not have to completely backtrack to earlier and still earlier SFAs. Rather we add to, reform and change our characters motives and purposes, as we go along with each SFA that we make.


  Thus, I believe, with Aristotle, that responsibility for our wills (characters, motives, and purposes) accumulates over time (see Kane 2008). It is by making many SFAs through a lifetime that we gradually form and reform our characters, motives, and purposes in ways not determined by our past. With regard to most of the SFAs we make, as a consequence, our responsibility has a two-fold source: First, in the choices we make now between our conflicting motives and purposes and, second, in the conflicting motives and purposes themselves for which the choices are made, many of which had their source in earlier self-forming choices of our own making by which we gradually formed our present wills over time.


  The only exceptions are the very earliest SFAs of childhood when it is normally true, if we go back far enough, that the motivations among which we choose all come from sources outside ourselves (e.g., parents, society, genetic inheritance, etc.). Now I have a view about these first SFAs of childhood (see Kane 2008, 2009). And it turns out that in them, our responsibility (so far from being the source of all later responsibility) is very limited, precisely because there is as yet no backlog of self-formed character. That is why we hold children less responsible the younger they are. In fact, I have argued that the earliest SFAs of childhood have a probative (or probing or learning) character to them (Kane 2007a, 2008).18 Young children are often testing what they can get away with (the limits) and what consequences their behavior will have on them and others. (That is one reason why child rearing is so exhausting.) Their character is thus slowly built up by how they respond to the responses to these earliest probes. Character and purposes to which they commit themselves accumulate and they become more responsible for subsequent acts that flow not just from present efforts but from past formed character and purposes as well.19


  If a three-year-old is told not to take more than his share of cookies, but tries to do so anyway the next time, then the child is responsible, but not as responsible as when he does it a second, third, or fourth time and it becomes a pattern of behavior. The wise parent will not punish him severely the first time, but may do so mildly, by withholding something he wants. But the wise parent will also know that it is a mistake never to hold the child responsible at all for these earliest probes; for it is only by being so held responsible in, however, limited ways in our earliest years that we gradually become selfforming beings with wills of our own making.


  Objections (VI): Luck, Arbitrariness, and Liberum Arbitrium


  I conclude with perhaps the most common variant of the luck objection against my view (and other libertarian theories) in the past decade. It has been stated in the following way by Al Mele (1998), one of its most astute and persistent defenders:


  If different free choices could emerge from the same past of an agent, there would seem to be no explanation for why one choice was made rather than another in terms of the total prior character, motives and purposes of the agent. The difference in choice, i.e., the agent's choosing one thing rather than another, would therefore be just a matter of luck.


  This objection in various formulations is now so widely cited and affirmed by critics of libertarian views of free will that it is often referred to as “the” luck objection in the literature. And many philosophers assume it is decisive.


  I think they are mistaken. But I also think the objection has the power it has because it teaches us something important about free will. The question to ask about it is this: What is supposed to follow from the premise of this luck objection? What is supposed to follow, that is, from the fact that (P) “if different free choices could emerge from the same past of an agent, there would seem to be no explanation for why one choice was made rather than another in terms of the total prior character, motives and purposes of the agent”?


  Is it suppose to follow from this premise, for example, that (1) the agent did not cause or bring about the choice that was actually made? This does not follow on the view I have presented here. On that view, the agent causes or brings about the choice that is made by engaging in a goal-directed process of trying or attempting to bring about that choice (for good reasons, though not conclusive or decisive reasons) and by succeeding in attaining that goal, whichever choice is made. Is it suppose to follow then from the premise P that (2) the agent did not have control over the occurrence or nonoccurrence of the choice that was made when it was made? But this also does not follow for reasons given several sections earlier: To have control at a time over the being and nonbeing of some event or state is to be able at the time to make that event or state be and to be able at the time to make it not be. And agents have control over SFA choices in just this sense, as explained earlier, whichever choice is made.


  Is it supposed to follow from P that (3) the choice was irrational in the sense that it was not made for reasons that the agent endorsed or that (4) the agent did not make the choice rather than some other voluntarily (without being coerced against her will) or that (5) the choice was made by mistake or accident rather than being made on purpose? But none of these things follows as well for SFA choices, for reasons given in earlier sections. Finally, is it suppose to follow that (6) the agent was not responsible for the choice that was made? This does not follow either, if all the above five conditions and other conditions of plural voluntary control are in place, as I have argued they can be in cases of SFAs, whichever way the agents choose.


  The problem then is that none of the conclusions (1)–(6) follows from the premise P of the luck objection on the view presented. So, if saying the agent's making one choice rather than the other “is just a matter of luck” is meant to imply any of these things, it is the wrong conclusion to draw from the argument. And of course, if one were to say that “just a matter of luck” is meant to be consistent with all of these things, the argument would lose all traction.


  Well, not quite all traction. And this is where things get interesting. With powerful arguments in philosophy, it is not enough to show their conclusions do not necessarily follow from their premises. One needs also to show why they seem to have such power and seem irrefutable. The luck objection in this popular form does not show that libertarian free choices must be “just a matter of luck,” if that means any of the claims (1)–(6) are true. But it does show that there is something to the oft-repeated charge that such choices must be arbitrary in a certain sense. A residual arbitrariness seems to remain in all self-forming choices because the agents cannot in principle have sufficient or overriding (“conclusive” or “decisive”) prior reasons for making one option and one set of reasons prevail over the other.


  Therein lies the truth in this luck objection—a free choice cannot be completely explained by the entire past, including past causes or reasons— and I think it is a truth that reveals something important about free will. I have argued elsewhere (Kane 1996, 145–46) that such arbitrariness relative to prior reasons tells us that every undetermined self-forming choice is the initiation of novel pathway into the future, whose justification lies in that future and is not fully explained by the past. In making such a choice we say, in effect, “I am opting for this pathway. It is not required by my past reasons, but is consistent with my past and is one branching pathway my life can now meaningfully take. Whether it is the right choice, only time will tell. Meanwhile, I am willing to take responsibility for it one way or the other.”


  Of special interest here, as I have often noted, is that the term “arbitrary” comes from the Latin arbitrium, which means “judgment”—as in liberum arbitrium voluntatis (“free judgment of the will”—the medieval designation for free will). Imagine a writer in the middle of a novel. The novel's heroine faces a crisis and the writer has not yet developed her character in sufficient detail to say exactly how she will act. The author makes a “judgment” about this that is not determined by the heroine's already formed past, which does not give unique direction. In this sense, the judgment (arbitrium) of how she will react is “arbitrary,” but not entirely so. It had input from the heroine's fictional past and in turn gave input to her projected future.


  In a similar way, agents who exercise free will are both author's of and characters in their own stories at once. By virtue of “self-forming” judgments of the will (arbitria voluntatis) (SFAs), they are “arbiters” of their own lives, “making themselves” out of past that, if they are truly free, does not limit their future pathways to one. If we should charge them with not having sufficient or conclusive prior reasons for choosing as they did, they might reply: “True enough. But I did have good reasons for choosing as I did, which I'm willing to endorse and take responsibility for. If they 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.”


  Notes:


  (1.) In, e.g., Kane ( 1985, 1986, 1988, 1989, 1994, 1996, 1997, 1999a, 1999b,

  2000a, 2000b, 2002a, 2002c, 2002d, 2003, 2004, 2005a, 2005b, 2006,

  2007a, 2007b, 2007c, 2007d, 2008, 2009, 2010).


  (2.) Others who have more recently defended centered EC views include Mark Balaguer (2004, 2010) and Storrs McCall (1999; McCall and Lowe 2005). Ekstrom's view (2000, 2003), though classified by Clarke (2003) as a deliberative EC view, also has some centered features, as does the view of Hodgson (1999, 2007a). (Also see their essays in this volume.) Katherin Rogers (2009, n.d.) argues that features of my centered EC view were foreshadowed by the medieval philosopher, Anselm, and she defends a modified version of his view. Carlos Patarroya (2009) argues that centered EC views can escape certain criticisms to which other kinds of libertarian theories fall prey. In several recent works, John Searle (2001, 2004), argues that an account of free will fitting both ordinary experiences of free rational choice and scientific (including neurobiological) requirements would have the features of a centered EC view (though he does not use this terminology to describe it). Searle does not develop such a view, however, and in fact raises questions about whether such a view can be coherently developed.


  (3.) Galen Strawson ( 1986, 2002) has made this case most forcefully with his “Basic Argument.” Strawson does not think UR can be satisfied and so is skeptical about libertarian free will, but he does argue, persuasively in my view that UR is necessary for a “true responsibility-grounding freedom.”


  (4.) Examples include Stump (1996, 2003), Pereboom (2001), Zagzebski (2000).


  (5.) Shabo (forthcoming) calls it “compromising” source incompatibilism. He argues for the superiority of an uncompromising source incompatibilism over a compromising one (as do those cited in the previous note), though in the end (unlike those others) Shabo rejects incompatibilism altogether. Timpe (2008), whose book is the most comprehensive study of source incompatibilism available, opts, like me, for a “wide” view.


  (6.) (“Voluntarily” and “willingly” here mean acting “in accordance with one's will [character plus motives]”; “intentionally” means “knowingly” [as opposed to “inadvertently”] and “on purpose” [as opposed to “accidentally”]; and “rationally,” means “having reasons for so acting and acting for those reasons.”)


  (7.) It is worth noting here that one might have a sufficient motive without a sufficient cause, and vice versa (see Kane 1996, 1997, 2000c).


  (8.) Whether the requisite indeterminacy is there in the brain is an empirical question of course. On this empirical question there is much recent discussion. See Balaguer (2010) for an insightful recent discussion.


  (9.) Accessible introductions to the role of neural networks in cognitive processing which bring out the relevant features of recurrent networks include P. M. Churchland (1996) and Manfred Spitzer (1999).


  (10.) For an overview of research supporting such views about parallel distributed processing in vision see Bechtel (2001).


  


  (11.) I do not use the term with exactly Chisholm's meaning, to be sure, but with my own.


  (12.) Some philosophers (e.g., Balaguer 2010; Ekstrom 2003), although agreeing with me about EC libertarianism, argue that my view has features, such as dual efforts, parallel processing, that are not necessary to defend EC libertarianism. I strongly disagree. Careful readers will note, for example, the importance of appeals to multiple volitional streams with competing goals or attractors to the arguments of this essay. Of relevance here is something I've often emphasized: While it is a mistake to overestimate the force of luck and chance objections to libertarian free will, it is equally a mistake to underestimate their force and to think objections from luck and chance are more easily answered, with fewer resources, than in fact they are.


  (13.) There are a number of important recent works explaining how such complex dynamical systems may be used to account for human agency and action, including among others, McKay (1991), Juarrero (1999), Usher (2006) and Murphy and Brown (2007). Juarrero emphasizes the Aristotelian roots of these modern theories. Usher, while defending a compatibilist view, nonetheless concedes that a dynamical systems approach to agency can accommodate indeterminism. He says “in agreement with Kane and Mark Balaguer…, I believe that indeterminism does not undermine the fact that, when an agent performs an action and that action is probabilistically caused by her intentional states…, the agent [can bear] responsibility for her action” (208). Murphy and Brown (though they do not endorse my approach to free will), note that it is congenial to complex dynamical systems approaches to human agency. Their book is an excellent overview of the resources and sources for dynamic systems approaches to agency and action generally.


  (14.) One might wonder about another potential regress here. If the plural efforts or volitional streams that might lead to one or another choice are themselves to be free and responsible actions of the agent, do we not need to postulate further SFAs to initiate each of these efforts or volitional streams, and so on backwards indefinitely? The answer is no. The plural efforts or volitional streams might be initiated by further SFAs in some cases, e.g. where we may be conflicted about whether even to begin to deliberate about a difficult choice that we have an aversion to thinking about. But this need not always be the case and will often not be the case. The plural volitional streams preceding self-forming choices will normally be causally initiated by the confluence of the agent's conflicted will plus the agent's recognition of the situation he or she is in. When the businesswoman sees the assault in the alley and sees that no one else is currently present to help, that information is filtered through the present state of her will, including her conflicting desires. Deliberation thereby commences, causally initiated by the recognition of her situation and the awareness of a conflict in her will; and the competing volitional streams commence as well, for they are parts of the larger deliberative process. The agent must of course have some kind of control over each of the volitional streams once initiated that might lead to an SFA. But the control the agent must have over each volitional stream is not plural voluntary control (as in the case for the SFAs themselves), which would lead to a regress. The control required over each stream is rather what Marius Usher (2006) has called “teleological guidance control.” Such control, Usher argues, is necessary for any voluntary activity and he interprets it in terms of dynamic systems theory (see the preceding note). The behavior of a complex dynamical system exhibits teleological guidance control when it tends through feedback loops and error correction mechanisms to converge on a goal (called an attractor) in the face of perturbations. Neuroscientists Miller and Cohen (2001) argue that such cognitive (guidance) control in human agents stems from the active maintenance of patterns of activity in the prefrontal cortex that represent goals and the means to achieve them. These patterns provide signals to other brain structures whose net effect is to guide the flow of activity along neural pathways that establish the proper mappings between inputs, internal states and outputs. In saying all this, however, it is important to point out, as Usher does, that teleological guidance control of such a kind (unlike plural voluntary control) is compatible with determinism. Thus, it is important to emphasize regarding my view that the control agents exercise over each of the endeavorings or volitional streams that may lead to SFAs (as opposed to the SFAs themselves) is only a compatibilist kind of control. It is akin to what Fischer and Ravizza also call “guidance control.” (Note, for example, that each effort or volitional stream is “reasons-responsive” in something like Fischer and Ravizza's sense to the specific reasons that motivate it, e.g., moral reasons for the effort to make the moral choice, and ambitious motives for the effort to make the ambitious choice.) But, equally importantly, as Usher also points out, while teleological guidance control is compatible with determinism, it is also compatible with indeterminism. A dynamical system can exhibit teleological guidance control, tending through feedback loops and error correction to converge on a goal, even when, due to presence of indeterminism, it is uncertain whether the goal will be attained. Indeed this is the condition of the assassin and husband. It is because they exercise such teleological guidance control over their efforts and succeed in attaining the goals they were voluntarily aiming at, despite the probability of failure, that they can be responsible when they succeed. And so it is with the businesswoman when she succeeds in her endeavor to make the moral choice or the ambitious choice, despite the possibility of failure. Note therefore where we thus arrive: Two parallel goaldirected cognitive processes (volitional streams) simultaneously exercised by an agent, over each of which the agent has only “one-way” or singular voluntary (teleological guidance) control, together make possible “morethan-one-way” or plural voluntary control, since the agent might succeed in attaining the goal of either of the processes at a given time voluntarily, on purpose and for reasons. Or, putting it in another way, two cognitive processes, over each of which the agent has what Fischer and Ravizza call (“one way”) guidance control, exercised simultaneously and in parallel, give rise to what Fischer and Ravizza call regulative control, the ability at a time to bring about a choice by attempting to bring it about, and the ability at that same time to bring about an alternative choice by attempting to do so. This is a further illustration of something for which I have often argued, namely, that incompatibilist freedom and control presuppose compatibilist freedom and control. We cannot get to incompatibilist freedom in one fell swoop in the real world. That is one leap too far. We must get there step-wise, by exercising compatibilist guidance control over cognitive processes aimed at making choices, and thence, through parallel processing, to incompatibilist regulative control over the choices (SFAs) that result from these cognitive processes.


  (15.) This objection is made by Clarke (2003) and Pereboom (2001), among others. I have responded to it in Kane (2006).


  (16.) The most well-known statement of this argument against my view and all libertarian views that emphasize UR is that of Galen Strawson (1986, 1994, the latter specifically directed against my view). Another persistent and insightful critic of libertarian accounts of moral responsibility is Carlos Moya (2006). Others who have made objections of similar kinds to my view include E. J. Coffman (2004), Robert Allen (1995, 2007), and John Lemos (2007).


  (17.) If this were not the case, or if, for example, mental capacities never developed beyond those of a child, as happens in some cases, then ultimate responsibility (and liability for punishment and blame) would be severely limited and minimal, as with young children of similar capacities.


  (18.) Kane (2007d) is a response to insightful critical papers by Robert Allen (2007) and Katherin Rogers (2007). See also Lemos (n.d.) on this topic.


  (19.) Neil Levy ( 2008b) and Manuel Vargas (2005c) have raised important objections to my view and others which require that responsibility for later actions be dependent in this way on earlier actions. I have attempted to respond to Levy and implicitly to Vargas in Kane (2008).
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article discusses and defends a hard incompatibilist position. It first explains why it rejects both compatibilism and libertarianism as adequate solutions to the free-will problem. This rejection of compatibilism is based upon the so-called “four-case manipulation argument.”. Regarding libertarianism, the article notes that the two most prominent theories, (centered) EC libertarianism and agent-causal (AC) libertarianism, fail for different reasons. The former falls prey to the “luck objection,” whereas the latter is not plausible, the article states, given the best scientific theories. The article argues in general that the consequences of hard incompatibilism would not be as destructive as many people believe and would be compensated by benefits in the form of more humane treatment of others.


  libertarianism, compatibilism, incompatibilist position, free will, luck objection


  Hard determinists maintain that due to general facts about the nature of the universe, we lack the sort of free will required for moral responsibility (e.g., Spinoza (1677/1985, 440–44, 483–84, 496–97). About this I think they are right. More specifically, they argue that it is because of the truth of causal determinism that we lack this sort of free will. By contrast, I am agnostic about causal determinism. I contend, like they do, that we would not be morally responsible if determinism were true, but also that we would lack moral responsibility if indeterminism were true and the causes of our actions were exclusively events. For such indeterministic causal histories of actions would be as threatening to this sort of free will as deterministic histories are. However, it might be that if we were undetermined agent-causes—if we as substances had the power to cause decisions without being causally determined to cause them—we would then have this type of free will. But although our being undetermined agent-causes has not been ruled out as a coherent possibility, it is not credible given our best physical theories. Thus, I do not claim that our having the sort of free will required for moral responsibility is impossible. Nevertheless, because the only account in which we are likely to have this kind of free will is not credible given our best physical theories, we must take seriously the prospect that we are, in fact, not free in the sense required for moral responsibility. I call the resulting skeptical view “hard incompatibilism.” At the same time, I contend that a conception of life without this type of free will would not be devastating to morality or to our sense of meaning in life, and in certain respects it may even be beneficial (for contrasting views, see Smilansky 2000; Russell 2000).


  In understanding this skeptical position, it is crucial to recognize that the term “moral responsibility” is used in a number of ways, and that the sort of free will or control required for moral responsibility in several of these senses is uncontroversially compatible with the causal determination of action by factors beyond our control. But there is one particular notion of moral responsibility, and a correlative type of free will, that have been at play in the historical debate, and they are not uncontroversially compatible with this sort of determinism. The notion at issue is this: For an agent to be morally responsible for an action is for it to belong to her in such a way that she would deserve blame if she understood that it was morally wrong, and she would deserve credit or perhaps praise if she understood that it was morally exemplary. The desert here is basic in the sense that the agent, to be morally responsible, would deserve the blame or credit just because she has performed the action, given sensitivity to its moral status, and not by virtue of consequentialist or contractualist considerations. This characterization leaves room for an agent's being morally responsible for an action even if she does not deserve blame, credit, or praise for it—if, for example, the action is morally indifferent. Moral responsibility in this sense is presupposed by our retributive reactive attitudes, such as indignation and moral resentment, and it is plausibly the variety of moral responsibility that Peter Strawson famously brings to the fore (P. F. Strawson 1962). The view I defend denies that we are morally responsible in just this specific sense.


  There are other notions of moral responsibility that have not been a focus of the free-will debate. For example, an agent could be considered morally responsible just in case it is legitimate to expect her to respond to such questions as: “Why did you decide to do that? Do you think it was the right thing to do?” and that she evaluate critically what her actions indicate about her moral character. Engaging in such interactions might well be reasonable in light of the way in which they contribute to our own and others’ moral improvement (Arthur Kuflik, in conversation; Scanlon 1998; Bok 1998). However, incompatibilists would not think that the control required for morally responsibility in such an “answerability” sense is even prima facie incompatible with determinism. The type of moral responsibility that incompatibilists do claim to generate an incompatibility with determinism is instead the kind characterized by basic desert and the reactive attitudes that presuppose it. From this point on, unless otherwise indicated, I will use the term “moral responsibility” to refer to this particular variety.


  Furthermore, I reject an incompatibilism for which the availability of alternative possibilities is crucial to explaining moral responsibility, and accept instead an incompatibilism that ascribes the more significant role to an action's causal history. I argue that an agent's moral responsibility for an action would not be explained primarily by the availability to her of alternative possibilities, but by the action's having a causal history in which she is the source of her action in a specific way. I thus opt for “source” as opposed to “leeway” incompatibilism. Agent-causal libertarianism is commonly conceived as an incompatibilist position in which an agent can be the source of her action in the way required for moral responsibility, and as a result proponents of this view are typically source incompatibilists. However, one might also be a source incompatibilist and seriously doubt that we have the sort of free will required for moral responsibility, and this is the position I advocate (Pereboom 2001).


  Against compatibilism


  Defending this skeptical view requires facing up to compatibilism. I believe that the strongest argument against the compatibilist begins with the intuition that if someone is causally determined to act by other agents, for example, by scientists who manipulate her brain, then she is not morally responsible for that action (Taylor 1974, cf. Ginet 1990). The argument continues by showing that there are no differences between cases like this and otherwise similar ordinary deterministic examples that can justify the claim that although an agent is not morally responsible when she is manipulated, she can nevertheless be responsible in the ordinary deterministic examples. The nonresponsibility intuition remains strong even if when manipulated the agent satisfies the conditions on moral responsibility advocated by the prominent compatibilist theories. My multiple-case manipulation argument, first of all develops examples of actions that involve such manipulation in which these compatibilist conditions on moral responsibility are satisfied (Pereboom 1995, 2001). These cases, taken separately, indicate that it is possible for an agent not to be morally responsible even if the compatibilist conditions are satisfied, and that as a result these conditions are inadequate. But the argument has more force by virtue of setting out three such cases, each progressively more like a fourth, which the compatibilist might envision to be realistic, in which the action is causally determined in a natural way. An additional challenge for the compatibilist is to point out a difference between this fourth scenario and one or more of the manipulation cases that would show why the agent might be morally responsible in the ordinary scenario but not in the manipulation examples. I contend that the agent's nonresponsibility generalizes from at least one of the manipulation examples to the ordinary case.


  In the set-up, in each of the four cases Professor Plum decides to kill Ms. White for the sake of some personal advantage, and succeeds in doing so. The cases are designed so that his act of murder conforms to the prominent compatibilist conditions. This action meets certain conditions advocated by David Hume: The action is not out of character, because for Plum it is generally true that selfish reasons weigh heavily—too heavily when considered from the moral point of view; while in addition the desire that motivates him to act is nevertheless not irresistible for him, and in this sense he is not constrained to act (Hume 1739/1978). It fits the condition proposed by Harry Frankfurt (1971): Plum's effective desire (i.e., his will) to murder White conforms appropriately to his second-order desires for which effective desires he will have. That is, he wills to murder her, and he wants to will to do so, and he wills this act of murder because he wants to will to do so. The action also satisfies the reasons-responsiveness condition advocated by John Fischer and Mark Ravizza (1998): Plum's desires can be modified by, and some of them arise from, his rational consideration of the reasons he has, and if he knew that the bad consequences for himself that would result from killing White would be much more severe than they are actually likely to be, he would have refrained from killing her for that reason. Also, this action meets the condition advanced by Jay Wallace (1994): Plum has the general ability to grasp, apply, and regulate his actions by moral reasons. For instance, when egoistic reasons that count against acting morally are weak, he will typically regulate his behavior by moral reasons instead. This ability also provides him with the capacity to revise and develop his moral character over time, a condition that Alfred Mele (1995) emphasizes. Now, supposing that causal determinism is true, is it plausible that Plum is morally responsible for his action?


  Each of the four cases I will now describe features different ways in which Plum's murder of White might be causally determined by factors beyond his control. In a first type of counterexample (Case 1) to these prominent compatibilist conditions, neuroscientists manipulate Plum in a way that directly affects him at the neural level, but so that his mental states and actions feature the psychological regularities and counterfactual dependencies that are compatible with ordinary agency (Pereboom 2001, 121; McKenna 2008a):


  Case 1: A team of neuroscientists is able to manipulate Professor Plum's mental state at any moment through the use of radio-like technology. In this case, they do so by pressing a button just before he begins to reason about his situation. This causes Plum's reasoning process to be egoistic, which the neuroscientists know will deterministically result in his decision to kill White. Plum does not think and act contrary to character because his reasoning processes are often rationally egoistic. His effective first-order desire to kill White conforms to his second-order desires. The process of deliberation from which his action results is reasons-responsive; in particular, this type of process would have resulted in his refraining from killing White in some situations in which the egoistic reasons were different. Still, he is not exclusively rationally egoistic, because he typically regulates his behavior by moral reasons when the egoistic reasons are relatively weak. He is also not constrained, in the sense that he does not act because of an irresistible desire—the neuroscientists do not induce a desire of this kind.


  In Case 1, Plum's action satisfies all the compatibilist conditions we just examined. But intuitively, he is not morally responsible for the murder, because his action is causally determined by what the neuroscientists do, which is beyond his control. Consequently, it would seem that these compatibilist conditions are not sufficient for moral responsibility—even if all taken together.


  This example might be filled out in response to those, such as Fischer, Mele, Lynne Baker, and Kristin Demetriou who have wondered whether Plum in Case 1 (or in a previous version of this example) meets certain minimal conditions of agency because he is too disconnected from reality, or that he himself lacks ordinary agential control (Fischer 2004, 156; Mele 2005, 78; Baker 2006, 320; Demetriou 2010). This concern highlights the fact that in this example two desiderata must be secured at the same time: The manipulation must preserve satisfaction of intuitive conditions on agency, and it must render it plausible that Plum is not morally responsible. It turns out that these two desiderata can be met simultaneously. Agency is regularly preserved in the face of certain involuntary momentary external influences. Finding out that the home team lost makes one irritable and more egoistic, and news of winning a prize more generous, but the conditions of agency remain intact. But it is intuitive that these influences do not typically undermine moral responsibility. However, similar influences, if more pronounced, intuitively would. Thus one might imagine an egoism-enhancing momentary influence that both preserves agency yet undermines moral responsibility. Suppose that by way of neural intervention the manipulators enhance Plum's disposition to reason self-interestedly at the requisite time, so that they know that it is ensured, causally, that he will decide to kill Ms. White (cf. Shabo 2010). Like finding out that the home team has lost, this intervention would not undermine Plum's agency, but it does render him nonresponsible for his action.


  Next consider a scenario more like the ordinary situation than Case 1: Case 2: Plum is like an ordinary human being, except that neuroscientists have programmed him at the beginning of his life to weigh reasons for action so that he is often but not exclusively rationally egoistic, with the consequence that in the circumstances in which he now finds himself, he is causally determined to engage in the reasons-responsive process of deliberation and to have the set of first and second-order desires that result in his killing White. Plum has the general ability to regulate his behavior by moral reasons, but in his circumstances the egoistic reasons weigh very heavily for him, and he is thereby causally determined to murder White. But at the same time he does not act because of an irresistible desire.


  Again, although Plum satisfies each of the compatibilist conditions, intuitively he is not morally responsible. So Case 2 also shows that the prominent compatibilist conditions, either individually or in conjunction, are not sufficient for moral responsibility. Moreover, it would seem unprincipled to claim that here, by contrast with Case 1, Plum is morally responsible because the length of time between the programming and the action is now great enough. Whether the programming occurs a few seconds or forty years before the action seems irrelevant to the question of his moral responsibility. Causal determination by factors beyond his control plausibly explains Plum's not being morally responsible in the first case, and I think we are forced to say that he is not morally responsible in the second case for the same reason.


  Imagine next a scenario more similar yet to an ordinary situation: Case 3: Plum is an ordinary human being, except that he was causally determined by the rigorous training practices of his household and community so that he is often but not exclusively rationally egoistic (exactly as egoistic as in Cases 1 and 2). This training took place when he was too young to have the ability to prevent or alter the practices that determined his character. Consequently, Plum is causally determined to engage in the reasons-responsive process of deliberation and to have the first and second-order desires that result in his killing White. Here again he has the general ability to grasp, apply, and regulate his behavior by moral reasons, but in these circumstances the egoistic reasons are very powerful, and so the training practices of his upbringing, in conjunction with background circumstances, deterministically result in his act of murder. Nonetheless, he does not act on an irresistible desire.


  If a compatibilist wants to argue that Plum is morally responsible in Case 3, he needs to come up with a feature of these circumstances that would explain why he is morally responsible here but not in Case 2. It seems there is no such feature. In all of these examples, Plum meets the prominent compatibilist conditions for morally responsible action, so a divergence in judgment about moral responsibility between these examples will not be supported by a difference in whether these conditions are satisfied. Causal determination by factors beyond Plum's control most plausibly explains the absence of moral responsibility in Case 2, and we should conclude that he is not morally responsible in Case 3 for the same reason.


  Therefore it appears that Plum's exemption from responsibility in Cases 1 and 2 generalizes to the nearer-to-normal Case 3. Does it generalize to the ordinary deterministic case?


  Case 4: Physicalist determinism is true—everything in the universe is in some sense physical, and every event is rendered inevitable by virtue of the past states of this physical universe in conjunction with causal processes governed by laws of nature. Plum is an ordinary human being, raised in normal circumstances, and he is typically but not exclusively rationally egoistic (just as egoistic as in Cases 1–3). His act of murdering White results from his engaging in the reasonsresponsive process of deliberation, and he has the specified first and second-order desires. Although he possesses the general ability to grasp, apply, and regulate his behavior by moral reasons, in these circumstances the egoistic reasons weigh very heavily for him, and he is thus causally determined to kill White. However, it is not due to an irresistible desire that commits this act of murder.


  Given that we are constrained to deny moral responsibility in Case 3, could Plum be responsible in this ordinary deterministic situation? It appears that there are no differences between Case 3 and Case 4 that might justify the claim that Plum is not responsible in Case 3 but is in Case 4. One distinguishing feature of Case 4 is that the causal determination of Plum's crime is not brought about by other agents (Lycan 1997). But the claim that this is a relevant difference is implausible. Imagine a further case that is exactly the same as Case 1 or Case 2, except that the Plum's states are induced by a spontaneously generated machine—a machine with no intelligent designer. Here also Plum would lack morally responsibility.


  The best explanation for the intuition that Plum is not morally responsible in the first three cases is that his action is produced by a deterministic causal process that traces back to factors beyond his control. Because Plum's action is also causally determined in this way in Case 4, we should conclude that there he is also not morally responsible. So by this argument, Plum's nonresponsibility in Case 1 generalizes to his nonresponsibility in Case 4. The lesson is that if an action results from a deterministic causal process that traces back to factors beyond the agent's control, she will lack the control required to be morally responsible for it (see Pereboom 2005, 2008a, 2008b for objections and replies).


  Source incompatibilism


  Why opt for a source as opposed to a leeway position, according to which the availability of alternative possibilities grounds moral responsibility, and is thus relevant per se to explaining it? I argue that examples of the kind devised by Frankfurt supply an effective challenge to the leeway position (Frankfurt 1969). (For further discussion of these examples see the essays in this volume by Fischer [chapter 12], Widerker [chapter 13], and Haji [chapter 14]). I have proposed a Frankfurt-style example designed to avoid the most significant objections raised against such scenarios (Pereboom 2000, 2001, 2003, 2009b), most prominently the flicker-defense (Wyma 1997; Otsuka 1998), and the dilemma defense (Kane 1985, 51; 1996, 142–44, 191–92; Widerker 1995a; Ginet 1996).


  The core intuition that underlies the leeway theorist's proposal to ground moral responsibility in the accessibility of alternative possibilities is of the following sort: To be blameworthy for an action, the agent must have been able to do something that would have precluded her from being blameworthy for what she does—she must have been able to do something that would have resulted in her being “off the hook.” So, for an alternative possibility to be of the robust sort that can ground moral responsibility, it must first of all satisfy this condition: The agent could have willed something other than what she actually willed such that by willing it she would thereby have been precluded from the moral responsibility she actually has for the action (cf. Otsuka 1998). Second, an epistemic element of robustness is motivated by the following sort of consideration. Suppose that that the only way Joe could have avoided deciding to take an illegal deduction on his tax form—a choice he does, in fact, make—is by voluntarily taken a sip from his coffee cup, for unbeknownst to him, the coffee was laced with the drug that induces compliance with the tax code. In this situation, he could have behaved voluntarily in such a manner that would have precluded the choice for which he was in fact blameworthy, as a result of which he would have been morally nonresponsible for it. But whether he could have voluntarily taken the sip from the coffee cup, not being cognitively sensitive to the fact that as a result of doing so he would have been blameless, is intuitively irrelevant to explaining whether he is morally responsible for his choice. Hence:


  Robustness . For an alternative possibility to be relevant per se to explaining why an agent is morally responsible for an action she must understand that she could have willed this alternative possibility, and she must have some degree of cognitive sensitivity to the fact that by willing it she thereby would be, or at least would likely to be, precluded from the responsibility she actually has (Pereboom 2009a; see also Nelkin 2011).


  Now here is a version of my example: Tax Evasion. Joe is considering claiming a tax deduction for the registration fee that he paid when he bought a house. He understands that claiming this deduction is illegal, but he believes that he probably will not be caught, and that if he were, he would plead ignorance and likely to do so successfully. It is just a few minutes before midnight on the day tax forms are due, and because Joe is committed to avoiding the fines and increased scrutiny that result from filing his form late, his deadline for making a decision about whether to claim the illegal deduction is approaching. Suppose he has a strong but not always overriding desire to advance his selfinterest regardless of its cost to others and even if it involves illegal activity. He is aware and sensitive to the moral reasons not to evade taxes in the way he is contemplating, but in this case these reasons are overridden by self-interest. If he were to refrain from deciding to evade taxes, it would be for self-interested reasons. In fact, it is causally necessary for his failing to decide to evade taxes by the deadline that he imagine, with a certain degree of vividness, being at least fairly severely punished for doing so, a mental state he can produce voluntarily. However, Joe's imagining in this way being punished is not causally sufficient for his failing to choose to evade taxes. If he were to do so, he could, exercising his libertarian free will, either decide to evade taxes or refrain from so deciding (without the intervener's device in place). However, to ensure that he will decide to evade taxes, a neuroscientist has, unbeknownst to him, implanted a device in his brain, which, were it to sense his imagining with a certain degree of vividness being at least fairly severely punished for evading taxes, would electronically stimulate the right neural centers so as to inevitably result in his making this choice. As it happens, Joe does not imagine in this way being punished, and he decides to take the illegal deduction while the device remains idle (Pereboom 2009a; see Pereboom 2002, 2011 for discussion of the timing issues that such examples raise).


  In this situation, Joe is intuitively morally responsible for choosing to evade taxes by the deadline despite the fact that for this he has no robust alternative possibility available to him. One might object that by voluntarily imagining being punished Joe would have voluntarily done something whereby he would have avoided the blameworthiness he actually incurs.


  Had he voluntarily imagined being punished, the device would have been activated, and he would not then have been blameworthy for deciding to evade taxes by the deadline. However, Joe has no sense, and no reason to believe, that the intervention would then take place, and that as a result he would be precluded from responsibility for this decision. Thus this alternative possibility is not robust.


  The Tax Evasion example provides reason to reject the leeway view, and to affirm instead that moral responsibility would be explained primarily by the agent's being the action's source in the appropriate way. According to source incompatibilism, which I endorse, moral responsibility requires that the agent be the source of her action in a way incompatible with her being causally determined to act by factors beyond her control. It might well be that alternative possibilities—not necessarily of the robust sort—are entailed by her being the source of her action in this way (Pereboom 2001, 37; 2003, 197). But these alternative possibilities would not have the primary role in explaining an agent's moral responsibility; rather, they would be a consequence of the factor that did: the agent's being the source of her action in the right way.


  Against libertarianism


  Defending hard incompatibilism also requires confronting libertarianism. There are two prominent versions of libertarianism, the event-causal and the agent-causal types. In event-causal libertarianism, actions are caused solely by events (Kane 1996; Ekstrom 2000; and see their essays in this volume [chapters 1 and 18, respectively]). I argue that event-causal libertarianism is undermined by a version of the luck objection, but that agent-causal libertarianism might well evade it (Pereboom 2001, 56–85; cf. O'Connor 2000; Clarke 2003 and their essays in this volume [chapters 15 and 16, respectively]). For an agent to be morally responsible for a decision, she must exercise a certain type and degree of control in making that decision. This objection claims that on an event-causal libertarian picture, the relevant causal conditions antecedent to a decision—agent-involving events—would leave it open whether this decision will occur, and because the role of the agent in producing the decision is limited to her involvement in these events, the agent can play no further part in determining whether it occurs. With the causal role of these antecedent events already given, it remains open whether the decision occurs, and whether it does is not settled by anything about the agent. So, whether the decision occurs or not is in this sense a matter of luck, and, intuitively, the agent lacks the control required for being morally responsible for the decision.


  The agent-causal libertarian's solution is to specify a way in which the agent could have this enhanced control, which involves the power to settle which of the antecedently possible decisions actually occurs. The suggested remedy is to reintroduce the agent as a cause, this time not merely as involved in events, but rather fundamentally as a substance. The agentcausal libertarian claims that we possess a special causal power—a power for an agent, fundamentally as a substance, to cause a decision without being causally determined to do so (Chisholm 1966; O'Connor 2000; Clarke 2003; Griffith 2010). I argue that the agent-causal position has not been shown to be incoherent (Pereboom 2004). However, can agent-causal libertarianism be reconciled with what we would expect given our best physical theories? Consider, first, the supposition that the physical world is governed by deterministic laws. In this agent-causal picture, when an agent makes a free decision, she causes the decision without being causally determined to do so. On the path to action that results from this undetermined decision, changes in the physical world, for example in her brain or some other part of her body, are produced. However, it would seem that we would at this point encounter divergences from these laws. For the changes in the physical world that result from the undetermined decision would themselves not be causally determined, and they would thus not be governed by deterministic laws. One might object that it is possible that the physical changes that result from every free decision just happen to dovetail with what could in principle be predicted on the basis of the deterministic laws, so nothing actually occurs that diverges from these laws. But this proposal would seem to involve coincidences too wild to be credible. For this reason, agent-causal libertarianism is not plausibly reconcilable with the physical world's being governed by deterministic laws.


  On the standard interpretation of quantum mechanics, however, the physical world is not, in fact, deterministic, but is rather governed by probabilistic statistical laws. But wild coincidences would also arise on this suggestion. Consider the class of possible actions each of which has a physical component whose antecedent probability of occurring is approximately 0.32. It would not violate the statistical laws in the sense of being logically incompatible with them if, for a large number of instances, the physical components in this class were not actually realized close to 32 percent of the time. Rather, the force of the statistical law is that for a large number of instances it is correct to expect physical components in this class to be realized close to 32 percent of the time. Are free choices on the agent-causal libertarian model compatible with what the statistical law would have us to expect about them? If they were, then for a large enough number of instances the possible actions in our class would almost certainly be freely chosen near to 32 percent of the time. But if the occurrence of these physical components were settled by the choices of agent-causes, then their actually being chosen close to 32 percent of the time would amount to a wild coincidence. The proposal that agent-caused free choices do not diverge from what the statistical laws predict for the physical components of our actions would be so sharply opposed to what we would expect as to make it incredible.


  At this point, the libertarian agent-causalist might suggest that there are indeed divergences from the probabilities that we would expect absent agent-causes, and that these divergences are located at the interface between the agent-cause and that part of the physical world that it directly affects—an interface likely to be found in the brain (Chisholm 1966). The issue for this proposal, however, is that we have no evidence that such divergences occur. This difficulty yields a strong reason to reject this approach.


  Thus, it appears that all versions of libertarianism face significant problems. Because compatibilism is vulnerable to the argument from manipulation cases, the position that remains is hard incompatibilism, which denies that we have the sort of free will required for moral responsibility. The concern for this stance is not that there is considerable empirical evidence that it is false, or that there is a powerful argument that it is somehow incoherent, and false for that reason. Rather, the questions it faces are practical: What would life be like if we believed it was true? Is this a sort of life that we can cope with? In responding to these questions, I have been inspired by others who have done excellent work in answering them, including Spinoza (1985/1677), Galen Strawson (1986), Ted Honderich (1988), Bruce Waller (1990), and Saul Smilansky (1997).


  Hard incompatibilism and wrongdoing


  Accepting this skeptical position requires giving up our ordinary view of ourselves as blameworthy for immoral actions and praiseworthy for those that are morally exemplary. At this point, one might object that giving up our belief in moral responsibility would have harmful consequences, perhaps so harmful that thinking and acting as if hard incompatibilism is true is not a feasible option. So, even if the claim that we are morally responsible turns out to be false, there might yet be weighty practical reasons to believe that we are, or at least to treat people as if they were morally responsible.


  For instance, one might think that if we gave up the belief that people are blameworthy and praiseworthy in the basic-desert sense, we could no longer legitimately judge any actions as wrong or even bad, or as right or good. But this thought seems mistaken. Even if we came to believe that some perpetrator of genocide was not blameworthy in this sense due to a degenerative brain disease, we would still hold that his actions were morally wrong, and that it was very bad that he acted as he did. So, in general, denying blameworthiness of this type would not appear to threaten judgments of wrongness or badness, and, likewise, denying praiseworthiness would not seem to undercut assessments of rightness or goodness (for a contrary view, see Haji [1998, 2002b and his essay in this volume [chapter 14]).


  Still, perhaps treating wrongdoers as blameworthy in the sense at issue is often required for effective moral education and improvement. If we resolved never to treat people as blameworthy in this sense, we might be left with insufficient leverage to reform immoral behavior. But this proposal would have us treat people as blameworthy—by, for example, expressing anger toward them just because of what they have done—when they do not deserve it, which would seem morally wrong. If people are not morally responsible for immoral behavior, treating them as if they were seems unfair. However, it is possible to achieve moral reform by methods not threatened by this sort of unfairness, and in ordinary situations such practices could arguably be as successful as those that presuppose moral responsibility. Instead of treating people as if they deserved blame, the hard incompatibilist can turn to moral admonition and encouragement, which presuppose only that the offender has done wrong. These methods can effectively communicate a sense of right and wrong, and they might well issue in salutary reform.


  But does this skeptical view have resources adequate for contending with criminal behavior? Here it would appear to be at a disadvantage, and, if so, practical considerations might generate good reasons to treat criminals as if they were morally responsible. First, if it is true, a retributivist justification for criminal punishment unavailable, for it asserts that a criminal deserves pain or deprivation just for committing the crime, whereas hard incompatibilism rejects this claim. And retributivism is among the most naturally compelling ways to justify criminal punishment.


  By contrast, a theory that justifies criminal punishment on the ground that punishment educates criminals morally is not threatened by hard incompatibilism specifically. So, one might suggest that the hard incompatibilist endorse a view of this kind. However, we lack strong empirical evidence that punishing criminals results in moral education, and without such evidence, it would be wrong to punish them to achieve this aim. It is generally wrong to harm a person for the sake of realizing some good without strong evidence that the harm will produce the good. In addition, even if we had impressive evidence that punishment was effective in morally educating criminals, we should prefer nonpunitive ways of achieving this aim, whether or not criminals are morally responsible.


  According to deterrence theories, punishing criminals is justified for the reason that it deters future crime. The two most-discussed deterrence theories, the utilitarian view and the version that grounds the right to punish on the right to self-defense and defense of others, are not imperiled by hard incompatibilism per se. But they are questionable on other grounds. The utilitarian theory, which claims that punishment is justified because it maximizes utility (i.e., the quantity of happiness or pleasure minus the quantity of unhappiness or pain), faces well-known objections. It would require punishing the innocent when doing so would maximize utility; in certain situations it would prescribe punishment that is unduly severe; and it would authorize harming people merely as means to the safety of others. The kind of deterrence theory that grounds the right to punish in the right of individuals to defend themselves and others against immediate threats (Farrell 1985, 38–60) is also objectionable. For when a criminal is sentenced to punishment, he most often does not pose an immediate threat to anyone, because he is then in the custody of the law, and this fact about his circumstances distinguishes him from those who can legitimately be harmed on the basis the right of self-defense and defense of others.


  There is, however, an intuitively legitimate theory of crime prevention that is neither undercut by hard incompatibilism, nor threatened by other sorts of considerations. This theory draws an analogy between the treatment of criminals and the treatment of carriers of dangerous diseases. Ferdinand Schoeman (1979) argues that if we have the right to quarantine carriers of serious communicable diseases to protect people, then for the same reason we also have the right to isolate the criminally dangerous. Notice that quarantining a person can be justified when she is not morally responsible for being dangerous to others. If a child is infected with a deadly contagious virus that was transmitted to her before she was born, quarantine can still be legitimate. Now imagine that a serial killer poses a grave danger to a community. Even if he is not morally responsible for his crimes (for example, because no one is ever morally responsible), it would be as legitimate to isolate him as it is to quarantine a nonresponsible carrier of a serious communicable disease.


  It would be morally wrong to treat carriers of communicable diseases more severely than is required to protect people from the resulting threat. Likewise, it would be wrong to treat criminals more harshly than is required to protect society against the danger posed by them. Moreover, just as moderately dangerous diseases may allow for only measures less intrusive than quarantine, so moderately serious criminal tendencies might only justify responses less intrusive than detention. Furthermore, I suspect that a theory modeled on quarantine would not justify measures of the sort whose legitimacy is most in doubt, such as the death penalty or confinement in the worst prisons we have. It would also demand a degree of concern for the rehabilitation and well-being of the criminal that would alter much of current practice. Just as society must seek to cure the diseased it quarantines, so it would be required to try to rehabilitate the criminals it detains. In addition, if a criminal cannot be rehabilitated, and if protection of society demands his indefinite confinement, there would be no justification for making his life more miserable than needed to guard against the danger he poses.


  Achievement and worth


  If hard incompatibilism is true and we came to recognize this, could we legitimately retain a sense of achievement for successes that make our lives fulfilled, happy, or worthwhile? (Honderich 1988; and also see his essay in this volume [chapter 22]). It might be argued that supposing this skeptical position to be true, there could be no genuine achievements, for an agent cannot have an achievement for which she is not also praiseworthy. However, achievement, and our hope for achievement, is not as closely tied to praiseworthiness as this objection would have it. If an agent hopes to achieve success in a project she undertakes, and if she accomplishes what she hoped for, intuitively this outcome would be an achievement of hers even if she is not praiseworthy for it—although the sense in which it is her achievement might be diminished. For instance if teacher hopes that her efforts will result in well-educated children, and they do, there remains a clear sense in which she has achieved what she hoped for—even if it turns out she is not praiseworthy for what she has accomplished.


  One might be concerned that accepting the skeptical view would instill an attitude of resignation to whatever the future holds in store. But this is not clearly right. Even if what we understand about our behavioral dispositions and our environment provides evidence for our futures turning out in a particular way, it can often be reasonable to hope that they will turn out differently. For this to be so, it may sometimes be important for us to lack complete knowledge of our dispositions and environmental conditions. Suppose that someone reasonably believes that he has a disposition that would be an impediment to realizing something he hopes to achieve. But because he does not know whether this disposition will, in fact, have this effect, it remains open for him—that is, not ruled out by anything he knows or believes—that another disposition he has will allow him to transcend the impediment. For example, imagine that someone aspires to become a successful politician, but he is concerned that his fear of public speaking will keep it from happening. He does not know for sure whether this fear will, in fact, frustrate his ambition, because it is open for him that he will overcome this problem, perhaps due to a disposition for resolute selfdiscipline in transcending obstacles of this sort. Thus, he might reasonably hope that he will get over his fear and succeed in his ambition. Supposing hard incompatibilism, if he, in fact, does overcome his impediment and is successful in a political career, this will not be an achievement of his in as robust a way as we often naturally presume, but it will be an achievement of his in a substantial sense nonetheless.


  If hard incompatibilism is true and we came to recognize this, could we legitimately retain a sense of self-worth that would make our lives fulfilled, happy, or worthwhile? (Honderich 1988). One might concur with Saul Smilansky that although this skeptical view allows for a limited foundation of the sense of self-worth that derives from achievement and virtue, this perspective can nevertheless be “extremely damaging to our view of ourselves, to our sense of achievement, worth, and self-respect,” especially when it comes to achievement in the formation of one's own moral character. In response to this concern, Smilansky argues that it would be best for us to foster the illusion that we have free will (Smilansky 1997, 2000, and his essay in this volume [chapter 21]). I agree with Smilansky that there is a kind of self-respect that presupposes that we have the sort of free will required for moral responsibility, and that this self-respect would be undermined if hard incompatibilism were true. I question, however, whether Smilanksy is right about how damaging it would be for us to relinquish this sort of self-respect, and whether an appeal to illusion is required as a remedy.


  Note, first, that our sense of self-worth—our sense that we have value and that are lives are worth living—is to a nontrivial extent due to features we possess not produced by our will, let alone by free will. People place great value on natural beauty, native athletic ability, and intelligence, none of which result from our voluntary efforts. We also value efforts that are voluntary in the sense that they are willed by us—in productive work, altruistic behavior, and the formation of moral character. But how much does it matter to us that these voluntary efforts are also freely willed? Perhaps Smilansky overestimates how much we care.


  Consider how someone comes to have a good moral character. It is not implausible that it is formed to some significant degree by upbringing, and the belief that this is so is widespread. Parents typically regard themselves as having failed in raising their children if they turn out with immoral dispositions, and parents often take great care to bring their children up to prevent such a result. Accordingly, people often come to believe that they have the good moral character they do largely because they were raised with love and skill. But those who come to believe this about themselves seldom experience dismay because of it. People tend not to become dispirited upon coming to believe that their good moral character is not their own doing, and that they do not deserve significant praise or respect for it. By contrast, they often come to feel more fortunate and thankful. Suppose, however, that there are those who would be overcome with dismay. Would it be justified or even desirable for them to foster the illusion that they nonetheless deserve praise and respect for producing their moral character? I suspect that most people would eventually be able to accept the truth without incurring significant loss. All of this, I believe, would also hold for those who come to believe that they do not deserve praise and respect for producing their moral character because they are not, in general, morally responsible.


  Reactive attitudes and personal relationships


  P. F. Strawson ( 1962) contends that the justification for judgments of blameworthiness and praiseworthiness has its foundation in the reactive attitudes—emotional reactions to how people voluntarily behave—attitudes such as moral resentment, guilt, gratitude, and forgiveness. Because moral responsibility has this type of foundation, the truth or falsity of determinism is irrelevant to whether we are justified in regarding agents as morally responsible. This is because these reactive attitudes are required for the kinds of interpersonal relationships that make our lives meaningful, and so even if we were able to give up the reactive attitudes, we would never have sufficient practical reason to do so. Strawson believes that it is in fact psychologically impossible for us to relinquish our reactive attitudes altogether, but in a limited range of cases we can adopt what he calls the “objective attitude,” which he conceives as a cold and calculating stance towards others. He suggests that if determinism did threaten our reactive attitudes, and we were able to give them up, we would face the prospect of adopting this objective attitude toward everyone, and as a result our interpersonal relationships would be damaged. But because we have extremely good practical reasons for maintaining these relationships, we would never have sufficient practical reason to adopt the objective attitude in most cases. As a result we would not have sufficient reason to relinquish our reactive attitudes, and thus to stop regarding people as morally responsible. (For further discussion of Strawson's view, see the essay by Russell in this volume [chapter 10].)


  If we persistently maintained an objective attitude toward others, our interpersonal relationships would be seriously threatened. However, I deny that we would have good reason to adopt this stance if we came to accept hard incompatibilism. Some of the reactive attitudes would then in fact be challenged, because some of them, such as moral resentment and indignation, would have the false presupposition that the person who is the object of the attitude is morally responsible. But the reactive attitudes we would want to retain either are not threatened by hard incompatibilism in this way, or else have analogues or aspects that would not have false presuppositions. The attitudes that would survive do not amount to the objective attitude, and they would be sufficient to sustain good interpersonal relationships.


  It is plausible that to a certain degree moral resentment and indignation are beyond our power to affect. Even supposing that a hard incompatibilist is thoroughly committed to morality and rationality, and that she is admirably in control of her emotions, she might well be unable to eliminate these attitudes. As such free-will skeptics we might still expect people to be morally resentful in certain circumstances. At the same time, we have the ability to prevent, temper, and sometimes to dispel moral resentment, and given a hard incompatibilist conviction, we might do so for the sake of morality and rationality. Modifications of this sort might well be good for interpersonal relationships.


  One might reply that in relationships moral resentment and indignation are crucial to effective communication of wrongdoing, and if we dispelled or modified these attitudes, relationships would be damaged. But when someone is wronged in a relationship, she typically has further attitudes not threatened by the skeptical view whose expression can have the communicative role at issue. These attitudes include being alarmed or distressed about what another has done, and moral concern, sadness, or sorrow for him. Moral resentment is, therefore, not clearly required for effective communication in interpersonal relationships.


  On one conception of forgiveness, this attitude presuppose that the person being forgiven deserves blame in the basic-desert sense, and if this is correct, forgiveness would indeed be undercut by hard incompatibilism. Dana Nelkin (2008, 2011) argues that forgiveness often does not have this presumption, and I think she is right. Yet even when it does, there are features of forgiveness not jeopardized by the truth of hard incompatibilism that can adequately take the place this attitude usually has in relationships. Suppose a friend repeatedly mistreats you, and in consequence you decide to end your relationship with him. But he then apologizes to you, indicating his recognition that his actions were wrong, a wish that he had not mistreated you, and a commitment to refrain from the immoral behavior. Because of this you decide retain the friendship. In this case, the aspect of forgiveness that is consistent with hard incompatibilism is a willingness to cease to regard past immoral behavior as a reason to weaken or end a relationship. A feature often associated with forgiveness that is undermined by this skeptical position is the disposition to disregard the friend's blameworthiness. But because it denies blameworthiness generally, a willingness to disregard blameworthiness is no longer needed for good interpersonal relationships.


  One might object that accepting the skeptical view would jeopardize the selfdirected attitudes of guilt and repentance, and that this would be especially bad for relationships. Without guilt and repentance, we would not only be incapable of restoring relationships damaged due to wrongdoing, but, in addition, it would become more difficult to restore the moral integrity of those who have done wrong. For without the attitudes of guilt and repentance, we would lack the psychological mechanisms that can play these roles. Note first, however, that it would be because guilt essentially involved a belief that one is blameworthy that this attitude would be jeopardized. It is for this reason that repentance would also seem to be (indirectly) threatened, for a sense of guilt would seem required to motivate repentance. Imagine, however, that you have acted immorally, but because you are skeptical that we have the sort of free will at issue, you do not believe that you are blameworthy. Instead, you acknowledge that you were the agent of wrongdoing, you feel genuine sorrow for what you have done, and you deeply regret having acted as you did. Moreover, because you are committed to doing what is right and to your own moral improvement, you resolve not to act in this way in the future. None of these measures would be threatened.


  Gratitude would seem to presuppose that the agent to whom one is grateful is morally responsible for a beneficial act, whereupon hard incompatibilism would undermine gratitude. Still, as in the case of forgiveness certain core aspects of this attitude would remain unaffected, and these aspects can provide what is required for good interpersonal relationships. Gratitude involves, first of all, being thankful toward someone who has acted beneficially. True, being thankful toward someone usually involves the belief that she is praiseworthy for some action. Still, one can be thankful to a young child for some kindness without believing that she is morally responsible for it. This aspect of gratitude could be retained even without the presupposition of praiseworthiness. Usually gratitude also involves joy as a response what someone has done. But no feature of hard incompatibilism poses a threat to the legitimacy of being joyful and expressing joy when others are considerate or generous in one's behalf. Expressing joy can bring about the sense of harmony and goodwill often produced by a sense of gratitude unmodified by the skeptical view, and thus it is not at a disadvantage.


  Thus, the skeptical conviction does not pose a threat to good interpersonal relationships. It might well undermine certain attitudes that typically have a role in such relationships. Moral resentment, indignation, and guilt would likely be irrational for a hard incompatibilist, because these attitudes would have presuppositions she believes to be false. But these attitudes are either not required for good relationships, or they have analogues that could play their typical beneficial role. Gratitude is either not imperiled, or has an adequate analogue that is not undermined. Moreover, love—the attitude most essential to good interpersonal relationships—does not appear to be threatened at all. Love of another involves, fundamentally, wishing for the other's good, taking on her aims, and a desire to be together with her, and none of this is endangered by denying the sort of free will required for moral responsibility in the basic-desert sense (Pereboom 1995, 2001, 2009b).


  The good in hard incompatibilism


  Hard incompatibilism also holds out the prospect of substantial benefits for human life. Of all the attitudes associated with the belief that we are morally responsible, anger seems most closely connected with it. Discussions about moral responsibility typically focus not on how we regard morally exemplary agents, but rather on our attitudes toward wrongdoers. Examples designed to elicit a strong intuition that an agent is morally responsible usually feature action that is especially malevolent, and the intuition typically involves sympathetic anger. It might be, then, that our attachment to the belief that we are morally responsible derives to a significant degree from the role anger has in our emotional lives. Perhaps we sense that giving up the assumption of responsibility is threatening because the rationality of anger would be unjustified as a result.


  The type of anger at issue is the sort directed toward a person who is believed to have behaved immorally, and it comprises both moral resentment and indignation. Let us call this attitude “moral anger.” Not all anger is moral anger. One kind of nonmoral anger is directed toward someone because his abilities are lacking in some way or he has performed poorly in some situation. At times we are angry with machines for malfunctioning. Sometimes our anger has no object. But most human anger is moral anger.


  Such anger has a significant part in our moral psychology. It motivates us to resist abuse, discrimination, and oppression. But expression of moral anger often has harmful effects for those toward whom it is directed, and also for those expressing the anger. Frequently, its expression is intended to cause little else than emotional or physical pain. As a result, moral anger has a tendency to damage relationships, hinder the functioning of organizations, and unsettle societies. In extreme cases, it can motivate people to torture and kill.


  The realization that expression of moral anger can be damaging generates a strong requirement that it be morally justified when it occurs. The demand to morally justify behavior that is harmful is generally very strong, and expression of moral anger is often harmful. This demand is made more urgent by our degree of attachment to moral anger, which is fueled by the satisfaction we frequently have in expressing it. Often we justify expression of such anger by contending that wrongdoers deserve it, and that they deserve it because they are morally responsible for what they have done. If we became convinced that we do not have the sort of free will required for moral responsibility in the basic-desert sense, we would regard such justifications as illegitimate. About the claim that we lack this sort of free will Spinoza (1985/1677, 490) says: “this doctrine contributes to the social life insofar as it teaches us to hate no one, to disesteem no one, to mock no one, to be angry at no one…. ” In view of the concerns to which expression of moral anger gives rise, our coming to believe that we do not have free will of this kind may on balance be a good thing.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article's view is unusual among contemporary views of free will. It is defined by two radical theses. The first, Fundamental Dualism, says that we can and should be both incompatibilists and compatibilists about freedom and responsibility. There is no reason, the article argues, why it should not be the case that certain forms of moral responsibility, desert, and blame require libertarian free will, whereas other forms can be sustained without it. Thus, if libertarian free will is impossible, there is no reason why we have to choose between hard determinism or compatibilism. The second thesis, Illusionism, is even more radical. It notes that the consequences for humanity of widespread belief that we lack libertarian free will would be dire and destructive. Illusion about free will is therefore morally necessary.
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  This chapter presents, in outline, a novel position on the issue of free will and compares this position to other, more familiar ones. It consists of two radical proposals, summarizing the main claims that I make in Free Will and Illusion (Smilansky 2000). The complexity of both the free-will problem and my claims, and the fact that the latter appear at late stages of the complex train of arguments on the issue, mean that this brief essay is necessarily sketchy.


  The first part presents, in a way that should not be particularly controversial, the four questions composing the issue of free will. The second part sets out the first of the two radical proposals just mentioned, a “Fundamental Dualism” according to which we have to be both compatibilists and hard determinists. The third and final part presents the second proposal, “Illusionism,” which claims that illusion on free will is morally necessary.


  Preliminaries


  I believe that the best way to understand the problem of free will is as a conjunction of four questions; the first two are the more familiar ones, but as we shall see, the last two are also crucial:


  1. Is there libertarian free will? (Here would be included as subquestions the issue of determinism, the question whether libertarian free will is at all coherent, and so on.) Libertarians of course think that that there is libertarian free will, compatibilists (typically) and hard determinists disagree. This first question is metaphysical or ontological, or perhaps logical.

  2. If libertarian free will does not exist, do we still have moral responsibility and the related notions (e.g., desert)? This is, of course, the familiar compatibility question: Is moral responsibility compatible with determinism or, better, is it compatible with the absence of libertarian free will irrespective of determinism? Compatibilism and hard determinism are opponents on the compatibility question. This question, in my opinion, is mostly ethical. The first proposal that I offer, “Fundamental Dualism,” relates to this second question, that of compatibility. 3. If we do not have moral responsibility in light of the absence of libertarian free will, or if moral responsibility is at least seriously affected by the absence of libertarian free will, is this good or bad? 4. What can and should we do about the replies to questions 1– 3? (Here would be included as subquestions descriptive questions that concern the nature of folk belief and the possibility of radical change, and normative questions such as whether the continuation of widespread false belief can be tolerated.)


  I offer pessimistic answers to the first three questions. In response to question 1, I hold that there is no libertarian free will. In response to question 2, I show that compatibilism is insufficient. And in response to question 3, I illustrate why this insufficiency is very important, and indeed tragic. This pessimism has complex and radical implications for question 4. My second proposal, Illusionism on free will, relates to this fourth question.


  Why Not Libertarian Free Will?


  The most ambitious conception of free will, commonly called “libertarian free will,” is the natural place to start exploring the issue of free will. For if we have libertarian free will, then the free-will problem is in effect solved —the questions of compatibility, favorableness, and meta-implications (namely, questions 2–4) become unimportant. However, I believe that robust libertarian free will is impossible. The case against such libertarian free will has already been well stated, and I have nothing substantially original to say about it. One cannot transcend oneself in the robust, libertarian sense. Either we end up with compatibilist free will mixed with some arbitrary indeterminism, which does not give us much1; or if a robust libertarianism is attempted, then it must fail (for reasons explained in G. Strawson 1986, 1994, 2002; compare Smilansky 2000, ch. 4, where I offer a moralized version of Strawson's argument). The libertarian project was a worthwhile attempt: It was supposed to allow a deep moral connection between a given act and the person, yet not fall into being merely an unfolding of the arbitrarily given, whether determined or random. But it is not possible to find any way in which this can be done.


  Libertarians will not, of course, be satisfied with this cursory treatment. I am merely expressing here my conviction that these efforts to defend libertarianism cannot succeed and my reasons for this conviction. We shall proceed on the assumption that the conviction is correct from this point onward, and ask what the nonexistence of libertarian free will means.


  The First Proposal: The Fundamental Dualism


  The Assumption of Monism


  It seems to me that a harmful assumption of monism has seriously impaired the debate about free will, and the assumption helps explain why an explicit dualism such as I am presenting has not been previously developed. The assumption of monism is the assumption that, on the compatibility question (question 2 of the four I listed), one must affirm compatibilism or incompatibilism. In fact, there is no conceptual basis for thinking that the assumption of monism is necessary. Compatibilism and incompatibilism are indeed logically inconsistent, but it is possible to hold a mixed, intermediate position that is not fully consistent with either. The compatibility question might be answered in a yesand-no fashion, for there is no conceptual reason why it should not be the case that certain forms of moral responsibility require libertarian free will, whereas other forms could be sustained without it.


  There has been much sophisticated work on free will and moral responsibility in recent years, and there is a readiness to consider revisions to common beliefs (see, e.g., Vargas 2005a and Vargas's essay in this volume), but “choosing sides” on the compatibility question, rather than embracing both compatibilism and hard determinism, is still the rule in the debate.


  An Economy of Intuitions


  Recognizing and rejecting the assumption of monism allows us to stay close to the deepest intuitions on the free-will issue. The intuitive attraction of the assumption of monism is great, but once we cross this “intuitive Rubicon,” we see that its parsimony is nothing but false economy. A true “economy of intuitions” cannot afford to sacrifice the strength of either our compatibilist or incompatibilist instincts on the compatibility question. The initially counterintuitive step of rejecting the assumption of monism thus allows us to proceed along a new path that ultimately runs closer to the intuitive field than do either of the conventional monisms.


  Why Not Compatibilism?


  I will now say something about why I think that compatibilism, its partial validity notwithstanding, is grimly insufficient. First, compatibilism is a widely prevalent view, and hence it is necessary for me to show its inadequacy in order to defend my first proposal of Fundamental Dualism—the proposal that we should be, in a sense, both compatibilists and hard determinists. Second, I need to combat the complacency that compatibilism encourages if my second proposal of Illusionism is to be motivated.


  We can make sense of the notion of autonomy or self-determination on the compatibilist level but, if there is no libertarian free will, no one can be ultimately in control, ultimately responsible, for this self and its determinations. Everything that takes place on the compatibilist level becomes on the ultimate hard determinist level “what was merely there,” ultimately deriving from causes beyond the control of the participants. If people lack libertarian free will, their identity, character, motivation, and actions flow from circumstances beyond their control. Being the sort of person one is and having the desires and beliefs one has (including any desire to change oneself), are ultimately something that one cannot control, which cannot be one's fault; it is one's luck. And one's life, and everything one does, is an unfolding of this. Let us call this the “ultimate perspective,” which connects to hard determinism, and contrast it with the “compatibilist perspective,” which takes the person as a “given” and enquires about her various desires, choices, and actions.


  Consider the following quotation from a compatibilist:

  The incoherence of the libertarian conception of moral responsibility arises from the fact that it requires not only authorship of the action, but also, in a sense, authorship of one's self, or of one's character. As was shown, this requirement is unintelligible because it leads to an infinite regress. The way out of this regress is simply to drop the second-order authorship requirement, which is what has been done here (Vuoso 1987, 1681; emphasis added).


  The difficulty is that there is an ethical basis for the incompatibilist (“secondorder authorship”) requirement, and, even if it cannot be fulfilled, the idea of “simply dropping it” masks how problematic the result may be in terms of fairness and justice. The fact remains that if there is no libertarian free will, a person being punished for her determined but compatibilist-free actions may suffer justly in compatibilist terms for what is ultimately merely her luck. She may spend twenty years in prison as punishment for her compatibilistically free actions, but in the end those actions just follow from being what she is, with her character and motivation set, which were ultimately beyond her control—a state that she had no real opportunity to alter, hence neither her responsibility nor her fault.2


  A similar criticism applies to other moral and nonmoral ways of perceiving and treating people. The compatibilist cannot maintain the libertarian-based view of moral worth or of the grounds for respect; what she has to offer is a shallower sort of meaning and justification for such notions. These two charges—of shallowness, and of a complacent compliance with the injustice of not acknowledging lack of fairness and desert—form the backbone of my case against compatibilism.3


  Why Not Hard Determinism?


  If there is no libertarian free will and compatibilism is insufficient, should we not then opt for hard determinism, which denies the reality of free will and moral responsibility in any sense? As I explained in the preceding section and in previous writing (e.g., Smilansky 2000, ch. 3), I favor certain hard determinist intuitions, but I do not think we can go all the way with hard determinism either. Important distinctions made in terms of compatibilist free will need to be retained as well if we are to do justice to morally required “forms of life.” These distinctions would be important even in a determined world, and they have crucial (nonconsequentialist) ethical significance. For example, the kleptomaniac and the alcoholic differ from the common thief and common drinker in the deficiency of their capacity for local reflective control over their actions (see, e.g., Glover 1970; Fischer 1994; Wallace 1994; and the essay by McKenna in this volume). Likewise, there is a huge difference in the capacity for reflective self-control and for taking responsibility between a baby and a fifteen-year-old (see Smilansky 2005). Here everyone should agree. But the point is that such differences are often morally significant.


  A central concept in the free-will problem is that of desert, and doing justice to this concept is the greatest challenge facing the compatibilist. For it seems that if people are in the end ultimately just arbitrarily “given” and have no ultimate control over the sources of their behavior, then they cannot truly deserve and, for example, merit no blame. But I think that this is too quick a judgment, and that we can defend a compatibilist-level sense even of desert. Consider the following:


  Case of the Lazy Waiter


  Take the example of a waiter working in a café. He is young and healthy, his pay is reasonable, the hours not too long. There is also a shortage of waiters, so he may feel reasonably certain that he can keep the job as long as he wishes. In short, our waiter has an agreeable job. Part of his earnings depend on tips, and let us assume that the level of tips is directly related to how he serves his customers. This waiter, however, usually does the minimum, is slow and inattentive to the customers, and makes little effort to be helpful or pleasant. There is nothing extreme in his behavior or in the motivation behind it, and he is capable of behaving differently, for example when his relatives come to the café or when a customer known to be particularly generous appears. But normally he is prepared to make no more than the minimal effort required.


  It seems to me that there is nothing wrong with a situation in which part of the waiter's pay depends on the tips of reasonable customers, and it is perfectly acceptable for those who have been badly served to make him “pay” for exercising his freedom, by reducing his tip. We can see from his varying daily behavior that it is within his control, and no deep moral concern is aroused if he receives part of his pay in accordance with his choices. He does not deserve the full tip. The intuitive strength of the compatibilist perspective in such a case does not seem to depend on actually seeing the waiter benefit from his laziness; it suffices that such behavior in normal cases is up to the person in question in any compatibilist sense that seems relevant. Moreover, if another waiter is more attentive but it is stipulated that tips cannot vary, then we may want to say that the effort-making waiter is not getting what he deserves. Showing good will and making an effort are meritorious; and the second waiter prima facie deserves to get more than the first. All this can be confirmed if we imagine ourselves as such functioning waiters: We cannot honestly say that we cannot now make more effort, nor explain why we deserve a full tip if we do not.


  This is not to deny that in many cases complex factors make it difficult to agree with compatibilist justice. Particularly with extremes of environmental deprivation, or when people's negative behavior does not seem to serve any obvious purpose, the reasons why some people make an effort and others do not will cause us to mitigate our judgment of people. Cases such as the lazy waiter, however, show that there is a legitimate compatibilist basis for talk about desert and justice.


  In certain cases the compatibilist perspective is morally salient: The “givenness” of the initial motivation set is not so morally worrisome as long as the person can evaluate it and choose as he wishes. Respect for persons can be satisfied if people get the life they reflectively want in conditions of opportunity for the free exercise of compatibilist control. Consider again the very different situations of a baby versus a typical fifteen-year-old: Both (we may assume) are completely determined creatures, yet the fifteen-yearold has acquired compatibilist capacities that make him liable to be blamed for “behaving like a baby,” in a way that a baby should not be. Likewise, unfortunate adults who are ruled by phobias or compulsions know all too well that what matters most is not whether one is determined, but which type of determination exists. A person freed from such phobias and compulsions is no less determined, but he or she is manifestly freer. It is unreasonable to conclude that, because we do not have libertarian free will, free will does not exist in any form. It is unreasonable to deny the real differences among people in terms of their compatibilist control over their actions, or to deny the importance of the great differences among social orders as to whether such individual control matters within them.


  We want to be members of a Community of Responsibility where our choices will determine the moral attitude we receive, with the accompanying possibility of being morally excused when our actions are not within our reflective control, for instance, when they result from a brain tumor. The exceptions and excuses commonly presented by compatibilism should continue to carry weight. For if people are to be respected, their nature as purposive agents capable and desirous of choice needs to be catered to. We have to enable people to live as responsible beings in the Community of Responsibility, to live lives based largely on their choices, to note and give them credit for their good actions, and to take account of situations in which they lacked the abilities, capacities, and opportunities to choose freely and are therefore not responsible in the compatibilist sense. (For an elaboration of the case for compatibilism and against hard determinism, see Smilansky 2000, ch. 5, sec. 6.1; 2005.)


  The Joint Perspective


  The case for a Fundamental Dualism on the compatibility question follows from the partial validity of both compatibilism and hard determinism or, in what amounts to the same thing, from the partial inadequacy of both.


  Many of the practices of a community based on compatibilist distinctions, a Community of Responsibility, would be in one way unjust, owing to the absence of libertarian free will, which implies that our actions are on the ultimate level not up to us. To hold us responsible for them is, therefore, in one deep sense morally arbitrary. Proper respect for persons and, indeed, common decency and fairness, requires that this be acknowledged. Nevertheless, working according to compatibilist distinctions might be just in another way, because they correspond to a sense of being up to us, which exists in many normal situations, but not in cases such as kleptomania or addiction. It would be unjust to treat these different cases in the same way. To fail to create a Community of Responsibility is also in one sense to fail to create a feasible arbitrariness-limiting moral order (i.e., a moral order allowing people control over their lives and their moral status through their actions). This is to fail to show the proper respect for persons. There is thus a basis for working with compatibilist notions of fault and moral responsibility, based on local compatibilist-level control, even though we lack the sort of deep grounding in the “ultimately guilty self” that libertarian free will was thought to provide. Moreover, we are morally required to work in this way. But doing so has often a “hard determinist” moral price in terms of unfairness and injustice. We must recognize both the frequent need to be compatibilists and the need to confront that price.


  The immediate reaction of both compatibilists and hard determinists to such a dualistic account is likely to involve an attempt to discredit the other side. “Ultimate” hard determinist injustice does not matter, the compatibilist might say. After all, you yourself tend to admit that we can distinguish between the guilty and the innocent, and meet common intuitions about the way to treat various situations. Why care about “ultimate fantasies” when, if we only remain on the compatibilist level, we can see that people can have control of their lives, reform and even partly create themselves, and behave responsibly? The hard determinist is likely to attack my position from the other side, saying that all talk about moral distinctions and about desert is groundless. Do I not myself admit that everyone is not ultimately responsible for being whoever he or she happens to be and for the actions that result from this? What sort of control is it that is merely an unfolding of preset factors?


  Both sets of arguments have a certain degree of strength, which is why I think that any “monistic” position is inadequate. However, once we make a conscious attempt to rid our minds of the Assumption of Monism, we begin to see that there are aspects of the compatibilist case that the hard determinist cannot plausibly deny; likewise, with the hard determinist case for the compatibilist. Because persons tend to be immediately inclined in one way or the other, and to be overly impressed with the side they are on, they will have to work on themselves in order to see the side they are blind to. One must try to conquer one's blind side.


  However deeply we might feel that all people are ultimately innocent, it is unconvincing to deny the difference between the control possessed by the common thief and that of the kleptomaniac, and to ignore the moral inadequacy of social institutions that fail to take account of this difference. We have an intimate experience of control (or its lack). If a man believes that he is Napoleon, then he is deluded, and his belief is false. But a woman's belief that her decision to see a movie and not a play is up to her is, even in a deterministic world, well founded on the compatibilist level. True, she did not ultimately create the sources of her motivation, and this hard determinist insight is sometimes important. But her sense of local control is not illusory, although it is only part of the truth about her state. Irrespective of the absence of libertarian free-will, the kleptomaniac is simply not in a condition for membership in a Community of Responsibility in which most people, having the required control, can be, and would want to be members. The eradication of free-will–related distinctions does not make the hard determinist more humane and compassionate, but rather morally blind and a danger to the conditions for a civilized, sensitive moral environment. We must take account of such distinctions and maintain the Community of Responsibility, in order to respect persons. That hard determinists are indifferent to such distinctions and ethical imperatives is morally outrageous.


  Likewise, once we grant the compatibilist that his distinctions have some foundation and are partly morally required, there is no further reason to go the whole way with him. There is no reason to claim that the absence of libertarian free will is of no great moral significance or to deny the fact that, without libertarian free will, even a vicious and compatibilistically free criminal who is being punished is in some important sense a victim of his constitutive circumstances. If we reflect upon the fact that many people are made to undergo acute misery, although the fact that they have developed into criminals is ultimately beyond their control, it is hard to dismiss this matter in the way that compatibilists are wont to do. Likewise, any favorable compatibilist appreciation of persons is necessarily shallow for, in the end, it rests upon factors not under the person's control. One chooses and acts, but this follows from who one is ultimately as a “given.” Any factor for which one is appreciated, praised, or even loved is ultimately one's luck. In the end, one does not deserve credit for it. That compatibilists are indifferent to such ultimate arbitrariness, shallowness, and injustice is morally outrageous.


  That is the human condition: Our being reflective, choosing creatures who (except in exceptional circumstances) ought to be treated as responsible agents, and who are allowed to live out the consequences of our choices; but we are at the same time determined beings, operating as we were molded. For we are typically capable of (compatibilist) agency, we desire to be able to exercise it, and, indeed, agency is central to our humanity. But in so being and acting, we are also determined, and may fall victim to the forces determining us, ultimately beyond our control.


  I would emphasize that one need not follow my particular sort of dualism zealously: I favor one that takes the notion of respect for persons to be central (see Smilansky 2005). But other varieties can be imagined, varieties that defend the compatibilist and hard determinist perspectives in somewhat different ways than mine. My main aim has been to illustrate the possibility of working within a dualistic framework, and even of looking at the same act or the same agent in dual ways. In fact, because the compatibilist and hard determinist cases have been well presented before, the point I would most like to stress is that we need to try out ways of combining them. We must overcome the temptation to say that there are two contrasting ways of looking at the compatibility question, and that is that. It is not as though we are missing something in order to appreciate that either the compatibilist or the hard determinist perspective is, in the end, the true one. Rather, to be entirely blind to the virtues of either of these two perspectives is to fail to see the case on free will. (For an elaboration of this joint “dualistic” position on the compatibility question, see Smilansky 2000, sec. 6.1, 6.4; 2005; and, focusing on fairness, Smilansky 2008.)


  Second Proposal: Illusionism


  The Fundamental Dualism, according to which we must be both compatibilists and hard determinists, was my first proposal. Now let us move on to the second. Illusion, I claim, is the vital but neglected key to the free-will problem. I am not saying that we need to induce illusory beliefs concerning free will or can live with beliefs that we fully realize are illusory. Both of these positions would be highly implausible. Rather, I maintain that illusory beliefs are in place, and that the role they play is largely positive.


  The Problem: Examples


  In order to see how illusion is crucial, we must deepen our understanding of the difficulties that (would) prevail without it. Why is there an urgent problem requiring illusion? I will give a number of illustrations.


  The Question of Innocence


  The danger concerning respect for moral innocence is serious. Even in a world without libertarian free will, the idea that only those who deserve to be punished in light of their free actions may be punished is a condition for any civilized moral order (see Hart 1970). “Punishment” of those who did not perform the act for which they are “punished,” or did so act but lacked control over their action in any sense, is the paradigm of injustice. Yet although the justification for these values does not require libertarian free will, in practice they might be at risk were the lack of libertarian free will internalized. Consider Anscombe's (1981) passionate remark, “[I]f someone really thinks, in advance, that it is open to question whether such an action as procuring the judicial execution of the innocent should be quite excluded from consideration—I do not want to argue with him; he shows a corrupt mind” (40). Surely, if a moral system that seeks to preserve and guard vigilantly the common conception of innocence is to function well, such a sentiment should be prevalent, almost instinctive. But if this is to be so, the worst thing one could do would be to point out that, ultimately, none of this makes sense—because the “guilty” are, ultimately, no more guilty than others.


  The Ultimate Conclusion as a Practical Threat to the Taking of Responsibility


  We cannot tell people that they must behave in a certain way, and that it is morally crucial that they do so, but then, if they do not, turn and say that this is (in every case) excusable, given whatever hereditary and environmental influences have operated in their formation. Psychologically, the attribution of responsibility to people so that they may be said to justly deserve gain or loss for their actions requires (even after the act) the absence of the notion that the act is an unavoidable outcome of the way things were—that it is ultimately beyond anyone's control. Morality has a crucial interest in confronting what can be called the “Present Danger of the Future Retrospective Excuse,” and in restricting the influence of the ultimate hard determinist level. To put it bluntly: People, as a rule, ought not to be fully aware of the ultimate inevitability of what they have done, for this will affect the way in which they hold themselves responsible. The knowledge that such an escape from responsibility, based on retrospective ultimate judgment, will be available in the future is likely to affect the present view and hence cannot be fully admitted even in its retrospective form. We often want a person to blame himself, feel guilty, and even see that he deserves to be punished. Such a person is not likely to do all this if he internalizes the ultimate hard determinist perspective, according to which in the actual world nothing else could in fact have occurred—he could not strictly have done anything else except what he did do.


  A Sense of Value


  From the ultimate hard determinist perspective, all people—whatever their efforts and sacrifices—are morally equal, that is, there cannot be any means of generating a “real” moral value. There is a sense in which our notion of moral self-respect, which is intimately connected with our view of our choices, actions, and achievements, withers when we accept the ultimate perspective. From the latter any sense of moral achievement disappears, as even the actions of the “moral hero” are simply an unfolding of what he happens to be. No matter how devoted he has been, how much effort he has put in, how many tears he has shed, how many sacrifices he has willingly suffered. True appreciation, deeply attributing matters to someone in a sense that will make him worthy, is impossible if we regard him and his efforts as merely determined products. All that the compatibilist can offer us in terms of value, although important in itself, is meager protection from the cold wind that attacks us when we come close to reaching the luck-imbued ultimate level. There is an obvious practical danger here to our moral motivation, which can be named the “Danger of Worthlessness.” But the concern is not only to get people to function adequately as moral agents; it also has to do with the very meaning we can find in our lives.


  Consider a parent who, for decades and at great sacrifice, conscientiously devoted herself to her children. On the ultimate level, real appreciation and a real sense of her individual attainment, and the respective emotions and reactions, make no sense. From this lofty level, all her hard choices, her continuous and overwhelming efforts, her suffering and her triumphs, become imbedded in what must be seen only as an inevitable chain of events beyond her control. What room, then, for a special sense that here one did “the best that one could?” What room for the pride of overcoming, an achievement which is never even thought about as being simply given? What room for the deep appreciation and gratitude of others? (see Nagel 1986, ch. 7; Kane 1996, ch. 6; Smilansky 2000, sec. 6.4, 7.3, 7.4, ch. 8, 9; 2005.)


  Remorse and Integrity


  If a person takes the ultimate hard determinist perspective, it is not only others who seem to disappear as moral agents—but in some way the person herself is reduced. In retrospect, her life, her decisions, that which is most truly her own, appear to be accidental phenomena of which she is the mere vehicle, and to feel moral remorse for any of it, by way of truly owning up to it, seems in some deep sense to be misguided. Feelings of remorse are inherently tied to the person's self-perception as a morally responsible agent (see G. Taylor 1986 107).


  It sharpens our focus not to dwell upon those happy to escape accountability, but rather upon those who have good will. Here we confront a third “danger,” which can be termed the “Danger of Retrospective Dissociation.” This is the difficulty of feeling truly responsible after action. One can surrender the right to make use of the “ultimate level excuse” for normative reasons and yet perhaps not be able to hold oneself truly responsible (e.g., to engage in remorse), if one has no grain of belief in something like libertarian free will. One can, after all, accept responsibility for matters that were not up to one in any sense, such as for the actions of others, for normative reasons. But here we are dealing with a different matter: not with the acceptance of responsibility in the sense of “willingness to pay,” but rather with feeling compunction. Compunction seems conceptually problematic and psychologically dubious when it concerns matters that, it is understood, ultimately one could not in fact help doing. But such genuine feelings of responsibility (and not mere acceptance of it) are crucial to being responsible selves! We see here the intimacy of the connection between moral and personal integrity and illusion about free will; hence the danger of realizing the truth also looms large.4


  Illusion as a Solution


  What Is Illusionism?


  Illusionism is the position that illusion often has a large and positive role to play in the issue of free will. In arguing for the importance of illusion, I claim that we can see why it is useful, that it is a reality, and why by and large it ought to continue to be so. Illusory beliefs are in place concerning free will and moral responsibility, and the role they play is largely positive. Humanity is fortunately deceived on the free-will issue, and this seems to be a condition of civilized morality and personal value.


  The sense of “illusion” that I am using combines the falsity of a belief with some motivated role in forming and maintaining that belief—as in standard cases of wishful thinking or self-deception. However, it suffices that the beliefs are false and that this conclusion would be resisted were a challenge to arise. It is not necessary for us to determine the current level of illusion concerning free will.


  The importance of illusion flows in two ways from the basic structure of the free-will problem. First, indirectly, from the Fundamental Dualism on the compatibility question—the partial and varying validity of both compatibilism and hard determinism.5 Second, illusion flows directly and more deeply from the meaning of the very absence of the grounding that libertarian free will was thought to provide.6 We cannot live adequately with the dissonance of the two valid sides of the Fundamental Dualism, nor with a complete awareness of the deep significance of the absence of libertarian free will. We have to face the fact that there are basic beliefs that morally ought not to be abandoned, although they might destroy each other, or are even partly based on incoherent conceptions. At least for most people, these beliefs are potentially in need of motivated mediation and defense by illusion, ranging from wishful thinking to self-deception.7,8


  Why Is There a Need for Illusion?


  Our previous results supply the resources for an answer to this question. Let us concentrate, for the sake of simplicity, on the concerns of a strictly “practical” point of view: If the basic ethical concern for free will is taken seriously, and the absence of libertarian free will is to some extent realized, then the ultimate-level (i.e., hard determinist) conclusion might tend to dominate in practice. This might pose a danger—especially because of the human tendency to oversimplify—to the “common form of life” and to the strict observance of the corresponding moral order. Many people would find it hard to think that the partial compatibilist truth matters, as in fact it ethically does, if they realized the sense in which both the compatibilistically free and unfree were merely performing according to their mold. And this might lead them to succumb to “pragmatic” consequentialist temptations, or unprincipled nihilism. The ultimate hard determinist perspective does not leave sufficient moral and psychological “space” for compatibilistically defensible reactive attitudes and moral order. The fragile compatibilistlevel plants need to be defended from the chill of the ultimate perspective in the hothouse of illusion. Only if we do not see people from the ultimate perspective can we live in a way that compatibilism affirms—blaming, selectively excusing, respecting, being grateful, and the like.


  A number of distinct alternative positions conflict with my claim for the positive necessity of illusion. I cannot consider them in detail, but will note them in brief. Honderich (1988), Waller (1990), Pereboom (2001), and Sommers (2007) have explored some of the less pessimistic implications of hard determinism (see the essays of Pereboom, Honderich and Russell in this volume). Bok (1998) has made a similar sort of contribution, although she would not agree to being characterized as a hard determinist. Waller, Pereboom and Sommers reject Illusionism (as a reply to the forth question of the free-will problem, as I presented it at the beginning of this essay), by giving an optimistic reply to the third question, which asks how it would be to live without moral responsibility. They think that we should embrace hard determinism as a basis for social and personal life. Honderich and Bok, although less extreme, also think that we can work things out, and accommodate the absence of libertarian free will. I argued above that belief in compatibilism cannot suffice, and needs to be backed up by libertarian beliefs. And as to the possibility of living without any sort of belief in the existence of free will and moral responsibility, this has been shown to be an unreal and dangerous fantasy; due to the partial viability of compatibilism, it is also unnecessary. There is no substitute for the paradigmatic ethical requirement for control and responsibility as the central basis for moral life, a civilized social order, and self-respect. There is still room for revision of the sort that the optimistic hard determinists propose, but this, I claim, would be only on the margins of our lives and hence would not seriously affect my claims.


  Also potentially problematic for Illusionism is the sort of Humean “no need to worry” position proposed by P. F. Strawson in the seminal essay “Freedom and Resentment” (1962). Unlike the optimistic hard determinists, Strawson does not think that we would be better off without moral responsibility (as to the third question), but holds (on my fourth question) that our natural “reactive attitudes” guarantee the status quo. Because there is not going to be much change in any case, there would be no need for illusion. For all the importance of our natural proneness to free-will–assuming reactions, I think that there would be considerable room for worry if people became aware of the absence of libertarian free will, which they may do. Strawson is here complacent: History is full of examples where even a minimal control requirement was not a condition for blame and punishment, and an adequate moral and interpersonal order (e.g., forbidding the “punishment” of the innocent) is not guaranteed. Likewise, we cannot take for granted that many crucial personal practices and attitudes would be maintained if belief in desert were to be shaken. Once again, the points that I made above show that there is a real need for concern. (For a detailed critical examination of Strawson's position, see the essay of Paul Russell in this volume.)


  Within these parameters, there is a prima facie case for a large measure of motivated obscurity regarding the objections to libertarian free will: If libertarian assumptions carry on their back the compatibilist distinctions, which would not be adhered to sufficiently without them, an illusion that defends these libertarian assumptions seems to be just what we need. The ethical importance of the paradigm of free will and responsibility as a basis for desert should be taken very seriously. But the ultimate perspective threatens to present it as a farce, a mere game without foundation. Likewise with the crucial idea of a personal sense of value and appreciation that can be gained through our free actions: This is unlikely to be adequately maintained by individuals in their self-estimates, nor warmly and consistently projected by society. A broad loss of moral and personal confidence can be expected. The idea of action-based desert, true internal acceptance of responsibility, respect for the efforts and achievements of others, deep ethical appreciation, self-respect, excusing the innocent—all these and more are threatened by the “leveling” or homogenizing view arising from the ultimate perspective. Illusion is crucial in pragmatically safeguarding the compatibilistically defensible elements of the “common form of life.” But we can see the role of illusion not only as a “functional” assistant that keeps the compatibilist and the hard determinist insights separate from one other (hence making it easier for us to function despite the dissonance) but as an enabling condition for the most important elements of our view of ourselves, for our ability to maintain our integrity, a sense of value, and indeed perhaps our very sense of self. Illusion is, by and large, a condition for the actual creation and maintenance of adequate moral and personal reality.


  How Does Illusion Function?


  When illusion plays a role, things can, in practice, work out. Two schematic answers can be given. First, it may be suggested that significant realization of the absence of libertarian free will, and concern about ultimate-level injustice, for example, can remain more or less limited to part of the population, such as those more concerned with policy making (the “elitist solution”). This maintains the widespread intuition that, for instance, punishing the innocent is an abomination whereas criminals deserve “to pay,” although permitting the amelioration of treatment, resulting from the recognition by some that ultimately things are not morally that simple. Complex patterns of self-and-other deception emerge with elitist solutions. But, in addition to all the general practical and moral difficulties with elitist solutions, which we cannot consider here, elitism can in any case be only a partial solution concerning free will. For, in the light of the reasons that we have already seen, people not under illusion would have great difficulty in functioning.


  The major solution will be one where, because two beliefs are vaguely but simultaneously held, yet commonly not set side by side (often, I claim, due to the presence of a motivated element), their contrary nature is not fully noticed. When acting in the light of compatibilist insights, we suspend the insights of the ultimate hard determinist perspective (of which we in any case are likely to be only dimly aware). We keep ourselves on the level of compatibilist distinctions about local control and do not ask ourselves about the deeper question of the “givenness” of our choosing self; resisting threats to our vague, tacit libertarian assumptions. As Bernard Williams (1986, 194) has put it, “To the extent that the institution of blame works coherently, it does so because it attempts less than morality would like it to do … [it] takes the agent together with his character, and does not raise questions about his freedom to have chosen some other character.” The result is not philosophically neat, but that, after all, is its merit: The original reality was that we face practical dangers if we try to make our (incoherent or contradictory) conceptions too clear, but that we ought not to give any of them up entirely. Illusion, in short, allows us to have “workable beliefs.”


  Moreover, even those elements of our self-understanding that are purely illusory (and not compatibilistically grounded reality that is merely assisted by illusion) may nevertheless be very important in themselves. Illusion not only helps to sustain independent reality, but also is in itself a sort of “reality,” simply by virtue of its existence. The falseness of beliefs does not negate the fact that they exist for the believer. This is the way in which the illusory libertarian beliefs exist. In addition to supporting the nonillusory compatibilist basis, illusion also creates a mental reality, such as the particular sense of worth, appreciation, and moral depth associated with belief in libertarian free will, which would not exist without it. The effects of this illusory “reality” are frequently positive. In a number of ways, illusion serves a crucial creative function, which is a basis for social morality and personal self-appreciation, in support of the compatibilist forms and beyond them.9


  Conclusion


  There is no libertarian free will: People can have limited compatibilist forms of local control over their actions, but not the deep form of a robust libertarian free will. Whether determinism is completely true or not, we cannot make sense of the sort of constitutive self-transcendence that would provide grounding for the deep sense of desert and moral responsibility that libertarian free will was thought to supply. Our common libertarian assumptions cannot be sustained.


  The implications of the absence of libertarian free will are complex, and the standard assumption of the debate, the Assumption of Monism, according to which we must be either compatibilists or hard determinists, is false. We saw why “forms of life” based on the compatibilist distinctions about control are possible and morally required but are also superficial and deeply problematic in ethical and personal terms. I claimed that the most plausible approach to the Compatibility Question is a complex compromise, which I called Fundamental Dualism. The idea that either compatibilism or hard determinism can be adequate on its own is untenable.


  In my view, a philosophical understanding of the free-will problem is in large measure understanding how the compatibilist and hard determinist levels coexist and that they are both important normatively. Respect for persons requires, on the one hand, respect for agency, the establishment of a moral order, a Community of Responsibility, based on individual control and responsibility, and the attempt at human empowerment within compatibilist spheres; on the other hand, it requires recognition of the limitations and shallowness of these spheres, where everything that goes on is ultimately an unfolding of the given, beyond anyone's control.


  There is partial nonillusory grounding for many of our central free-will–related beliefs, reactions, and practices, even in a world without libertarian free will. But in various complex ways, we require illusion in order to bring forth and maintain them. Illusion is seen to flow from the basic structure of the freewill issue, the absence of libertarian free will, and the Fundamental Dualism concerning the implications. We cannot live with complete awareness of the truth on the free-will problem, and it would be dangerous to try to do so. Revealing the large and mostly positive role of illusion concerning free will not only teaches us a great deal about the free-will issue itself but also posits illusion as a pivotal factor in human life.


  Notes:


  I am very grateful to Robert Kane, Tomis Kapitan, Iddo Landau, Paul Russell, and Daniel Statman for helpful comments on drafts of this essay.


  (1.) For example, in Robert Kane's sophisticated form of libertarianism (Kane 1996 and see his essay in this volume), the agent's character stimulates effort resulting in a choice. However, crucially, whether this effort bears fruit in a given direction (goes one way or another) is in fact arbitrary and not under the agent's control.


  (2.) Compatibilists may argue at this point that if libertarian free will is incoherent, then it is not “worth wanting” in the first place, and we need not make such a fuss about the absence of the impossible (e.g., Dennett 1984; S. Wolf 1987, 59–60; Frankfurt 1988, 22–23 and see the essay of Dennett and Taylor in this volume). This, however, is a red herring. The various things that free will could make possible, if it could exist, such as deep senses of desert, worth, and justification, are worth wanting. They remain worth wanting (and regretting) even if something that would be necessary in order to have them cannot be coherently conceived (see Smilansky 2000, 48–50).


  (3.) Compare Wiggins ( 1973), Berlin (1980), G. Strawson (1986), Kane (1996, ch. 2, 6), Smilansky (2000, chaps. 3, 6; 2003; 2005). For criticism of my “argument from shallowness,” see, e.g., McKenna (2008, 192–98).


  (4.) For an elaboration of the “problem” requiring illusion, see Smilansky (2000, ch. 7–9); I consider in some detail the question of remorse of a formerly abusive parent in Smilansky (2005).


  (5.) The partial validity of compatibilism does not reduce the need for illusion so much as it complicates and adds to it. This follows from the need to guard the compatibilist concerns and distinctions, in light of the contrast and dissonance with the ultimate hard determinist perspective.


  (6.) This means that the Fundamental Dualism leads to Illusionism, but Illusionism does not depend on the dualism. Even a hard determinist, if she is not implausibly optimistic, should recognize the general case for Illusionism.


  (7.) I consider the possibility for exceptions, which I call “Unillusioned Moral Individuals” (UMIs), in Smilansky (2000, sec. 10.2). See also the related discussion of the problematic role of philosophers in sec. 11.4).


  (8.) I discuss Strawson's position in detail in Smilansky ( 2000, ch. 9; 2001). There are many good discussions of P. F. Strawson's position: see, e.g., G. Strawson (1986, ch. 5); Watson (1987b); Klein (1990, ch. 6); and Russell (1992; 1995, ch. 5). McKenna and Russell (2008) is a collection of important essays on “Freedom and Resentment.” Russell's essay in this volume provides a critical overview of Strawson's view and related “reactive attitude” views that have emerged from it.


  (9.) For an elaboration of illusion as “a solution,” see Smilansky (2000, sec. 7.4 and ch. 8).
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article expresses the kernel of hard determinism with regard to a certain traditional idea of free will. It argues that the traditional notion of free will requires a power of ultimate “origination” of choices or actions that is incompatible with determinism. And it argues that no such power of ultimate origination could exist in the real world, so that libertarian free will in this traditional sense is impossible. The discussion reviews arguments for these claims. In addition, it expresses belief that determinism in physics is still an open question, despite quantum theory, and that, in any case, human behavior, neural events, and human choices would not be significantly affected by indeterminism in the microworld.
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  Does another tour of the subjects of determinism and its consequences for our freedom and our responsibility give you the idea that it is time for a change? Maybe a change in the direction of the subject of what it is for us to be conscious? Well, I get that idea.


  Effects


  Determinism is not one of those theories filling up the world whose truth you cannot be sure about because you cannot be sure what the theory is, or what it really comes to. You know what determinism is. It is even plainer in its essentials than the lovely theory of evolution.1

  Strike a match. It lights. We take these events to be instances of cause and effect in the standard or primary sense, instances of what we most ordinarily take to be cause and effect. What do we understand about them?


  (1) Because the striking ( s) happened, in the whole situation as it was, including oxygen for example, so too did the lighting (l) follow. By way of an abbreviation, the striking required the lighting. (2) If the striking had not happened in the situation as it was, where for example the match was not held in the flame of another match and so on, neither would the lighting have followed. The striking was required for the lighting.


  The same two kinds of real conditional connections in the world, facts of the way the world works, each dependent on the situation as it was, hold between every event in certain sets of events that we can call causal circumstances for the lighting, a sufficient condition of a certain kind. One causal circumstance (cc) in a chain included the event that for some reason we pick out and call the cause, for example, the striking (s).


  But there was also a different kind of conditional connection, an independent one, between cc and the lighting.

  (3) Because cc occurred, whatever the rest of the situation had

  been, the lighting would still have occurred. Expressed differently,

  because cc occurred, whatever else had then been happening, l

  would still have occurred. To abbreviate, the causal circumstance

  necessitated the lighting.

  (4) Because l occurred, cc would still have occurred before it in

  the absence of another causal circumstance for l. The causal

  circumstance cc was necessary for l.


  This whatever-else understanding of effects in the standard sense, the crucial item (3) in particular, is as unelusive and plain as the related regularity or constant-conjunction theory of causation of David Hume (1888/1739/1978, 73 ff). But it is in no way open to the great objection to Hume's theory— that it makes last night the effect of yesterday because days and nights go together regularly. On the whatever-else understanding, it is not true that yesterday caused last night. Last night would not have happened whatever else had been happening in addition to yesterday. Last night would not have happened if the solar conditions changed at the end of yesterday.


  In my view, all this is transparent even before the elaboration it can have (Honderich 1988, 13–70). When compared with related counterfactual theories of effects in terms of possible worlds, the whatever-else understanding is free of technicality of doubtful advantage having to do, for example, with logical necessity as against causal and other lawlike necessity, and also free of modal logic and metaphysics (D. Lewis 1986a, 1986b).


  Determinism


  So much for the essential content of determinism. Come round as quickly to the question of the truth of the theory—the truth of the proposition that every event, each thing that happens, is a standard effect.


  We each have a life to depend on. It is where most thinking starts and where all of it, including science, has to come back to. About every event in my life, I have good reason to take it to have been an effect, a standard effect. That is a belief in which I cannot but persist (Honderich 1988, 261–375). There was a causal circumstance, anyway one circumstance, of which I have had at least a decent idea. Or it was overwhelmingly more probable that the event had a causal circumstance unknown to me than that the event was, in the most ordinary use of the words, without any explanation at all, a mystery not in thinking but in reality.


  


  If the struck match does not light, I never think that there exists exactly a counterpart of the causal circumstance that resulted in another match lighting just before. I do not contemplate the entailment of that, that there are events such that there is no answer to why they actually occurred. That would have to be the case if everything could have happened, just the same, before and when the event happened, and it might not have happened. All my experience goes against real mystery. You are the same, are not you? Have any candles lit themselves spontaneously in your life?


  This belief that all events in our lives are effects, our greatest induction, the largest proposition of human experience, seems to me at least as important to the question of the truth of general determinism as anything else.


  “Probabilistic Causation”


  Do you now say that two mistakes have been made already in this tour, the first one about what it is or would be for an event to be a standard effect? I agree that some discussion of causal connection, and of determinism and freedom, presupposes that such an understanding of our beliefs about effects as the one above is mistaken—and hence that there is no great inductive argument to general determinism.


  The central claim in the theory of what is bravely called probabilistic causation, however it is to be understood, is usually that causes are no more than what raise the probability of the occurrence of their effects. Speaking generally, A caused B iff P(B | A) > P(B | not-A). Better expressed, an event A caused an event B iff A left B more probable than not-A would have, other things being equal, even if A left B hardly probable at all.


  There are certainly difficulties with this idea, of which the first cannot be in much dispute. It is that the fundamental bit in the theory, that something makes something else probable, as in the case of A and B, at least resists general explanation, covering all the sorts of cases. Putting aside the probability calculus or mathematics, the subject of probability is an unsettled dispute, as good accounts of the subject tend to allow despite their authors’ particular predilections and plumpings.2 There has been no resolution of the contention between different interpretations of the probability calculus —interpretations in terms of number of favorable possibilities among equiprobable ones, good reasons or logical relations, frequency, subjectivity, and objective chance.


  I take it, not meaning to be jocular, that the probability of there being even just a clear general account here of A's causing B is not high. To set out to explain what an effect is by what is probable is to set out to explain what is in front of you by what is at least uncertain.


  Maybe it is possible, despite uncertainty in the understanding of probability, to see a few objections to probabilistic theories of causation—theories that understand causal and lawlike statements in terms of probability or reduce them to probability.


  The most immediate objection is that all of us, or anyway all of us not distracted by an interpretation of quantum mechanics, believe that when the match was struck, in the situation as it was, it had to light. The lighting was necessitated. We can explain that, as you have heard. If the match had not lit, to repeat, we would not think that if it had lit, that would not have been necessitated. Rather we would think that something was missing in the situation when it did not light, something that is present when it does light and is part of what makes it light.


  So the immediate, the simplest and to my mind the overwhelming, response to probability as an understanding of our conception of causation and also of what it is, is that it seems to wipe out this proposition of the necessity of effects.


  A second and connected objection is that probabilistic theories of causation seem to face a dilemma. Either they are not theories of causation at all, for such reasons as the one just contemplated, or they are theories of caasuation—and then they boil down somehow to standard causality, the story with which we started.


  Three brothers, all heavy smokers and otherwise similar, die of cancer. The fourth brother, also a heavy smoker and genetically and otherwise similar, is not looking good. If a probability statement is offered as a ground for a sad prediction about the fourth brother, what can it be, or anyway be based on, but causal reasoning of exactly the kind with which we started? It must be that probability judgments do often reduce to or rest on a good idea of a kind of causal circumstances for something, and in particular the knowledge that all of one causal circumstance exists, or a lot of one, or some fraction of one.


  By way of a third objection to probabilistic causation, some probabilists are motivated in their theory, as they say, by the proposition that smoking does not always cause cancer. Or the proposition, to use the match example, that s-like events do not always cause l-like events. So, they then conclude, smoking causes cancer only in the sense of making cancer more probable, as s made l more probable. Whatever motivating their proposition does, this is no argument at all against the whatever-else connections understanding of standard causation. That understanding itself asserts that s only requires l and does not necessitate it. The circumstance cc does that.


  Third, it is said by probabilists that the complexity of any such thing as the whatever-else theory, when it is elaborated, makes it less appealing than what is unkindly taken to be Hume's simple theory. It is in fact taken that Hume thought that the cause that is the striking of a match is always followed by the effect of its lighting. I cannot believe this is Hume's view, despite some of his quick words. It is no serious objection that the conditionals theory is more complicated, if you call that complication, partly because any arguable probabilism must be at least as complicated. And remember the dispute or quagmire of the subject of probability generally.


  A fourth remark about probabilism. It is argued that interpretations of quantum mechanics establish, about events of which we are sure that they cause cancer, that these events are undetermined or unnecessitated. So, unless we take causation to be probabilistic, we will have to be agnostic about well-supported or even best-supported causal claims. A reply is that there is a less confusing and maybe less confused response. If later unnecessitated events are said to be explained by prior events only in some unnecessitating way, then the prior events are not causes and the later events not effects, whatever else is to be said of them in terms of some kind of explanation.


  Probabilism, it seems, despite the great interest, history, and technical competence of work on probability, is the intrusion of a specialism into a subject not explained by it and not in need of it.


  Determinism and Physics


  So it continues to be my idea that our ordinary conception of causation, which is of standard effects rather than probabilities, a conception got from the world, a product of our human experience, does provide an inductive argument for general determinism, indeed an overwhelming argument.


  Is that another mistake, the second mistake at the beginning of this tour? The question of the truth of general determinism is indeed still most often put aside by way of a bow to interpretations of modern physics and in particular to quantum mechanics. It is possible to persist in not bowing (Honderich 1988, 304–36).


  John Earman ( 2006, 1363), as good a philosopher of science concentrating on physics as we are likely to come upon, says in the introduction to a recent paper that determinism in modern physics


  in some respects… is a robust doctrine and is quite hard to kill, while in other respects it is fragile and requires

  various enabling assumptions to give it a fighting chance…. determinism is far from a dead issue. Whether or not ordinary non-relativistic quantum mechanics (QM) admits a viable deterministic underpinning is still a matter of debate. Less well known is the fact that QM turns out to be more deterministic than its classical counterpart… .


  After a careful consideration of varieties of determinism in parts of physics, he writes in his conclusion:

  Is the world deterministic? Without the aid of metaphysical

  revelation, the only way we have to tackle this question is to

  examine the fruits of scientific theorizing. We can thus set

  ourselves the task of going through the theories of modern

  physics and asking for each: If the world is the way it would

  have to be in order for the theory to be true, is it deterministic?

  One of the things we discovered is that this task is far from straightforward, for the way in which theories are interpreted is colored by our attitudes towards determinism…. The fortunes of determinism are too complicated to admit of a summary that is both short and accurate. (Earman 2006, 1422)


  You will anticipate that I do not suppose for a minute that the only alternative to science with respect to judgement on the question of whether the world is deterministic is something called “metaphysical revelation.” On the contrary, I take science and decent philosophy still to be as good as equal partners in the answering of such great questions as that of determinism. They had better be, given some much noticed science or science-based theory in the last couple of decades on consciousness, time, religion, and indeed freedom, not to mention whether the brain is ahead of the mind or behind it (Honderich 2005c).


  The claim of philosophy is of course the claim that it is concentration on the logic of ordinary intelligence. That is to say concentration on clarity, usually in the form of analysis, and consistency and validity, and completeness. None of those concentrations allows you to leave out the world outside of physics.


  But, with respect to giving a weight to physics, I am no physicist, or philosopher of science. Thus, like philosophers of origination or free will, I must navigate around but take account of what I do not understand and cannot judge. This includes, of course, Bell's Theorem and then experiments such as that of Alain Aspect (Aspect, Dalibard and Roger 1982a, 1982b). There was hope that these would provide a general acceptance of direct and univocal evidence of indeterminism. It is my impression that they have not done so.3


  It is my own judgment that modern physics at least does not give consistent support to a denial of general determinism. That is not all that can be said by the likes of me. Let me make some quick remarks.


  One quick remark is that there is the formalism or mathematics of modern physics and there is its application to reality or the world, its interpretation, a seemingly philosophical endeavor—indeed one that has been marked by liberated philosophy on the part of scientists. No doubt a little intemperately, I have in the past spoken of the interpretations of quantum mechanics, and in particular those taken to show that the world is indeterministic, as a mess (Honderich 2002b, 464; 2009, 103). It seemed to me worthwhile to say in an outright way what all expositors of modern physics, certainly including friendly expositors, were saying deferentially in their books. I think they still do. A deep and wonderful mystery is still a mystery. An unavoidable contradiction for us in reality, so called, is still a contradiction, in fact nothing at all in reality.


  A second remark, made before and still on the table (at least, my table). It remains as unclear as it was that the items of which it is said that they are not standard effects that they are in fact events. Determinism is not and has never been the theory that numbers, say, or probabilities or whatever, are standard effects (Honderich 1988, 14–16, 317–22).


  Third, there is no quick progress from the proposition that a theory “works” to the proposition that it is true. Inconsistent theories can work. Newton's physics worked better than all theories before it. Unless time stops, something will succeed current physics.


  Fourth, opponents of general determinism who argue from indeterminism in physics face a dilemma (Honderich 1988, 327–30; 2002b, 465). Given the fact of macro-determinism, either there is no micro-indeterminism or else it cancels out—or anyway does not translate or amplify upwards into—the macro-world, including neural events and hence choices and decisions. So it seems the micro-indeterminism of interpretations of quantum theory is either false or irrelevant. To which it can be added, that there is no actual evidence in neuroscience of any translating-up into the brains.


  Finally, it can still be objected that making use of interpretations of quantum mechanics to support theories of origination or free will is to engage in a contradiction (Honderich, 1988, 332–34; 2002b, 465). Physics, including quantum mechanics and interpretations of it, has authority on account of its claim of completeness. It is not merely an account of some part of reality. It tells you what is in all of reality—at least, physical reality, including our bodies, and why all things there happen. It does not suppose there is some part, some tremendously significant part, that is false.


  But free-will philosophers do not only say that some of what happens in the mind and brain is not determined. They also discover in reality what you might as well call a force: origination or free will. They put into reality what physics, in its claim of completeness, denies. The philosophers in question are, in effect, engaged in contradiction.


  We have so far been thinking about effects and about general or universal determinism. There is also the question of a part of it, specifically, human determinism. That is a philosophy of mind, a response to what is often called the mind-body problem, more precisely a theory of the nature of consciousness and of its relation to the brain or whatever it is said to be realized in. We will get around to a human determinism, a different one— after looking, in my case surely for one last time, at the traditional dispute about determinism and freedom, the dispute about the consequences of determinism for our freedom and responsibility (Honderich 1988, 379–487).


  Compatibilism and Incompatibilism


  The old story about the consequences of determinism is part of the traditions of compatibilism and incompatibilism in English and American philosophy. Compatibilism asserts that our single and settled conception of freedom is “voluntariness.” That, in short, is doing what we want, being unconstrained or uncompelled, acting out of embraced desires, out of causes somehow internal to us rather than external. Compatibilism also asserts that our attitudes to the actions of others and ourselves, in particular our holding others and ourselves responsible for actions, or crediting us with responsibility for them, are attitudes containing and resting on beliefs as to the voluntariness of the actions.


  The opposed tradition of Incompatibilism, also boiled down, asserts that our conception of freedom is “origination” or “free will.” That is initiation of action that could have been otherwise given things exactly as they were —initiation that is uncaused but still within the control of the actor, maybe self-caused. Or, when the tradition of incompatibilism is less strong-willed, as it has become, it asserts that our fundamental or anyway our more significant conception of freedom is origination. Incompatibilism also asserts, of course, that our attitudes to actions are attitudes containing assumptions of origination.


  Both traditions are inclined not to see—or not to see clearly—or not to regard the fact that ascriptions of responsibility are indeed attitudes, at bottom desires pertaining to actions; that they are propositional attitudes other than bare beliefs or the like. Both traditions also leave out consideration of other attitudes as important as those in which we hold people (including ourselves) responsible or credit them with responsibility. For a start, we have hopes for ourselves, including what can be called life-hopes, attitudes that have in them conceptions of our future choices and actions (Honderich 1988, 379– 400).


  Compatibilism has, of course, also asserted that determinism is wholly compatible with our single and settled conception of freedom as “voluntariness” and with wholly inseparable facts having to do with responsibility. Incompatibilism has also asserted that determinism is incompatible with our single and settled conception of freedom as “origination” and with a responsibility associated with origination—both differently conceived from the compatibilist conception of freedom and responsibility as voluntariness.


  The dispute between compatibilism and incompatibilism seems to me as remarkable a state of affairs as any in philosophy.


  If you look up “freedom” in The New Oxford English Dictionary of English, you find it defined as having subsenses along the lines of both the power to act as one wants without hindrance or restraint and also the power of self-determination attributed to the will. If you look up “free,” you find it defined in the first way, and if you look up “free will,” you learn that it is the power of acting without the constraint of necessity or fate. I trust that any other decent dictionary will say much the same. As for being “responsible,” it is said to be being morally accountable for one's behavior, with the implication of course that the behavior was free, but with nothing said of either voluntariness or origination. Moral responsibility is not attached to either.


  Are these lexicographers all caught in a blunder? Have they made something up, doubled something single? Oxford makes a lot of mistakes, but could this conceivably be one? Have the lexicographers invented one or the other of two conceptions of freedom and assigned it to the English language and us? No, it simply cannot be true that we have a single and settled conception of freedom, and it is voluntariness, and it cannot be true that we have such a thing and it is origination. It can hardly be true either that one of two things is in fact secondary or peripheral or the like.


  It is surely not credible that we do not want both things, that we simply lack one of these desires. Have philosophers gone astray because of the unreflective assumption that the problem is that of peering yet more closely at an idea in a word or espying entailments of it? When the problem is clear, can there really be disagreement about it.


  No doubt you may hold someone responsible or credit her with responsibility on the ground that what she did was all her doing in the sense that it came fully from her embraced desires, character, personality, intention, conception of others, and so on. No doubt your attitude concerns the initiation of her action in such facts of voluntariness, and you may well have in mind that taking such an attitude discourages or encourages further behavior of the same kind, by her or others.


  Are you able to say, enlightened though you may be, that your response to viciousness or to exemplary humanity has in it no disposition or tendency to a kind of retribution or reward, however large or small? No feeling that has in it at least the desire to believe that the action in question might have been otherwise despite both the past and the circumstance in acting? Well, you are a character more reformed than me.


  But there are larger facts, requiring no introspection. There are facts in larger realms. Take one principal and public subject-matter of the early twentyfirst century, human rights. In brief, they are freedoms to which humans are entitled. Our leaders and their journalistic advisors let us know that in China there is denial of human rights. The Chinese, with as much or more reason, return the compliment. We and the Chinese, evidently, are indeed speaking of denials of freedom, denials of freedoms of various kinds. They are denials of freedom with respect to political arrangements, food, health care, work, education, respect, legal representation, and so on.


  The world's absurd ideas cannot include the idea that the freedoms demanded by ourselves and the Chinese in our selective ways are or include free will. The demands are not wonderful demands for a radical alteration in the constitution of human beings, the putting right of something God or evolution overlooked. Neither we nor the Chinese think there is an origination-shortage inside those other borders.


  Glance now at another large fact, the institution of punishment by the state. It serves as well in establishing that we have not limited ourselves and are not about to limit ourselves to consideration of the kind of freedom that is voluntariness. There is, I take it, no existing institution of punishment, however progressive in its utterances, that limits itself to the prevention and endorsing of behavior. Whether or not backward-looking retribution is mentioned along with forward-looking deterrence, these institutions reflect the fact that we remain more than tempted to take our fellows to be more than or anyway other than humans with embraced desires, characters, personalities, intentions, conceptions of others, and the like. The same is true of the reward-systems that are the stuff of the rest of our societies, beginning with pay and profit (Honderich, 2005b).


  It is not too much to say that philosophical discussion of determinism and freedom in most of the twentieth century, at least in the English language, consisted in consideration of, on the one hand, supposed proofs that our freedom and responsibility consists in voluntariness and so is consistent with determinism and, on the other hand, supposed proofs that our freedom and responsibility consists in origination and so is inconsistent with determinism. These proofs were generally to the effect that one conception and attitude exists. They were not proofs that the other conception and attitude does not exist (Honderich, 2002a, 115–18).


  The short version of the hopelessness of both traditions is simply that there is reference-failure or reference-ambiguity with respect to asserting or denying that freedom is compatible or incompatible with determinism. For there are two notions of freedom at issue, one compatible, one incompatible, with determinism. Neither tradition can therefore invoke the law of the excluded middle, as they may wish to do, insisting that freedom must either be compatible with determinism or not. They can no more do that in this case than someone can insist that it must be either raining or not raining in Muswell Hill when there are two places called Muswell Hill.


  To which must be added what is called “experimental philosophy,” research more empirical than philosophical—which is not to say not philosophical. Taken in sum, despite divergences and disputabilities, empirical studies of ordinary persons conceptions of freedom surely establishes that we have two conceptions of freedom and two kinds of responsibility-ascriptions.4 It seems to me that the rest of philosophy should now catch up. Compatibilism and incompatibilism need to give way to a realism—if it needs a name, the realism of “attitudinism.” We have the two attitudes distinguished by their contents of voluntariness and origination.


  I am reluctant to engage in a search for motivations under philosophical arguments, and more than just reluctant to engage in anything tainted by psychoanalysis. Still, it seems to me hard to resist the idea that what has driven compatibilism is in good part the clarity of voluntariness and the obscurity and want of content of talk of origination, say the obscurity of taking causation as not necessarily involving two things. It is equally hard to resist the idea, an idea eventually allowed by the perceptive incompatibilists and the like, that what has driven incompatibilism has been in part a desire for and a conviction that we have a human standing that has been taken as at least threatened by determinism (Kane 1996, ch. 2; Cf. Nozick 1981, ch.


  4). It has been supposed that the higher freedom of origination gives us that standing.


  It is my own inclination to add something less respectable. Assigning to other men the power of origination has had another recommendation. It has given us a justification for more punishment than is called for by prevention. It is of use to those of us who benefit most from our societies and in particular their systems of punishment. But leave that, anyway for today, and also leave out a thought or two about religion.


  Before turning to more consideration of the conviction of our human standing, it is worth remarking that compatibilism and incompatibilism shared a truth about something else. They were right in taking responsibility and freedom to be inseparable. Any ascription of responsibility that there is, any attitude ascribing responsibility, contains a conception of freedom. That is what such an attitude is. It is at bottom desire of some kind owed in part to a belief having to do with the initiation of an action. As clearly, any conception of freedom that there is enters into ascriptions of responsibility. How could it fail to?


  So if you ascribe responsibility, you have an idea of freedom that goes with this, and vice versa. Suppose you despise or revile former British Prime Minister Blair as a war criminal for the lie or culpable self-deception about weapons of mass destruction that took Britain into the war against Iraq and its aftermath, as indeed I do. You cannot assign him a responsibility tied to voluntariness while assigning to him only freedom as origination. As surely you cannot have his responsibility being a matter of origination and freedom being only voluntariness.


  It seems to me that an understanding of the attitude of ascribing responsibility makes those things impossible. If you try, you are in fact espousing the existence of two sorts of freedom and two sorts of responsibility. John Fischer's “Semi-compatibilism” and related views, to my mind, collapse into just attitudinism (Fischer 1986a, 2009a).


  Harder Questions


  The problem of the consequences of determinism surely cannot be the proving that our one conception of freedom and responsibility is or is not consistent with determinism. That, if you will allow me an expression of exasperation, is a dead duck, an old dead duck (Honderich, 1988, 379–487). But this is not to say that determinism poses no problem.


  Determinism poses the real problem, if we contemplate its truth or come to believe it, of accommodating ourselves to it. We have the problem of accommodating ourselves to the loss of one kind of freedom and the associated attitudes, these being much of the lived reality of our reflective and indeed our more active lives. It has to do not only with moral responsibility but with hopes, personal relationships, inquiry and knowledge, the rightness of actions, and the moral standing of persons over time. We have the problem, to describe it differently, of escaping the response of dismay to determinism and a response of a mere intransigence, and of coming to what can have the name of being “affirmation.”


  It has turned out to be possible, in considering this problem (Honderich, 1988, 488–540), not to see that as a contemplator of the truth of determinism, or indeed a determinist, there is a further problem, a separable problem, as real. You can believe that you have had and you are having some role in your life, that your life is some role. This is not the fact of being an originator and it is not the fact of your voluntariness, important though that is. It is a role that needs to be added to determinism and voluntariness to make a picture of our existence complete (Honderich, 2002b, 142–53; 2001, 395–99).


  This role is something about which you can be tempted, as I have been, to think of it too much in terms akin to, or related to, those of moral responsibility. That is a temptation that should be resisted. The role in question is better understood by noting that it is a role that can come into view, and has come into view, in another line of philosophical life, the philosophy of mind or rather the philosophy of consciousness. It is a role that conceivably is of use in connection with what was remarked on earlier.


  That is the conviction of indeterminists and their sympathizers that we have a human standing that has been taken as threatened by determinism. Might it be that they and many predecessors have been mistaken in identifying what they take themselves to see as well as want? Do they in fact see and want something that is other than the standing or dignity of origination?


  There is, by the way, another reason for turning to the philosophy of mind. It was remarked earlier that attention has to be paid to something other than general or universal determinism. A human determinism is needed, an articulated determinist philosophy of mind (Honderich, 1988). My own idea of that has changed, too—as result in particular of further reflection on the mind-brain relation.


  Consciousness


  You are now aware of the place you are in. What does that conscious experience in itself come to? In what does it consist, whatever may be its causes, correlates, effects or anything else? If, in response to the question, you now have a thought in answer to it, what does that further fact about you come to? And suppose, hearing your phone ring, you want something— not to be interrupted. What is it for you to want that?


  The three sorts of thing—perceptual, reflective, and affective consciousness —are certainly different. They are also of the same general kind. So, in addition to three particular questions, we also have the general question of what it is for anything to be conscious in any of these ways. What is that fact, state, property, or feature of you that is your being conscious in any of these ways? Or, if there is more in or to the fact or whatever than just you, as seems possible, what is it that includes you?


  We need to be clear and go on being clear about the general question, and, of course, the particular ones, in coming to an answer.5 For a start, the particular question about perceptual consciousness is not about seeing, which is understood to include retinas and visual cortex. As you have heard, it is about just the fact of your being conscious in the ordinary way, the way that interests all of us, the way of being conscious that is so explanatory of our lives.


  That is to say, let us take it, that the question is about something's being had, or given, or presented. There is a lot more language, a lot more essential data, along these lines, including much from leading ideas in the contemporary philosophy of mind. Whatever the divergences between the leading ideas, there is a convergence on truths of this kind. It can be summed up in the general proposition that when you are conscious, something is actual. It is a question, as you will guess, about that of which all of it is had, given, presented, and so on. This, if it can be overlooked, is crucial.


  What we have here is an initial clarification of a subject-matter, something that is absolutely necessary to an answer to the question of the nature of consciousness. If people are asking different questions, they come to different answers that are neither agreements nor disagreements. It is no surprise that the admirable psychologist and philosopher Ned Block comes to a surprising view of the nature of consciousness because he takes it that you were conscious of your place of birth five minutes ago when in a more ordinary sense you were not at all conscious of it at all (Block 1995).


  The three metaphors and many others like them do indeed fix the subject on which we all have a grip. They fix it as well as it can be fixed. They are where we need to start, as is pretty widely accepted. They are a premise unlikely to be disputed, and one whose consequences are perhaps as hard to dispute. As in the case of metaphors in the history of science, they can issue in a literal theory. They do issue in related but different theories of perceptual, reflective, and affective consciousness.


  With respect to the first, what is it for you now to be aware of the room you are in? It is, by way of a first approximation, for something to be actual. What is actual? The short answer is only something with certain properties—it contains chairs and so on. What is actual is certainly not qualia, sense-data, internal content, vehicle of content, structure of consciousness, aboutnessrelation, or a self.


  The short answer to what it is for a room to be actual is that it exists—it takes up space and time, has causes and effects in it, and so on. That is more than enough to make it physical. But it is not objectively physical, not the world of science, not what is sometimes called the world of “the view from nowhere” (Nagel 1986).


  If this perceived world of yours is physical by virtue of its occupying space and time and so on, it is subjective in two ways. It has a dependency on you, more particularly on you neurally. It also has a dependency on the objectively physical world. This perceived world is also subjective, quite as important, in being different from the objective physical world and different from every other perceived world.


  The philosophy of mind has had in it for some time what are called “externalisms,” notably those of Hilary Putnam (1975a) and Tyler Burge (1979, 1986). They are theories and doctrines somehow opposed to “internalisms” or “cranialisms,” these being theories and doctrines that makes consciousness and whatever else can be called mental, a matter of what is inside our heads. These externalisms, in a dangerous summing-up, make meaning a matter of an external world.


  The idea about perceptual consciousness we are now contemplating is more bracing. What it is for you to be what we speak of as your being conscious of the room is there being a perceived world. That is all of what it is for you to be perceptually conscious, whatever is to be said of the dependence of this external fact on you as well as the objective physical world.


  One of a considerable number of other criteria for a satisfactory theory of the nature of consciousness is that it makes a difference between the three parts, sides, or elements of consciousness. Actualism, to give the theory now contemplated a name, does differentiate among perceptual, reflective, and affective consciousnesses, the latter two being partly internal rather than external. They are, however, also a matter of subjective physicality.


  Maybe enough has been said so quickly to show something—that this theory of consciousness gives to us a standing. We have a role, and do not merely want one. Our lives in a way are roles. We are, even in wholly ordinary lives, partners in the makings of perceived worlds. We have a standing in a literal way, standing not owed to sympathy or generosity, say standing at the level of the salesman Willy Loman in Arthur Miller's masterpiece, Death of a Salesman. In the theory of actualism, you are no demigod but still a partner in the construction and the existence of a world. There is a kind of common grandeur of persons here. There are different propositions to the same effect about reflective and affective consciousness.


  Is this an intrusion of a specialism into a subject not in need of it? I hope not.


  


  A Postscript on Living Right


  You have heard just a little of a possible different line of thinking, a line of thinking about consciousness that may make complete what otherwise can seem incomplete, the account of our existence given by determinism and only freedom as voluntariness. I now have time only to mention an old line of thinking that may aid us in the same purpose.


  If it has been possible to be tempted, as I have confessed, to think of a role and standing too much in terms akin to or related to those of moral responsibility. But there is some more to be said in connection with morality. Here again we seem to have something of use both to those who are inclined to deny and those who are inclined to assert determinism.


  It is curious that there has existed a whole philosophical tradition of thinking about determinism and freedom that is neither the one having to do with voluntariness nor the one having to do with origination. If you have not heard of it, you might contemplate a little research into it when you hear that it has in it such serious persons as Plato, Epicurus, Plotinus, Augustine, Anselm, Maimonides, Aquinas, Spinoza, Locke, Leibniz, Rousseau, Kant, Hegel, Whitehead, and Russell. Also Luther, Hegel, and Freud.


  You could start with a large book too forgotten, a piece of collaborative industry: Mortimer Adler's The Idea of Freedom (Adler 1958, Vol. 1, 134–47, 250–328, 586–600; Vol. 2, 6, 91–134, 621–25). It is an inquiry, in a sentence, not only into ideas of voluntariness and origination, but also into a third freedom. In this third tradition, you are free in achieving a certain moral standing, a standing with respect to right and wrong. It is called by Adler the acquired freedom of self perfection.


  The most familiar but least impressive kind of it is freedom from low desire, maybe kinds of sexual desire, for example, sin. Evidently other kinds are possible, better kinds. So you can think about adding to determinism and voluntariness not only what you are in virtue of being conscious but what you can be in terms of doing the right thing, being human, maybe being true to the Principle of Humanity (Honderich 2002c, 2003, 2006).


  Notes:


  (1.) My thanks for help with this essay to Kenneth Adams, Harald Atmanspacher, Robert Bishop, John Earman, Marcus Giaquinto, Donald Gillies, Edouard Guinet, Ingrid Honderich, Robert Kane, Joshua Knobe, Tim Maudlin, David Papineau, Simon Saunders, and participants in a seminar at the Centre Cournot, Paris, and in discussions after talks in Bath, Cambridge, Delft, Durham, Edinburgh, Manchester, Osnabrueck, and Sussex.


  (2.) See Black, Mackie, Gillies, Hacking; cf. Hitchcock, Williamson.


  (3.) For what it is worth, not much, I have done just a little polling—of Harald Atmanspacher, Robert Bishop, John Earman, Marcus Giaquinto, Donald Gillies, Tim Maudlin, David Papineau, and Mark Saunders. There was greatly more hesitation than conviction in this jury.


  (4.) See Feltz, Cokely, and Nadelhoffer ( 2009); Knobe and Doris (2010); Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner (2006); Nahmias and Murray (forthcoming); Nichols and Knobe (2007); Sarkissian, Chatterjee, Brigard, Knobe, Nichols, and Sirker (forthcoming); Sinnott-Armstrong (2008); Sosa (2006); Woolfolk, Doris, and Darley (2006).


  (5.) See Honderich (2004, 104–221; 2008); Freeman (2006); McGinn (2007).
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article deals with another kind of free-will theory, revisionism, that is comparatively new and has come into prominence only in the past decade. Rather that denying we have free will, revisionists with incompatibilist intuitions, who come to believe that an incompatibilist free will is impossible, would instead conclude that free will was not exactly what they previously thought it to be (i.e., it is not incompatibilist). They would, in effect, revise their view of free will in a compatibilist direction, rather than denying free will altogether. The article provides an informative account of the origin of revisionist views of this kind in recent philosophy and a useful taxonomy of kinds of revisionist views. It concludes with a discussion of future challenges for revisionist approaches to free will and moral responsibility.
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  The present chapter is concerned with revisionism about free will. It begins by offering a new characterization of revisionist accounts and the way such accounts fit (or do not) the familiar framework of compatibilism and incompatibilism. It then traces some of the recent history of the development of revisionist accounts, and concludes by remarking on some challenges for them.


  Revisionism and eliminativism


  We change our mind about things all the time. Sometimes those changes do not involve any important or deeply held beliefs. If I think it is not going to rain today, and it starts raining as I leave my house, I will simply update my beliefs to reflect my conviction that it is indeed a rainy day. Other changes, however, can demand more subtle readjustments in our web of beliefs.


  Consider a theist who thinks that the content of morality is and must be determined by the decrees of God. Now suppose that this person—we will call him Friedrich—starts to doubt whether or not God exists. He eventually becomes an atheist. Consider what Friedrich might now say about morality, given his newfound atheism.


  Friedrich could reject morality. Given his conviction that morality requires God, he might conclude that morality is a sham. Having rejected morality, Friedrich might go on to think that we have good reason to act as though morality were not a sham. Or, he might not. Perhaps he would think it is a good thing if we all realized the illusory nature of morality. Practical considerations aside, however, if Friedrich followed this line of thought to its conclusion, he would hold that morality ought to be eliminated from the catalog of what truly exists in our world. Call this view “eliminativism” about morality.


  Eliminativism is not Friedrich's only option. Instead of thinking that morality should be rejected, he could think that what needs rejection is his conviction that morality requires God's existence. This might be an especially tempting option if he came to believe that morality's distinctive judgments and practices could be grounded in practical reason (or sentiment, or human functioning, or ideal social arrangements with which no one could reasonably disagree, etc.). Of course, Friedrich would have to acknowledge that atheism changed things for him. He would not regard morality in quite the same way as he had before. Nevertheless, if he reasoned in this way he would likely insist that morality should be included in the catalog of what truly exists in our world. Notice, though, that if Friedrich's former theistic conception of the foundations of morality was widespread, his newfound convictions about morality would put him at some distance from conventional ways of thinking about it. To mark this fact, we can call this view “revisionism” about morality.


  Eliminativism and revisionism are not positions limited to morality. When the biological notion of race came under widespread criticism, there were some who thought that the defects of the biological notion showed that there were no races. Others thought that the right view was to think that although races exist, the nature of race was not biological. The former reaction was eliminativist and the latter revisionist. When cognitive science and neuroscience put pressure on standard taxonomies of mental terms, there were those who took this to show that eliminativism about folk psychology was the correct view. Others thought that, at best, the threats from the sciences of the mind showed that we needed to revise some of our folk psychological categories. So, eliminativism and revisionism constitute options in a variety of theoretical domains.


  Revisionism and the compatibility debate


  For at least the past thirty years, the standard way of characterizing the landscape of the free-will debate is by reference to the compatibility question: Is free will compatible with the thesis of determinism? If one says yes, then one is a “compatibilist.” Because the vast majority of compatibilists have gone on to maintain that the requirements of free will are satisfied, most take it that a commitment to compatibilism brings with it a conviction that we at least sometimes have free will. If, however, one rejects the compatibility of free will and the thesis of determinism, then one is an “incompatibilist.” There are two main incompatibilist options. Either one is a “libertarian,” holding that we possess free will, at least sometimes. Or, one is an eliminativist, holding that we lack free will because, for example, determinism is true.1


  The recent free-will debate has been substantially shaped by both the centrality of the compatibility question and a particular picture of methodology in metaphysics. In the broadly “intuitionist” model of metaphysics, we generate a theory of free will via reflection on our concepts as we find them, and we test proposals by checking to make sure they do not run afoul of our intuitions about cases.2 We may tolerate some counterintuitiveness when it is in the service of a more powerful intuition. Arguments for eliminativism usually work in this fashion, generalizing from our judgments about cases, or some purportedly powerful intuition about the necessity of some condition that we (ultimately) learn is impossible to satisfy (e.g., Pereboom in Fischer, Kane, Pereboom, and Vargas [2007] and Pereboom's essay in this volume [chapter 20]). Throughout, the governing presupposition is that our metaphysics of free will can be read off of our beliefs about free will, our intuitions about cases and principles, and what these imply.


  There is a fundamental worry about this approach, which we might label the “Sellarsian worry.” The worry is that the prevailing methodological approach runs the risk of conflating what Sellars (1997) called our “manifest image” of the world (i.e., our standing commitments concerning free will), and the “scientific image” (i.e., the prescriptive account of how we ought to think about free will, all things considered). For example, incompatibilism about our ordinary concept of free will does not entail incompatibilism about how we should think about free will. This might seem like a trivial difference. After all, one might say, what we were interested in all along was the nature of free will, not our standing beliefs or concept.3 Perhaps.


  Notice, however, that this concession forces us to reconsider whether many of the familiar arguments in the literature—the Consequence Argument, Frankfurt cases, the Four Case Argument, the Basic Argument, and so on —show us anything at all about the nature of free will, as opposed to our manifest image of it. Standard arguments are ordinarily taken to show something about the nature of free will. However, once we allow that our received commitments (e.g., our intuitions, concept, collection of beliefs) about free will and its nature can come apart, it is not clear why we should suppose that those familiar arguments show us anything about free will. What exactly is it that moves us from reflections about our manifest image to conclusions about the metaphysics of free will? Perhaps such arguments can be developed, supplemented, or defended in some way that makes clear the vehicle from our intuitions or received commitments about particular cases or principles to knowledge of the metaphysics of free will. However, what the Sellarsian worry suggests is that, at the very least, a good deal more is required before we can allow that it is obvious that these arguments teach us anything about free will.


  In this picture, the conventional framework of compatibility leaves out something important: the distinction between our manifest and scientific images. If we assume these things come to the same thing, the possibility of revisionism is removed from the start. Once we allow that these things might be different, we open up space for a revisionist account.


  We can begin to characterize that space if we start with the idea that whether an account is revisionist with respect to something depends, in part, on our ordinary commitments to that thing. If, for example, no one was ever really committed to a divine command theory of morality, then a proposal for the nondivine foundations of morality would not automatically count as revisionist. Likewise, for a theory of free will to be revisionist, it must propose an account that departs from our ordinary commitments about free will. So, we can distinguish between a “diagnostic” (or descriptive) account of free will and a “prescriptive” account of free will. The former aims to characterize the kinds of commitments ordinarily had about free will; the latter is a proposal for the commitments that, all things considered, we ought to have.4


  We can now fix some terminology. “Conventional” accounts entail consistency between prescription and diagnosis.5 Consistency between diagnosis and prescription does not settle whether free will is, all things considered, compatible with determinism.6 Conventional compatibilism is the view that, as matter of both our folk concept and our best prescriptive theory, free will is compatible with the thesis of determinism. Conventional libertarianism is the view that, as a matter of both our folk concept and our best prescriptive theory, free will is incompatible with the thesis of determinism and we have free will. “Revisionist” views are those on which the proposed prescriptive account conflicts with the diagnostic account. Prescriptive accounts may be compatibilist or incompatibilist: there can be revisionist compatibilists and revisionists incompatibilists. What sets revisionist accounts apart from their conventional counterparts is the contention that we should abandon some commitments that constitute our ordinary way of thinking about free will.


  Notice that if we maintain that any difference between diagnosis and prescription is sufficient for revision, then revisionism threatens to become an uninteresting category. After all, many conventional accounts of X invoke commitments that are not a part of ordinary beliefs about X.7 For example, a particular deontological account of morality might stipulate that moral truths about some considered course of action are to be determined by testing the potential maxims under which one acts against the demand to treat people as more than mere means to some end. Even if it turned out that ordinary beliefs about morality did not involve a commitment to maxims, beliefs about treating others as mere means, and so on, it would be strange to insist that such commitments constitute a revisionist account of morality—unless such elements were in conflict with ordinary moral commitments. This suggests revisionist accounts are best construed as those on which the prescription includes commitments that are not merely absent from common sense, but that are in conflict with it. Using this way of labeling the difference, an account of free will that, for example, invoked the idea of neurological magnification of quantum indeterminacies would not be revisionist unless the idea of such magnification was inconsistent with commonsense commitments about free will.


  Revisionist accounts thus recommend a positive account of free will that not only departs from, but also conflicts with, aspects of commonsense thinking about free will. It is why revisionist accounts are at odds with conventional accounts of free will. This may suggest that revisionism and eliminativism are kin, from the standpoint of types of theories. A few years ago, I once said as much (Vargas 2005b). I now regard this as a mistake. Revisionism and conventionalism are views about the relationship of our prescriptive theories of the nature of free will with our prephilosophical views about these things. Eliminativism is a position that denies the existence of free will, regardless of whether our best theory of it is revisionist or conventional. Of course, most revisionist and conventional accounts of free will are intended as successtheories, that is, they are committed to the view that we have the thing in question (i.e., free will). Still, revisionist and conventional accounts need not reject eliminativism, even if they ordinarily do.8


  Varieties of revisionism


  So, revisionism is distinct from conventional compatibilist and incompatibilist accounts. In this section, I want to say a bit about revisionist options and alternatives that might appear to be revisionist but are not.


  Recall Friedrich and his reconsideration of the divine command theory of morality. Let us suppose that Friedrich comes to regard eliminativism with suspicion and begins to weigh up his noneliminativist possibilities. He might conclude that his initial diagnosis of his convictions was in error. He could think he misdiagnosed his actual beliefs about morality. Perhaps he concludes that even though he might have explicitly avowed a divine command theory of morality, he was not actually committed to it, and it was his acceptance of atheism that helped him see that his avowals were not reflective of his genuine commitments. Whatever the plausibility of this maneuver, it is not a revisionist one. At best, it is an epicycle on a conventional account. It does not hold that there is a conflict between the proper diagnosis and the proper prescription, as revisionists do. It simply holds that the initial diagnosis was in error. Call this possibility “diagnostic correction.”


  The properly revisionist route begins not from amending the diagnostic account. Instead, it proceeds from accepting the diagnosis that one's actual commitments contain an important error. In Friedrich's case, this would mean that he now regards his prior commitment to divine command theory as an error, something to be abandoned. It is hard to say what sort of thing it is that he now thinks he must abandon (a belief ? the concept? a conception?), but for present purposes whatever it is that he abandons will be significant in one of two ways.


  First, he could be giving up mental content that plays no role in fixing the referent of the term, something we can label “connotational content.” That is, Friedrich's beliefs about divine command theory could be epiphenomenal to reference. They would be, roughly, beliefs he associates with free will, but they would do no substantive work in designating some property in the world. Indeed, Friedrich might take the fact of some alternative proposal for understanding morality (e.g., Kantian, contractualist, consequentialist, virtue theoretic) to count as evidence that his divine command theory beliefs were only connotational, despite his prior belief that they were essential to reference-determination.9 If so, then Friedrich is a “connotational” revisionist.


  A second possibility: Friedrich could be giving up some reference-fixing content. If so, one might think, Friedrich is really committed to eliminativism. After all, he is advocating giving up commitments that do work in referring to morality. Not so fast, though. Suppose that Friedrich thought that there is some nearby property, very much like morality, which exists and to which we could refer. Moreover, suppose that it occurs in all the places where we customarily attempt to refer to morality, and its presence or absence licenses the practices and attitudes characteristic of morality. So, for example, suppose the not-really-morality-but-pretty-close-to-it account of contractualism explained the truth of various not-really-morality-butpretty-close-to-it claims, claims that license morality-characteristic reactions, attitudes, and practices. Friedrich might eschew eliminativism precisely because he thinks that we can reanchor reference to morality without violating any of its important features. After all, this new stuff preserves the primary inferential roles we take to organize our beliefs about morality and it regiments our practices and characteristic attitudes in familiar ways. Moreover, the new stuff weighs in our deliberation in just the same way that morality-in-the-strict-and-unrevised sense does, and in general, it preserves morality's characteristic normative import. If all this were true, Friedrich might think that a revision of reference, “denotational revision,” is warranted. In doing so, he would be advocating that we change the topic, in some sense, but in a way that respects the fundamental work of the concept (Vargas forthcoming a). Indeed, if all this were true, Friedrich-thedenotational-revisionist would think the onus is on eliminativists about morality to explain why we should care about the loss of morality in the old, impossible sense. After all, Friedrich would say, we have a plethora of nondivine command accounts that preserve the import of morality and adequately explain the practices, attitudes, and inferences that we take to make up our moral lives and discourse.10


  These three possibilities—diagnostic correction, connotational revision, and denotational revision—are instantiated in the free-will debate in relatively straightforward ways.


  The best-known instance of theorists who championed a diagnostic correction may be classical, conditional analysis compatibilists. Such compatibilists were sometimes prepared to grant that people might have said that they believed in a “categorical” or nonconditional conceptions of “can,” but what they failed to see was that any such notions in fact refer to a conditionalized ability. Likewise, contemporary compatibilists and their near relatives will sometimes grant that people have incompatibilist intuitions about free will. However, such compatibilists believe that careful philosophical reflection shows that such characterizations are at root failures to appreciate one's more modest actual commitments.11 So, on a diagnostic correction, what needs correction is not our commitments, but our appraisal of them.


  Connotational revisionists hold that we need to expunge aspects of folk thinking about free will, but that in doing so we do not disrupt reference. In this view, we have been talking (successfully, let us presume) about free will all along, even if we had erroneous beliefs about it.


  Denotational revisionists hold that we need to expunge aspects of folk thinking about free will, and that in doing so we will reanchor the referent for “free will.” What makes a denotational revision possible is that we can reanchor our talk of free will on some property whose existence is in most or even all of the places we used to refer to free will (in the prerevised way), and the fact that its presence or absence warrants the typical inferences, reactions, and social practices that are characteristic of free will.12


  In prior work, I have distinguished between weak, moderate, and strong revisionism. Weak revisionism is what I am here calling diagnostic correction. Strong revisionism is eliminativism. Moderate revisionism was ambiguous between connotational and denotational revision. I am now unhappy about the weak/moderate/strong distinction for several reasons. First, moderate revisionism's ambiguity between connotational and denotational revisionisms invited confusion. Second, weak and strong revisionism are not ordinarily revisionism at all. Weak revisionism (i.e., diagnostic correction) is a conventionalist's admission that he or she mischaracterized our commonsense views about free will. Strong revisionism (i.e., eliminativism) is a view that holds that we should reject the existence of free will, irrespective of whether our best account of free will's nature is at odds with our folk conception of it. So, I now propose that we regiment terminology in the way I have suggested here, reserving “revisionist” for those theories that are committed to either denotational or connotational revision.


  The development of revisionist views


  In attempting to trace the development of revisionist accounts since the early 1960s, we immediately face two difficulties. First, prior to the early 2000s, philosophers rarely if ever described their accounts as revisionist, even when it contained revisionist elements. Second, many of the accounts that could be plausibly characterized as revisionist have been subject to contested descriptions on just this issue. For example, philosophers sometimes associate revisionism about free will with Daniel Dennett's slogan about the varieties of free will “worth wanting.” However, Dennett's own understanding of his account is hard to square with this perception, for he maintains that the varieties of free will worth wanting are not distinct from what we in fact want.13


  A different puzzle with another prominent candidate for an early revisionist arises with Jonathan Bennett's penetrating discussion of P. F. Strawson's “Freedom and Resentment” (1962). Bennett (1980) reads Strawson as a revisionist. However, his interpretation of Strawson is difficult to square with two aspects of Strawson's work. First, there is Strawson's famous rejection of “revisionary” metaphysics in favor of a descriptive metaphysics wherein one limits one's philosophical theorizing to explicating the content and implicit commitments of our conceptual framework as we find it. Second, there is Strawson's explicit claim to describe “what we mean” and “all we mean” by free will (91). There is, of course, the matter of whether and to what degree compatibilists have taken seriously such a constraint on their theorizing (Singer 2002; Vargas 2004). It is open to one to claim, as Frank Jackson (1998) has done, that whatever it is that compatibilists take themselves to be doing, they ought to understand themselves as doing something like Quinean paraphrasing, namely, a limited form of changing the subject to something that is near enough to the folk conception “to be regarded as a natural extension of it” (44). Indeed, this has been advocated by a number of revisionists. However, unless we understand compatibilists as generally committed to accounts that cohere with our concepts and practices as we find them, we could make no sense of Hume's familiar claim that “the whole dispute … has been hitherto merely verbal.” For that matter, it would be equally hard to make sense of Kant's charge that compatibilists are engaged in “a wretched subterfuge.”14


  I am inclined to think that J. J. C. Smart's ( 1961) account is the clearest forerunner to contemporary revisionist accounts. Smart argues that the “metaphysical” or “libertarian” theory of free will is incoherent. He also maintains that much of the justificatory work for which libertarian or metaphysical views of free will are invoked is ultimately unnecessary. So, for example, he claims that “threats and promises, punishments and rewards, the ascription of responsibility, and the non-ascription of responsibility” have justification that is compatible with belief in determinism (302). However, he concedes that moral blame, as it is ordinarily deployed, does presume the libertarianism's incoherent metaphysics. Consequently, he recommends that we restrict ourselves to a notion of “dispraise,” which is tantamount to a kind of grading, or a statement of “what people are like” (304).


  It is not clear to what extent Smart believes he is offering an alternative (i.e., compatibilist) account of free will, or whether he holds that “free will” is a term of confused metaphysics. Still, the suggested emendation of those portions of our practices concerned with blame anticipates some elements of contemporary revisionist accounts. As he sees it, there are portions of our ordinary beliefs about freedom and blame that stand in need of repair, but such repairs do not require the wholesale abandonment of familiar distinctions concerning agency, abilities, and the bulk of their connection to moral evaluations.


  Although Smart's work engendered some fruitful discussions, it did not spark a surge in revisionist work. However, more recently there has been a marked increase in accounts of a broadly revisionist extraction. I believe it is traceable to two independent sources, both outside the literature on free will.


  One of these sources is externalist theories of content and reference in the philosophy of language. Mark Heller (1996) argued that Putnamian insights offered the possibility of a new kind of compatibilist account. Putnam's idea was that conceptual content was oftentimes insufficient to settle the matter of the real essence of things. In this view, conceptual content alone is insufficient for us to learn that water is H2O. Heller argued for the possibility of a kind of compatibilism that exploits this idea, one in which the compatibilist grants that there is no satisfactory compatibilist analysis of the concept of free action, but that compatibilism nevertheless captures the essence of free action. Again, there was comparatively little direct uptake of this proposal, at least at first. Nevertheless, Heller identified a conceptual possibility that became important for work that followed not long after.


  A second source of recent revisionist theorizing is rooted in the dominant methodology of moral theory. Over most of the past 100 years of ethical theorizing, intuitions have been widely regarded as important, but hardly sacrosanct. Most ethicists accept that it is impossible to capture all the divergent intuitions ordinary people have about ethical issues. The governing idea has been the sort of thing Rawls described as “the method of reflective equilibrium.” Normative theories are to be generated by working back and forth between considered judgments (or intuitions), the principles we take to explain them, and the considerations that speak in favor of those judgments and principles. It is a picture in which revisionary outcomes are taken for granted, and the project of a “descriptive ethics” along the lines of “descriptive metaphysics” is widely regarded as a nonstarter.


  It is no surprise, therefore, that there have been intimations of revisionism among accounts that have been concerned with free will as it arises in connection with moral responsibility. For example, R. Jay Wallace (1994) and T. M. Scanlon (1988) have both offered accounts of the capacities required for moral responsibility, and they have noted that their accounts are potentially revisionist with respect to retributivism. It is, of course, a further step to conclude that such revisionism is rooted in free will. Still, in much of the literature, a shift between talk of those capacities that underwrite moral responsibility to talk of free will is ubiquitous. Numerous philosophers have claimed that free will is the “freedom” or “control” characteristic of moral responsibility (Pereboom 2005; Fischer, Kane, Pereboom, and Vargas 2007; Mele 2009). So, there is some reason to interpret Wallace and Scanlon as revisionist about free will, even though neither labels himself as such. (For further discussion of Wallace's view, see McKenna's essay in this volume [chapter 9]).


  These threads of influence from the philosophy of language and moral theory came together in the early twenty-first century in the work of three philosophers, each of whom independently proposed and explicitly identified a “revisionist” account of free will or moral responsibility (Hurley 2000; Singer 2002; Vargas 2001).


  Susan Hurley's ( 2000) articulation of a revisionist position grew from her dissatisfaction with Galen Strawson's argument about the impossibility of moral responsibility. In its most basic form, Strawson's (1994) argument is this: (1) Nothing can cause itself; (2) in order to be morally responsible for one's actions, one would need to the cause of oneself; and (3) therefore, no one is morally responsible for any actions.


  Hurley focuses on moral responsibility (as does Strawson) and takes issue with Strawson's argument on two grounds.15 First, she contends that it is improper to simply assume that impossible properties can be essential, as Strawson does. Second, she argues that once we consider standard theories of reference, it is implausible to contend, as Strawson does, that what is at stake is an impossible essence.


  Crucial to Hurley's ( 2000, 2003) approach is the idea that under any of the main theories of reference, Strawson's argument does not go through. Take a picture in which the essence of a term is that which must be understood to know what it means. Now, suppose one thought that some impossible essence is reference fixing because what fixes the reference is armchair reflection on the meaning of terms. First, this view seems to require a commitment to analytic truths that many contemporary philosophers reject as untenable. Second, it runs afoul of the fact of disagreement about the meaning of “moral responsibility.” In the face of disagreement about the essence, it is especially dubious to think that what we are discerning from the armchair is an essence. So, she thinks, this view in defense of an impossible reference should be rejected.


  Now, suppose one thinks that reference is fixed by contexts of actual use. It is difficult to see how an impossible essence could be the thing picked out by contexts of actual use. As Hurley (2000, 245) puts it, impossible essences lack adequate “explanatory depth.” That is, because such essences cannot obtain, it is implausible that such things would be picked out by contexts of actual use to explain phenomena. Similar remarks hold in the case of functional term accounts of reference: A degree of explanatory depth is required for something to be a candidate realizer of “moral responsibility” and essentially impossible essences can play no role in explaining phenomena. Consequently, if there are other realizers available, the most natural thing to say about the proposed impossible essence is that the error was in identifying it as an essence.16


  A powerful feature of Hurley's account is that it relies on considerations that derive their plausibility independently of any particulars in the free-will debate. Assuming Hurley is right about what is entailed by contemporary theories of reference, this leaves the “impossible essence” eliminativist about moral responsibility with an unappealing dilemma: either argue against standard theories of reference, or argue that for “moral responsibility” reference functions in an idiosyncratic way. Either horn of the dilemma requires substantial argument, none of which seems to have been taken up by proponents of Strawson-like “impossibilist” views of moral responsibility and free will. In light of this, Hurley thinks that if we find ourselves taking impossibilism seriously, we should accept revisionism.


  Hurley's account is framed as a conditional one: If one finds essentialist eliminativism plausible, then reconsideration of theories of reference should lead one to accept revisionism and not eliminativism. If successful, her arguments block those forms of eliminativism that appeal to impossible essences. However, they do not address all arguments for eliminativism. For example, Pereboom's (2001) hard incompatibilism does not claim that free will and moral responsibility are impossible. Instead, he argues that we should think it is overwhelmingly unlikely that we are free and responsible.


  Despite the intended limits of Hurley's argument, the basic resources can be extended to put pressure on eliminativist accounts in general. Indeed, I take them to support the plausibility of a more categorical endorsement of revisionism about free will and moral responsibility.


  Like Hurley, my development of a revisionist account has been motivated by considerations rooted in the philosophy of language, disagreements about intuitions, and the normative character of the concept of free will (Vargas 2001, 2005a, forthcoming a; Fischer, Kane, Pereboom, and Vargas 2007). Perhaps more so than Hurley, I am inclined to think many of us have incompatibilist intuitions in a variety of contexts, but that there is good reason to doubt that we are agents of the sort described in the best libertarian accounts. If the integrity of our normative practices rested on this form of agency, it would leave us in the morally precarious situation of blaming and punishing people on the basis of a picture of agency that we have little reason to accept—apart from our fervent hope that we have it (Vargas 2009).


  Fortunately, I believe there is an independent basis for various free-will characteristic practices, attitudes, and judgments apart from libertarian agency. In light of its role in cultivating a special form of agency, I argue that understanding free will in terms of various normative capacities is warranted. What makes the account revisionist is that I do not think that it is warranted by what we ordinarily believe licenses our responsibility ascriptions. Among other things, I reject the robust alternative possibilities requirement I believe to be embedded in some of our attributions of free will (Vargas 2008, forthcoming b).


  In my account, free will is roughly the distinctive capacity of agents in virtue of which moralized praise and blame make sense. I argue that this capacity is best rendered in terms of the ability to recognize and respond to moral reasons. It is a picture in which the metaphysics of free will is determined not on the basis of primarily testing isolated prephilosophical intuitions about free will, but by ascertaining what capacities would warrant specific normative practices, regardless of the powers we tend to prephilosophically associate with our agency (Vargas forthcoming a; forthcoming b). So, Hurley's view has nothing to say to the possible-but-unlikely-to-havefree-will eliminativist, whereas the version of revisionism I have offered is intended to provide a principled reply to all stripes of free-will eliminativism. It does without appeal to the dubious metaphysics of libertarianism or the conventional compatibilist's implausible insistence that compatibilist accounts are not at odds with important aspects of our self-conception.


  I hold that the metaphysics of agency implicated in worries about free will are properly settled not by our intuitions but by our various practical, normative interests. In this, I maintain that the metaphysics we should look for are guided by fundamentally social and normative considerations. I am agnostic about how reference sorts out: If our naϯve libertarian elements prove to be reference-fixing, I am a denotational revisionist compatibilist.17 If, as I suspect, our commonsense libertarian commitments are not reference-fixing, then I am a connotational revisionist compatibilist.


  Recent experimental work on intuitions about free will and moral responsibility have played some role in my thinking about these issues, leading me to think that ordinary thinking about free will may be fragmented in important ways. (See the essays by Knobe and Nichols and by Nahmias in this volume [chapters 28 and 29, respectively] for discussions of this experimental work.) The majority of nonphilosophers are, I suspect, subject to distinct intuitions in different cases. That is, people feel the pull of incompatibilist intuitions more strongly in some cases. In other cases, they more strongly feel the pull of compatibilist intuitions.18 None of this entails that there are no nonphilosophers with consistently incompatibilist intuitions, or that no one has consistently compatibilist intuitions. Nevertheless, I suspect that such persons constitute a minority. As in many aspects of human thinking, thoroughgoing consistency is the exception, not the rule.19


  The idea that ordinary convictions contain both compatibilist and incompatibilist elements received worthwhile attention in a third selfdescribed revisionist proposal. In a thoughtful and underappreciated article, Ira Singer (2002) argues that the intractability of free-will debates can be explained by the presence of both genuinely compatibilist and genuinely incompatibilist instincts. Singer goes on to argue that we should acknowledge the fact of our libertarian convictions, and that we should excise them as best we can. This would leave us with a compatibilist-friendly concept and the attendant practices and attitudes. Notice that unlike Hurley, Singer is prepared to grant that the folk concept of freedom is incoherent. Indeed, he thinks that this is crucial for explaining the persistence of the debate. Moreover, he thinks the revisionist's conceptual surgery will have some ramifications for our emotional life.20 Although he is cautious about predicting just what emotional transformations follow from his account, he suggests that the reactive attitudes will be tempered in subtle ways by knowledge of the conceptual revision.


  As Singer sees it, what prevents his proposed conceptual revision from being completely arbitrary is that it is yoked to our needs for distinguishing between freedom and our current historical and social circumstances. Consequently, he does not believe we can straightforwardly repurpose any conventional compatibilist theory we like. Rather, “within compatibilism also there is a need to revise, to decide, to construct; we need to think about what compatibilist views best serve our various needs and purposes” (38).21 Conventional compatibilist accounts may provide a starting point, but they cannot be end points.


  Besides Singer, Hurley, and myself, there are a variety of views in the current literature that are plausibly revisionist in conception or implication. For example, Henrik Walter (2004) has explicitly embraced a revisionist position on free will and moral responsibility in light of developments in neuroscience. Nichols (2007a, 2007b, 2008) has argued that even if our ordinary (i.e., libertarian) conception of agency is untenable, many of the attitudes and practices that were supposed to depend on that conception of agency are largely insulated from changes in our metaphysical beliefs. Clarke (2010), a former proponent of agent-causal libertarianism, has recently suggested that aspects of our self-conception, especially as they relate to moral responsibility, “might need alteration in some unacknowledged respects.”22 (See the essays in this volume of Walter [chapter 27], Nichols and Knobe [chapter 28], and Clarke [chapter 16] for further discussion of their views.) This suggests the possibility of more diverse forms of revisionism than I have gestured at here. Although one might not embrace revisionism about free will, one might embrace it with respect to some other issue connected to the philosophical literature on free will.23


  Ramifications and challenges


  


  Before concluding, I wish to mention briefly some ongoing challenges and unresolved issues facing revisionist accounts of free will.


  First, there is the matter of the correct diagnostic account of our prephilosophical commitments on freedom and moral responsibility. A revisionist account requires some conflict with our received free-will commitments. Thus, it matters what ordinary or folk beliefs about free will come to. Most current revisionist accounts have been revisionist compatibilisms, motivated by the conviction that folk beliefs contain incompatibilist elements. It would be problematic if it turned out that ordinary persons did not have incompatibilist commitments.


  In recent years there has been a growing body of experimental work designed to tease out ordinary convictions about free will and moral responsibility (see the essays of Knobe and Nichols and of Nahmias in this volume). One notable result has been the discovery that ordinary persons will in many cases have strongly compatibilist reactions to a wide range of prompts. The research on these issues is ongoing, but it raises complicated questions about the extent to which self-described revisionist compatibilists are genuinely revisionist if ordinary persons are mostly or largely compatibilist in their commitments. So, unless one accepts something like Singer's claim that we need to rewrite our compatibilist accounts in light of a clearer connection to our practical and normative purposes, empirical results that overwhelmingly favored a compatibilist diagnosis would be a serious challenge to (at least) the revisionist element of these accounts.


  Nevertheless, this concern may prove to be only superficial. For any selfdescribed revisionist account that proves to not be revisionist, we would still have a substantive prescriptive account that merits consideration on its own terms. If the best self-described revisionist compatibilist account turns out to be nothing more than an excellent conventional compatibilist account, this would, I suspect, hardly dismay the account's proponent.


  A second challenge to revisionists is to articulate the grounds on which revision is licensed. Without some account of what it is that anchors the revision, revisionism threatens to collapse into an “anything goes” account in which the rules guiding revision are impossible to make out and the products of revisionist theorizing are correspondingly impossible to evaluate. It is well and good to appeal to the general idea of our practical and normative interests, but articulating what those interests are and how they structure a revisionist proposal is difficult work that few have attempted. This general approach also raises questions about the relationship of theorizing about free will with commitments in normative ethics and metaethics (McKenna 2009a; Double 1996). If an account of free will is beholden to practical and normative interests, we might wonder about the extent to which one can adequately develop such an account in isolation from robust commitments in these other areas of philosophy. Grappling with these questions remains a significant burden for any revisionist account.


  A third, and perhaps related, challenge is to articulate the extent to which a given revisionist proposal entails revisions in our practices and attitudes. These issues are difficult, hinging on the extent to which particular practices depend on the jettisoned conceptual elements. As noted above, Singer suggests a picture in which conceptual revision might help attenuate the reactive attitudes in the same way Hume thought the theoretical conviction that stoicism is true might weaken the force of some desires. However, there are those who have taken a stance of general skepticism about the transformation of practices in light of metaphysical commitments. Mark Johnston (1992b, 590) argues that “although ordinary practitioners may naturally be led to adopt metaphysical pictures as a result of their practices, and perhaps a little philosophical prompting, the practices are typically not dependent on the truth of the pictures. Practices that endure and spread are typically justifiable in non-metaphysical terms.” He goes on: “That the practice of attributing responsibility depends for its justification on facts about free agency … does not settle it that the practice of attributing responsibility depends for its justification on facts about uncaused causings. The picture of free willings as uncaused causing may have only a minimal role. It may yet be epiphenomenal to the practice” (592). Thus, Johnston's picture is one in which our practices may be completely insulated from our metaphysics.


  There is ample room for positions between Singer's and Johnston's views. For example, one could hold that there ought to be changes at the margins of our practices, thus leaving the bulk of our practices and attitudes unchanged. In general, if we identify elements of our practices that depend on conceptual content that has been revised away, we have a candidate for revision in our practices. We would do well to remember, however, that even if some aspect of a practice had its origin in a conviction we now abandon, it does not follow that the function or current meaning of the practice depends on that conviction. We might find that some elements that appear to presume the truth of a to-be-excised conviction can be justified on independent grounds.24 Indeed, this seems to be the central strategy for at least some strands of revisionist approaches to free will. How this goes, though, is the nub of it.


  It may be comparatively easy to motivate a revisionist account of responsibility (e.g., by appealing to some metaphysically innocuous justification for praise, blame, and desert attribution). However, if one construes free will in terms that disconnect it from its role in moral responsibility, then it is less clear what it is that would provide independent grounds for holding on to those practices, attitudes, or inferences that depend on the too-be-jettisoned conceptual elements of our folk notion of free will. In turn, this raises the specter that revisionist accounts of free will that countenances significant changes in our practices and attitudes are not so different from eliminativist accounts, after all. Thus, revisionists who accept significant changes to our practices and attitudes will need to be careful to say how and why these accounts are different than more familiar eliminativist accounts.


  I have mentioned three challenges facing revisionist accounts: disputes about the diagnosis, the grounds for revision, and what conceptual revision entails for practices and attitudes. There are obviously other challenges facing revisionists. Some critics will surely object that a given revisionist view presumes a false picture about the semantics of free will, or that revisionist accounts amount to an illegitimate changing of the subject, even if such wretchedness is no subterfuge. Others will dispute the idea that we can make sense of the idea of “the work of the concept” in a way that permits conceptual revision without conceptual abandonment. Moreover, I have said little about how revisionism about free will connects to revisionism about moral responsibility, desert, and retribution. More work is in order.


  My sense is that revisionist views will continue to proliferate, at least for a while. In a field as intricately developed as free will, revisionism offers something unusual: relatively undeveloped territory with plenty of lowhanging fruit. I also suspect that the serious regard with which eliminativist views have only recently come to be viewed provides a natural segue for reflection on revisionism. Anecdotally, philosophers tend to come to revisionism only after having first espoused eliminativism. Regardless of how philosophers come to it, revisionism will surely benefit from continued philosophical labor.


  Notes:


  I received helpful feedback on this chapter from the following people: John Fischer, Robert Kane, Jason Miller, Shaun Nichols, Dan Speak, and Kevin Timpe.


  (1.) The view that the thesis of determinism is true and that we therefore lack free will is usually called “hard determinism.” Partly in light of how quantum mechanics is ordinarily understood, holding that we lack free will whether or not determinism is true has been a more common view. “Hard incompatibilism” is Derk Pereboom's helpful label for views of this sort.


  (2.) Perhaps the classic model of this approach is P. F. Strawson's ( 1992) project of “descriptive metaphysics” or “concept-mapping” (cf. Lewis [1973a]). I have discussed these matters in greater detail in Vargas (forthcoming c).


  (3.) Kevin Timpe has raised this worry.


  (4.) Because of the “descriptive/prescriptive” distinction has connotations in metaethics, I prefer to use the label “diagnostic.” That said, I have no objection to using “descriptive” rather than “diagnostic” so long as we are careful to distinguish between accounts that endeavor to characterize our (perhaps latent) commonsense views and proposals for how, all things considered, we should characterize the matter. See, also, Nichols's (2006) tripartite division of theoretical aims. I have avoided Sellars's own terminology, for it may suggest that any prescriptive account will necessarily be “scientific,” whatever that comes to.


  (5.) I recognize that there is some infelicity here, as “conventional” can also describe things whose truth conditions appeal to conventions. I mean conventional in the “customary” or “ordinary” sense of the word.


  (6.) By distinguishing the conceptual terrain in terms of the relationship of free will to determinism, I do not mean to preclude the possibility of other threats (e.g., naturalism, divine foreknowledge, social psychology) to free will or moral responsibility.


  (7.) This is an objection that McKenna ( 2009a) rightly made against my earlier characterizations of revisionism. The present account, which follows, is intended to supersede my previous response (Vargas 2009).


  (8.) On this way of fixing terminology, one could be an eliminativist about free will and either a conventionalist or a revisionist. Eliminativist revisionism would occur if, for example, one thought that the best theory of free will conflicted with the commitments of common sense, but that even on our best revisionist theory we still lacked free will. Notice, too, that someone who thinks that free will is compatible with determinism but that we lack it for other reasons (e.g., Neil Levy) could be a conventional compatibilist and an eliminativist.


  (9.) Notice that the beliefs about his theoretical commitments count among connotational content; his prior beliefs about whether those other beliefs were reference-fixing do no work in fixing reference.


  (10.) In opting for revisionism about morality, Friedrich may be unsure about whether he is committed to connotational revision or denotational revision. As I noted above, ordinarily available evidence may insufficient to tell us which characterization is true. Consequently, Friedrich might accept a kind of “semantic agnosticism,” if he were unsure about how to parse questions of whether his old, problematic beliefs about divine command theory were connotational or denotation. For him, the important thing is that, either way, he accepts a revisionist account.


  (11.) Fischer sometimes suggests this, highlighting the somewhat revisionist elements in his work while holding that reflection on philosophical thought experiments show that (at least regarding moral responsibility) we do not really have such commitments. For some discussion, see Fischer, Kane, Pereboom, and Vargas (2007, ch. 8). I confess that I am now less certain how Fischer intends his account, although I welcome the possibility that he is revisionist about moral responsibility, even if it strikes me as dubious that he is revisionist about free will.


  (12.) Pereboom ( 2009a) has argued that the characterization of revisionism depends partly on the picture of concepts involved. Notice, though, that revisionism (whether denotational or connotational) is largely neutral about the characterization of concepts. The salient issue is whether what is being revised is connotational or denotational in its significance. So long as we can render this distinction in your favorite view of concepts, we have all that we need to capture the main contours of what is significant about revisionist accounts.


  (13.) Dennett ( 2003) explicitly distinguishes his view from a revisionist account, which he associates with White (1991). For discussion, see Vargas (2005c).


  (14.) Cf. Singer ( 2002, 28): “Compatibilists typically present their view as descriptive rather than as revisionary, and often criticize libertarianism for its distorted description of ordinary beliefs.”


  (15.) Hurley ( 2000) notes that she and her interlocutor take seriously the idea that their disagreement about moral responsibility is ultimately intertwined in matters of freedom, but her argument for revisionism proceeds explicitly in terms of moral responsibility (notes 43, 45).


  (16.) Blackburn ( 1993) makes a similar argument against error theories in metaethics. He argues that claims that there is widespread error in reference should ordinarily lead us to think that the theorist has simply misunderstood the core feature of moral language. Neither Hurley nor Blackburn say much about how we should accommodate fictional objects in these pictures of reference, nor do they seriously consider sophisticated forms of fictionalism about morality in general or responsibility in particular.


  (17.) Does this make reference change too easy, ruling out the very possibility of eliminativism? I do not think so. Consider what we can say about the Christian God, if we were convinced of atheism. If God does not exist, presumably this is because there is no candidate for denotational revision, even if the concept serves some practical purpose, precisely because there is no thing or property that plays even most of the main roles associated with God (e.g., creator of the universe and omnibenevolent agent and omnipotent and perfect, etc.). In contrast, with free will there are several candidate properties (think: what compatibilists point to) that do the primary work of the concept (e.g., licensing praise and blame, distinguishing between free and unfree action, warranting the reactive attitudes). Practical interests alone are not always sufficient for reanchoring reference, although they are in this case because free will has a fundamentally practical dimension to it that God and, for example, phlogiston do not. (N.B.: One could be a thoroughgoing instrumentalist or pragmatist about all the relevant concepts, but I do not mean to commit myself to such a view.)

  (18.) Part of this may also be bound up in the responses to threats quite apart from determinism. Reductionism and the impugning of our folk psychological explanation likely play some role in driving reactions to cases that philosophers tend to read in terms of deterministic effects.


  (19.) Elsewhere, I have suggested that this fragmentation may have ramifications for the development of professional philosophers’ own views on free will (see Vargas 2006). Presumably, any given undergraduate comes to his or her philosophy class with mixed intuitions that, over time, are shaped by various internal and external pressures until they begin to assume a more consistent shape, whether compatibilist or incompatibilist. By the time that undergraduate becomes a Ph.D.-holding professional philosopher invested in the free-will debate, the years of rational and disciplinary pressure in favor of consistency may have led that person to reify those intuitions in one direction or the other and to correspondingly dismiss, suppress, and oftentimes (even honestly) deny the presence of intuitions to the contrary.


  (20.) Hurley and I are largely content with a kind of conceptual revisionism, whereas Singer embraces “emotional revision” (40). I suspect that there might be some modifications at the margins of our ordinary moral life, but I am dubious about changes on the scale Singer seems to think will follow.


  (21.) Partly influenced by Singer, I have noted a distinct but related concern about conventional compatibilist accounts under the guise of “revisionism on the cheap” (Fischer, Kane, Pereboom, and Vargas 2007, 152–53).


  (22.) See, also, Clarke ( 2009, 26): “it's a harder problem to see how genuinely free and responsible action is possible. I do think some revision of our everyday understanding of our responsibility for what we do may be required.”


  (23.) Alternately, one might embrace revisionism about free will on grounds distinct from threats via determinism. Nahmias may accept a species of revisionist compatibilism about free will and “reductionism” while regarding himself a conventional compatibilist about free will and determinism.


  (24.) Shaun Nichols ( 2007b) argues that there are good reasons for agents to have and express retributive impulses, and that these reasons hold independent of whether we are libertarian agents. If so, then revision away from libertarianism would not necessarily entail a loss of retributive attitudes, even if one thought that as a matter of ordinary course we maintain that only libertarian agency would suffice to support retribution. (See the essay of Knobe and Nichols in this volume [chapter 28].)
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article aims to show that libertarian free will is impossible. In this view, libertarian free will “remains a mystery.” This argument rests on the insight that if one believes one's future free choice is a libertarian free choice and so must be undetermined, one is not in a position to make a promise to someone that will choose as he or she wishes. The argument that develops on the basis of this insight is related to a general problem that indeterminism does not enhance the power or control agents have over their choices or actions, but would in fact diminish their power and control, and hence would diminish their freedom. The argument is important because it shows that many forms of libertarianism (including ones that many libertarians hold) are indeed impossible.
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  o. Let us say that it is at a certain moment up to one whether one will do A or do B if one is then faced with a choice between doing A and doing B and one is then able to do A and is then able to do B.1 And let us say that it is at a certain moment undetermined whether one will do A or do B if there is a possible world in which the laws of nature are the same as those of the actual world and whose state at that moment is identical with the state of the actual world at that moment, and in which one will do A and a world satisfying those same two conditions in which one will do B.2


  Libertarianism is the conjunction of the following two theses: The Free-Will Thesis: Various human agents at various times and on various occasions have been in the following situation: They were faced with a choice between alternative courses of action (e.g., between lying and telling the truth, between becoming a physician and becoming a concert pianist, between meeting Jill in Phoenix on Thursday and not meeting Jill in Phoenix on Thursday) and it was then up to them which of these courses of the action they would pursue.


  Incompatibilism: If one is, at a certain moment, faced with a choice between doing A and doing B, it is then up to one whether one will do A or do B only if it is then undetermined whether one will do A or do B—and necessarily so.


  1. Many philosophers have contended that libertarianism is necessarily false—that it is a metaphysically impossible or even a logically incoherent thesis. Of the various arguments that have been given for the impossibility of libertarianism, the simplest is that the impossibility of libertarianism is an immediate consequence of the following principle, which (it is contended) is a necessary—perhaps a conceptual—truth:


  The Indetermination-Inability Principle: If one is, at a certain moment, faced with a choice between doing A and doing B, and if it is then undetermined whether one will do A or do B, it is not then up to one whether one will do A or do B; in fact, one is not then able to do A and not then able to do B.3


  (The impossibility of libertarianism follows from the

  Indetermination-Inability Principle because that principle and incompatibilism jointly entail that human agents are never in the following situation: they are faced with a choice between alternative courses of action and it up to them which course they will pursue; and the Free-Will Thesis entails that human agents are sometimes in that situation.)


  But is the Indetermination-Inability Principle true? The principle can seem very plausible if one considers only cases of this sort: Jack is deliberating about whether to hit the right-hand or

  the left-hand side of the dartboard. It is now undetermined

  whether he will hit the right-hand or the left-hand side owing

  to the fact that it will be undetermined at the moment the dart

  leaves his hand which side of the board it will hit.


  It is at least very plausible to suppose that Jack is not, during the course of his deliberations, able to hit the right-hand side and is not able to hit the left-hand side. But such cases are not decisive, since they involve the concept of success or at least the concept of result: They are cases in which in which an agent is now faced with a choice between doing A and doing B, and in which, if the agent should endeavor to do A or should endeavor to do B, whether the agent would succeed in either endeavor is now undetermined. But what about cases in which an agent is now faced with a choice between doing A and doing B, and in which it is now undetermined whether the agent will do A or do B—but in which it is now determined that, once the agent has decided one way or the other, the agent will succeed in doing the thing decided on?4 Should we say that such an agent is not now able to do A and not now able to do B? That is the real question, for the Indetermination-Inability Principle implies that if one is now faced with a choice between doing A and doing B, and if it is now undetermined whether one will do A or do B, then—no matter what else may be determined or undetermined—one is not now able to do A and not now able to do B.

  2. In “Free Will Remains a Mystery” (van Inwagen 2002), I presented an argument for the conclusion that if one is now faced with a choice between speaking and keeping silent, and if it is now undetermined whether one will speak or keep silent, then one is now unable to keep silent. (An exactly parallel argument could be used to defend the conclusion that someone in those circumstances is now unable to speak.) I quote the argument in full:


  You are a candidate for public office, and I, your best friend, know some discreditable fact about your past that, if made public, would—and should—cost you the election. I am pulled two ways, one way by the claims of citizenship and the other by the claims of friendship. You know about my situation and beg me not to “tell.” I know (perhaps God has told me this) that there exist exactly two possible continuations of the present—the actual present, which includes your begging me not to tell and the emotional effect your appeal has had on me—, in one of which I tell all to the press and in the other of which I keep silent; and I know that the objective, “groundfloor” probability of my “telling” is 0.43 and that the objective, “ground-floor” probability of my keeping silent is 0.57. Am I in a position to promise you that I will keep silent?—knowing, as I do, that if there were a million perfect duplicates of me, each placed in a perfect duplicate of my present situation, 43 percent of them would tell all and 57 percent of them would hold their tongues? [Here I should have added the qualification ‘to a very high probability.’] I do not see how, in good conscience, I could make this promise. I do not see how I could be in a position to make it. But if I believe that I am able to keep silent, I should, it would seem, regard myself as being in a position to make this promise. What more do I need to regard myself as being in a position to promise to do X than a belief that I am able to do X? Therefore, in this situation, I should not regard myself as being able to keep silent. (And I cannot see on what grounds third-person observers of my situation could dispute this first-person judgment.) (175).


  I will call this the Promising Argument.


  Shortly before “Free Will Remains a Mystery” appeared in print, and too late for me to do anything about it, Michael Bratman convinced me (in conversation) that the Promising Argument was invalid. Here is my own statement of his diagnosis of the flaw in the argument:


  You set the case up this way. Your friend wants you to promise not to reveal his misconduct, and, while you are deliberating about whether to make such a promise, you believe that that it is, at that moment, undetermined whether you will tell all or keep silent. Now you might well have that belief in those circumstances and it might even be true—but, if it is true, it doesn't follow that, if you were to make the desired promise, it would then be undetermined whether you would tell all or keep silent. Perhaps if you were to promise to keep silent, it would then be determined that you would keep silent (it may for example be psychologically impossible for you to do something that you have promised not to do). If that would be the result of your promising to keep silent, then you are in a position —you are now in a position—to promise your friend to keep silent. Your argument was essentially this:

  If I am able to keep silent, then I am in a position to promise to keep silent;

  If it is undetermined whether I shall keep silent, then I am not in a position to promise to keep silent.


  Hence, if it is undetermined whether I shall keep silent, I am not able to keep silent.


  


  As I have shown, the second premise of this argument is false, or at any rate, might well be false.


  The flaw is real. But can the basic idea behind the argument be saved? Can the argument be revised so as to eliminate the flaw? The following section contains my best attempt at such a revision. 3. Let us consider a more elaborate version of the IndeterminationInability Principle, The New Indetermination-Inability Principle:


  Where t2 is a future moment and t1 is a future moment earlier than t2:

  If one is now faced with a choice between doing A at t2 and

  doing B at t2, and if, at t1, it will be undetermined whether

  one will do A at t2 or do B at t2 (and if this would then be

  undetermined whatever one might do between now and t1),

  then one is not now able to do A at t2 and one is not now able

  to do B at t2.


  The New Indetermination-Inability Principle may be defended by an elaboration of the Promising Argument—the New Promising Argument5:


  My good friend Jake Higgins is a candidate for reelection to the Senate. He has been having a sleazy affair with Mary O'Brien, a married member of his staff, and I know all about it. Jake has learned that at a press conference tomorrow, a reporter well known for her muckraking skills plans to ask me the following question: “Are the rumors true—is Senator Higgins intimately involved with Mrs. O'Brien?” Jake knows that there is no hope of his being reelected if I do not explicitly say that the rumors are unfounded (an evasive response to the question will be taken as confirmation of the rumors). He begs me to promise to deny everything; that is, to promise to lie to the press. How shall I respond to this request if I have the following belief ? At the moment the question is asked, it will be undetermined whether I shall respond with a lie or with the truth (and, therefore, it is now undetermined which I shall do): if there were a large number of perfect duplicates of me (in identical environments) at the moment the reporter asked her question, some (to a near certainty) would lie and some would tell the truth. And, moreover, it would at the moment the question was asked be undetermined how I should respond to it even if, at some moment between the present moment and that moment, I promised to lie.


  (Perhaps I believe this because I believe that whichever decision I make—to lie or to tell the truth—will be a free decision and believe on philosophical grounds that free decisions must be undetermined events.) If I have this belief, it seems, I should now regard myself as not in a position to promise Jake to lie to the press tomorrow. (The case is not all that different from this one: Suppose I believe that when I try to start my car, it will at that moment be undetermined whether it will start—and that this will then be undetermined no matter what I do between the present moment and the moment at which I try to start the car; then I should regard myself as not being in a position to promise someone a ride.) And that means that I believe that I am not now able to lie to the press tomorrow—for if I were now able to lie to the press tomorrow, I should be in a position to promise Jake to lie to the press tomorrow.6 And the same argument, mutatis mutandis, will continue to apply as long as there is a future moment at which it will be undetermined whether I shall lie (in response to the reporter's question) or answer honestly.7 If, for example, it is now 11:58, and if the reporter is going to ask her question at noon, and if it will then be undetermined whether I shall respond to her question with a lie or the truth—and if this would then be undetermined even if at some point in the next two minutes I promised to respond with a lie—, then I am not now, at 11:58, able to respond with a lie.8


  I think it's fair to say that if the New Promising Argument proves that in the case I have imagined I am not now able to lie tomorrow, then an easy generalization of the reasoning it embodies establishes the New Indetermination-Inability Principle.


  Well and good. But does the New Indetermination-Inability Principle —like the (original) Indetermination-Inability Principle—imply the falsity of libertarianism?

  4. One can deduce the falsity of libertarianism from the New Indetermination-Inability Principle only if one can deduce from the New Indetermination-Inability Principle that no human agent x is ever in the following situation:


  x is at some given moment faced with a choice between doing A and doing B;


  


  it is at that moment up to x whether x will do A or do B;


  


  it is at that moment undetermined whether x will do A or do B.


  And one cannot deduce from the New Indetermination-Inability Principle that no agent is ever in that situation. There are two reasons why the New Indetermination-Inability Principle does not have that consequence. These reasons can be most easily displayed in a concrete example.


  Suppose that it is now 11:58 and that I am faced with a choice between lying at noon and telling the truth at noon. Suppose it is now undetermined whether I shall lie at noon or tell the truth at noon. Can we deduce from these suppositions and the New Indetermination-Inability Principle that it is not now up to me whether I shall lie at noon? (That is, can we deduce that I am not both able to lie at noon and able to tell the truth at noon?) We cannot—and, as I said, for two reasons.


  First, it may be that 11:58, the present moment, is the last moment at which it is or will be undetermined whether I shall lie at noon or tell the truth at noon; it may be that at every moment between 11:58 and noon it will either be determined that I shall lie at noon or else determined that I shall tell the truth at noon—although now, at 11:58, it is—as it was at all earlier moments—undetermined which of these alternatives is the one that will be determined after 11:58.9 Note that the New Indetermination-Inability Principle does not tell us that if it is now the last moment at which it is undetermined whether I shall lie or tell the truth at noon, then I am now unable to lie (or unable to tell the truth) at noon; it allows us to deduce that I am unable now, at 11:58, to do something at noon only given that it will be undetermined at some later moment, some moment between 11:58 and noon, whether I shall do that thing at noon.


  Secondly, suppose that there is a moment between the present moment and noon—say, 11:59—at which it will be undetermined whether I shall lie or tell the truth at noon. We cannot deduce from that supposition and the New Indetermination-Inability Principle the conclusion that I am at present unable to lie (tell the truth) at noon; to reach that conclusion, we should need a further premise: that it would be undetermined at 11:59 whether I should lie at noon or tell the truth at noon no matter what I might do between the present moment and 11:59. And why should we suppose that? How do we know, for example, that the following statement is false: If I were to promise thirty seconds from now to lie at noon, then it would be determined at 11:59 that I should lie at noon? (That counterfactual is certainly consistent with the proposition that it is now—at 11:58—undetermined whether I shall lie at noon: suppose it is now undetermined whether I shall make that promise.)


  I conclude that the New Promising Argument, for all its promise, is in one important respect a failure. True, it succeeds in establishing the New Indetermination-Inability Principle, but it fails of its larger purpose, for it does not imply the falsity of libertarianism. The revisions of the Promising Argument that were needed to evade Bratman's insightful criticism of that argument have weakened the conclusion of the revised argument to the point at which its conclusion does not imply the falsity of libertarianism.


  I would point out that this “failure” of the New Promising Argument by no means establishes the possibility of libertarianism. After all, an argument can be the most abject failure imaginable and nevertheless have a true conclusion. For all the failure of the New Promising Argument shows, the (original) Indetermination-Inability Principle may be true, and that principle entails the falsity of libertarianism. The burden of the present section is that reasoning that turns on the relation between one's being able to do a certain thing and one's being in a position to promise to do that thing cannot establish the Indetermination-Inability Principle; such reasoning can establish only the weaker New IndeterminationInability Principle.

  5. If the New Indetermination-Inability Principle does not imply the falsity of libertarianism, it does imply the falsity of a thesis that most libertarians would be strongly inclined to accept, even if that thesis is not a strict logical consequence of libertarianism. I will call this thesis the Deliberation-Freedom Thesis10:


  At various times and on various occasions, there has been a human agent x who was in the following situation:


  


  x was faced with a choice between doing A and doing B;


  


  x chose to do A after an extended period (several minutes, at least) of serious deliberation;


  At every moment during that period of deliberation, it was up to x whether x would do A or do B (at every moment during that period of deliberation, x could say truly, “It is now up to me whether I shall do A or do B: I am now able to do A and I am now able to do B”11);


  During that period of deliberation, x was “condemned to freedom”: From the moment at which x first began to try to decide whether to do A or do B till the moment at which x's choice to do A or x's choice to do B was (irrevocably) made, there was nothing x could do to change the fact that, till the choice was made, it would be up to x whether x would do A or do B (nothing, that is, short of breaking off deliberating about whether to do A or do B).


  The New Indetermination-Inability Principle and incompatibilism jointly entail the falsity of the Deliberation-Freedom Thesis12. Libertarianism, as I have defined it, does not entail the Deliberation-Freedom thesis, but it does seem to me to be a thesis that most libertarians would be very strongly inclined to accept. Some libertarians (and perhaps some opponents of libertarianism) might even want to say that the definition of libertarianism in section 0 of this essay was unsatisfactory, because “real” libertarians mean something more by “libertarianism” than the rather weak thesis I gave that name to.


  Perhaps there are philosophers who would say this and perhaps they are right. And perhaps they are right because “real” libertarians accept the Deliberation-Freedom Thesis. Let us take that possibility into account by renaming the thesis that was called “libertarianism” in section 0: Let us now call that thesis weak (or minimal) libertarianism.” And let us call the conjunction of incompatibilism and the Deliberation-Freedom Thesis “strong libertarianism.” (Strong libertarianism obviously entails weak or minimal libertarianism.) The New Indetermination-Inability Principle argument implies the falsity of strong libertarianism but does not imply the falsity of weak or minimal libertarianism.


  The New Promising Argument refutes strong libertarianism (its conclusion implies the falsity of strong libertarianism). But how important an accomplishment this is is debatable.


  The following two questions are obviously relevant to the debate: Are there, in fact, any strong libertarians? How committed are such strong libertarians as there may be to strong libertarianism? I am fairly sure that there are some strong libertarians, but am not at all sure how committed to strong libertarianism they may be. For all I know, most strong libertarians (always assuming that there are any) would be willing to say something along the following lines: “I did accept ‘strong libertarianism’ but the New Promising Argument has convinced me that that thesis is false. Well, no matter. Strong libertarianism is not really essential to my views on free will. I'm content to make a strategic withdrawal to weak libertarianism and defend that position.” If the friends of strong libertarianism are fair-weather friends of that sort, then the New Promising Argument is not as important as it would be if strong libertarianism had committed advocates.


  Another sort of consideration that is relevant to the question of the importance of the New Promising Argument has to do with the implications of the argument for the construction of libertarian models or theories of free will. By this I mean models of, or theories that attempt to provide an account of, what goes on within an agent when that agent performs an act of free will13—models or theories of free will that in some way incorporate incompatibilism. (Many libertarians—I am not one of them—have attempted to construct such models or theories.) Let us say that a theory of free will is a strong libertarian theory if it entails both incompatibilism and the Deliberation-Freedom Thesis. And let us say that a theory of free will is a weak libertarian theory if it is not a strong libertarian theory and it entails both incompatibilism and the free-will thesis. (Strong libertarianism is not a strong libertarian theory because it is not a theory at all; it is only a thesis or position. By the same token, weak libertarianism is not a weak libertarian theory.) The New Promising Argument may simplify the search for a libertarian theory of free will in virtue of the fact that it implies that no strong libertarian theory can be correct.


  Notes:


  (1.) The dummy phrases “do A” and “do B,” when they occur in the same sentence-schema are to be replaced by “incompatible” action-phrases—“tell a lie” and “tell the truth,” for example, or “be in Phoenix at noon tomorrow” and “be in Chicago at noon tomorrow.”


  (2.) None of the three propositions:


  


  Sally is now faced with a choice between doing A and doing B;


  


  It is now up to Sally whether she will do A or do B;


  


  It is now undetermined whether Sally will do A or do B


  entails that Sally will either do A or B. It might be, for example, that at a certain point in her life Sally was faced with a choice between becoming a physician and becoming a concert pianist, that it was then up to her whether she would become a physician or a pianist, that it was then undetermined whether she would become a physician or a pianist—and that she eventually decided to pursue neither of those vocations and became a journalist.


  (3.) It is tempting to suppose that if one is not able to perform a certain contemplated action, it follows logically that one will not perform that action. This tempting thesis obviously entails there could be no agent who was going to do either A or B and who was neither able to do A nor able to do B. Anyone, therefore, who endorses, e.g., the conditional, “If it is now undetermined whether Sally (who in a moment will either lie or tell the truth) will lie or will tell the truth, then Sally is not now able to lie and is not now able to tell the truth,” must purport to be using “not able” in a sense that does not have the tempting thesis as a consequence: that person must admit that there are possible (and no doubt actual) cases in which someone does something that he or she had not been able to do. But it does not seem implausible to suppose that “not able” has a sense that permits this. It does not seem implausible to suppose that there is a sense of “not able” in which someone who had never before touched a dart and who casually tossed a dart at a wall was, before the dart was tossed, not able to hit the particular square millimeter of wall in which the dart fortuitously came to rest. And it does seem plausible to suppose that if one is not able (in this sense) to do A, and not able (in this sense) to do B, then it is not up to one whether one will do A or do B. (In fact, it seems plausible to suppose that if one not able to do A, then it is not up to one whether one will do A or do B.)


  (4.) That is to say, there are possible futures in which the agent decides to do A and does A and possible futures in which the agent decides to do B and does B; and there are no possible futures in which the agent decides to do A and does not do A, and no possible futures in which the agent decides to do B and does not do B. (A “possible future” is a possible world in which the past, present, and laws of nature are the same as those of the actual world.)


  (5.) I have taken the opportunity afforded by this revision to introduce a few “improvements” into the example on which the argument rests, improvements that are not strictly needed to meet Bratman's criticism.


  (6.) It may sound a little odd to say, “I am not now able to lie tomorrow.” For that matter, it may sound odd to say, “I am not able to lie tomorrow.” The oddness of both sentences is due entirely to the fact that lying is not— at least in any normal case—an action that requires some longish sequence of preliminary actions. We can certainly say, “I am not able to meet you in Phoenix tomorrow” (meeting you in Phoenix tomorrow might well require a longish sequence of preliminary actions), and this is essentially the same assertion as “I am not now able to meet you in Phoenix tomorrow” (that is: it's now too late for me to do all the things needed to accomplish this end) —although in the latter case the hearer might not be sure what pragmatic function the semantically redundant adverb “now” was supposed to be performing. In any case, there is nothing puzzling about the function of “now” in the assertion, “Yesterday, on Monday, I was still able to meet you in Phoenix tomorrow (Wednesday), but I am not now, on Tuesday, able to do that.” Or if someone said to me, “Lie for me tomorrow,” the reply “If I were now to promise to lie for you tomorrow, I'd be making a promise I was not able to keep” would not sound at all odd.


  (7.) More exactly: Let t2 be the moment at which the question will be asked, and t1 be an earlier future moment; a similar argument will show that I am not now able to lie at t2, provided that (a) at t1 it will be undetermined whether I shall lie at t2, and (b) if between the present moment and t1 I were to promise to lie at t2, it would (still) be undetermined at t1 whether I should lie at t2.


  (8.) I contend that the New Promising Argument can be generalized so as to apply to all pairs of moments that satisfy the conditions specified in the previous note. I concede that this contention faces an obvious “practical” difficulty: it takes a certain amount of time to make a promise.


  (9.) It is easy to see that such “indetermination of determination” cases are possible. Imagine a deterministic mechanism that displays a red bulb and a green bulb. Imagine that there is inserted into the works of this mechanism a smaller, indeterministic mechanism that will, in its indeterministic way, at 11:58, turn a switch in the deterministic mechanism either to the right or to the left. And imagine that if the switch is turned to the right, the red bulb must light two minutes later and that if it is turned to the left, the green bulb must light two minutes later. Then at every moment between 11:58 and noon, it will either be determined that the red bulb will light at noon or else determined that the green bulb will light at noon—although it will be at 11:58 (as at all earlier moments) undetermined which of these alternatives will be the one that is determined after 11:58.


  (10.) Strictly speaking, this “thesis” is not a thesis but a thesis-schema. Instances of the schema can be obtained by replacing the dummy phrases “do A,” “do B,” “doing A,” and “doing B” with appropriate English phrases. To say, “I accept the Deliberation-freedom Thesis” is to commit oneself to the schema's having some true instances.


  (11.) It is a firm conviction of mine that if one is at a certain moment deliberating about whether to do A or to do B, it follows that one believes at that moment that one is then able to do A and then able to do B. But, of course, if one necessarily believes that p whenever one is F, it doesn't follow that it's true that p whenever one is F and believes that p. It follows from my “firm conviction” that philosophers who believe that the free-will thesis is false have contradictory beliefs whenever they engage in deliberation. It does not follow that the free-will thesis is true.


  (12.) That is, no instance of the schema is consistent with conjunction of the New Indetermination-Inability Principle and incompatibilism.


  (13.) In the language of the present essay, an act of free will may be defined in this way: If an agent was at some point faced with a choice between doing A and doing B, and if the agent did A, and if at some moment before the agent did A, it was up to that agent whether he or she would do A or do B, then the agent's doing A was an act of free will.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article considers another well-known argument purporting to show that a libertarian free will is incoherent and impossible. The “Rollback Argument” rests on a thought experiment in which the universe is repeatedly rolled back to the precise point where a person is faced with a libertarian choice, say to lie or not lie. If the choice is undetermined, then in some percentage of these possible universes (e.g., 42%), the agent lies, and in the others (58%), she tells the truth. The argument attempts to show that if this is the case, then on each replay the outcome that occurs will be a matter of chance, and if the occurrence of one choice rather than the other is a matter of chance on each replay, then this would be the case as well for the choice that occurred in the actual world.
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  Introduction


  The best science informs us that we likely inhabit an indeterministic world. So, it is likely that we have free will only if free will is compatible with indeterminism. Peter van Inwagen has offered a fascinating and persuasive argument—the so-called Rollback Argument—that free will is not compatible with indeterminism. In the next section, we argue that the Rollback Argument does not show that freedom is incompatible with indeterminism. In the third section (“The Rollback Argument Redux”), we consider a version of the Rollback Argument, according to which we cannot freely perform any action that has some chance of not occurring. In the fourth section, we present the Endorsement Argument, which is designed to show that deliberate actions in indeterministic worlds have near-certain chances of occurring. The Endorsement Argument provides compelling evidence we are in fact acting freely in an indeterministic world. We offer some conclusions in the final section.


  The Rollback Argument


  According to van Inwagen, it is a datum that we have free will. The Rollback Argument aims to show that free will is incompatible with indeterminism. Because van Inwagen also holds that free will is incompatible with determinism, he is led to conclude that free will remains a mystery.1


  We find the mysterianism conclusion uncongenial. Our world is likely indeterministic. Because we accept van Inwagen's datum that we are free, we conclude that the Rollback Argument is likely mistaken. The Rollback Argument is, in fact, a thought experiment in which van Inwagen imagines a moral agent, Alice, choosing to tell the truth in an indeterministic world.


  Now suppose that immediately after Alice told the truth, God caused the universe to revert to precisely its state one minute before Alice told the truth [at t1] … and then let things “go forward again.” What would have happened the second time?  … Now let us suppose that God a thousand times caused the universe to revert to exactly the state it was in at t1. What would have happened? … Each time God places the universe in this state, both “truth” and “lie” are consistent with the universe's being in this state and the laws of nature. A sheaf of possible futures … leads “away” from this state, and … surely, we must assign a measure of 0.5 to the largest subsheaf in all of whose members Alice tells the truth and the same measure to the largest subsheaf in all of whose members she lies…. And this, surely, means that, in the strictest sense imaginable, the outcome of the replay will be a matter of chance…. Therefore, an undetermined action is simply a matter of chance: if it was undetermined in the one, actual case whether Alice lied or told the truth, it was a mere matter of chance whether she lied or told the truth (van Inwagen 2000, 1–19).


  But if the outcome was a mere matter of chance, then, according to van Inwagen, it is not true that Alice was able to tell the truth and not true that she was able to lie. Of course Alice can tell the truth, because she in fact does tell the truth. And Alice can lie, because there are worlds in which she does just that at t1. But the Rollback Argument aims to show that, in indeterministic worlds, it is more accurate to say that Alice's telling the truth is something that happens to her, rather than something she freely does. Her telling the truth is no more something Alice does than it is something a third party does. No one is able to control the outcome of a process whose outcome is a matter of objective, ground-floor chance (van Inwagen 2000, 16). What Alice actually does is not up to her in the same way it is not up to a third party. We are led to conclude that Alice was not free, and generally we are led to conclude that free will is not compatible with indeterminism.


  We think the Rollback Argument should move no one to conclude that, in general, free will is incompatible with indeterminism. If our world is indeterministic, then, for every event e that has occurred, there was some positive, objective probability that e failed to occur.2 But, of course, there is no chance now, after e has occurred, that e fails to occur. It is a well-known property of objective probabilities that they change over time. Chance is time dependent.


  Suppose you enter a labyrinth at 11:00 am, planning to choose your turn whenever you come to a branch point by tossing a coin. When you enter at 11:00 am you may have a 42% chance of reaching the center by noon. But in the first halfhour you may stray into a region from which it is hard to reach the center, so that by 11:30 your chance of reaching the center by noon has fallen to 26%. But then you turn lucky; by 11:45 you are not far from the center and your chance of reaching it by noon is 78%. At 11:49 you reach the center; then and forevermore your chance of reaching it by noon is 100% (Lewis 1986c, 91ff).


  What, then, is the objective probability of you reaching the center of the labyrinth by noon? The fact is that there is no time-independent answer to that question. The chances of reaching the center on time are 42 percent at 11:00, 26 percent at 11:30, and 78 percent at 11:45. Likewise, there is no time-independent chance that Alice will tell the truth.


  Suppose it is true at 11:48 am that the center of the labyrinth is a few yards away, directly in front of you. Your chances of reaching the center of the labyrinth by noon at 11:48 are about 95 percent. Suppose you take the option to enter the center of the labyrinth by noon. There was a series of decisions made in the labyrinth and each decision depended on the toss of a coin. So the chances at 11:00 of you being in a position to enter the center of the labyrinth at noon were about 42 percent. That is a fairly small chance. But at 11:48 the chances of entering the center of the labyrinth are 95 percent. And it seems evident that your decision at 11:48 to enter the center of the labyrinth by noon was free. No matter what action we might perform, there is some chance that we fail to perform it. There is some chance that we die just before performing it, or that a meteorite strikes the earth just before we act, or that hydrogen becomes exhausted in the Sun's core and it collapses before we act, and so on.3 Small chances of failing to perform an action do not entail that we cannot freely perform it.


  But there is a Rollback Argument that entails that your decision to enter the center of the labyrinth was not free. Consider the following modified version of van Inwagen's argument.


  Now suppose that immediately after you entered the center of the labyrinth, God caused the universe to revert to precisely its state at 11:30 am and then let things go forward again. What would have happened the second time? … A sheaf of possible futures leads away from this state, and … surely, we must assign a measure of .26 to the largest subsheaf in all of whose members you enter the center of the labyrinth and the measure .74 to the largest subsheaf in all of whose members you do not enter the center of the labyrinth. And this, surely, means that, in the strictest sense imaginable, the outcome of the replay will be a matter of chance. Therefore, an undetermined action is simply a matter of chance: if it was undetermined in the one, actual case whether you entered or did not enter, it was a mere matter of chance whether you entered or did not enter the center of the labyrinth.


  Now of course it is true that the chances at 11:30 am of you entering the center of the labyrinth are 26 percent. It is an unlikely event. Over a thousand replays, the future will include your entering the center of the labyrinth by noon only 260 times or so. So it does seem mistaken to say at 11:30 that you are able to enter the center of the labyrinth by noon. It seems mistaken to say that at 11:30 it was up to you whether you enter the center of the labyrinth by noon.4


  But certainly God might have caused the universe to revert to precisely its state at 11:48 am, instead of 11:30 am, and then let things go forward again. Your chances of reaching the center of the labyrinth by noon at 11:48 are about 95 percent, and it seems clear that you freely enter the center of the labyrinth by noon. Over a course of a thousand replays, the future will include your entering the center of the labyrinth by noon 950 times or so. So it seems correct to say at 11:48 that you are able to enter the center of the labyrinth by noon.5


  It is true in the labyrinth that you choose to flip the coin and so you are in control of taking the chances all along. But it is difficult to see that this is necessary for your ability to freely entering the center of the labyrinth at 11:48. Whether you choose to flip the coin or not, as we noted above, there is always some small chance that you fail to perform any proposed action and so there is some small chance that you fail enter the center of the labyrinth. The small chances of failure do not in general undermine our freedom in acting.


  The Rollback Argument ignores the fact that chance is time dependent. If God replays events in the labyrinth up to 11:30 am, and then lets things go on, we reach the conclusion that you are not able to enter the center of the labyrinth by noon. If God replays events in the labyrinth up to 11:48, and lets things go on, we reach the conclusion that you are able to enter the center of the labyrinth by noon.


  Compare the situation with Alice. If God replays events until one minute prior to Alice's decision to tell the truth, then perhaps it is false that she is free to tell the truth. But if God replays events until .5 seconds prior to Alice's decision to tell the truth, then perhaps it is true that Alice is free to tell the truth. It depends entirely on the distribution of chances in the sequence of events prior to Alice's decision. But certainly as we approach her actual decision to tell the truth the chances of doing so are increasing to certainty.6


  The most we can conclude from the Rollback Argument is that my ability to enter the center of the labyrinth by noon is time-indexed. You are free to enter the center by noon at 11:48—that is, it is true to say that you are able to enter the center of the labyrinth at 11:48 or your entering the center of the labyrinth at 11:48 is not something that merely happens to you—but you are not free to enter the center by noon at 11:30. Likewise in the case of Alice's telling the truth, which is also time-indexed.


  The Rollback Argument Redux


  There is an interesting response to our objection to the Rollback Argument. Our objection assumes that Smith is able to enter (i.e., that he can freely enter) the center of the labyrinth by noon. But, there is some reason to believe this is false. Reconsider Alice's truth telling under a different distribution of chances. Suppose that God again places the universe in the state one minute before Alice's decision to tell the truth. Both “truth” and “lie” are consistent with the universe's being in this state and the laws of nature. Suppose the set of possible futures in which Alice goes on to tell the truth has an objective probability of .99. The set of futures in which Alice goes on to lie has an objective probability of .01. The distribution of chances favors Alice's truth telling. But it remains true nonetheless that, in the strictest sense imaginable, the outcome of the replay will be a matter of chance.


  Van Inwagen might urge that Alice is not able to tell the truth because there is no instant prior to her action at which Alice can do anything that affects the probability of her telling the truth. Because we are in an indeterministic world there is always some small positive probability that Alice fails to tell the truth, Alice does not determine what those probabilities are, and these facts undermine Alice's ability to tell the truth.


  This reply to our argument is intuitive. But, it is not difficult to show that a small positive probability that Alice fails to tell the truth that is independent of Alice's actions or choices does not entail that Alice cannot freely tell the truth. There is a well-known interpretation of quantum mechanics according to which any ordinary situation involves some small positive probability that an extremely strange event occurs. If you drop a plate, for instance, there is a small chance that the particles composing the plate fly off sideways and the plate will not hit the floor (see Hawthorne 2006). If you pass by the statue of David, there is some small chance that the particles that compose the hand of David move together upward and then downward and “wave” at you (see Dawkins 1996). There are stranger possibilities. “Consider extremely unlikely and bizarre ‘quantum’ events such as the event that a marble I drop tunnels through the whole house and lands on the ground underneath, leaving the matter it penetrates intact” (Lasonen-Aarnio 2009). Now, just prior to Alice telling the truth, there is a small chance that Alice spontaneously disappears and an intrinsic duplicate of Alice appears on Mars (R. Williams 2008, 385–420). Alice has no control over the chances of that occurring. So, for all times prior to actually telling the truth, there is some small chance that Alice does not tell the truth. But the fact that there is some small chance that Alice spontaneously disappears prior to telling the truth does not entail that Alice is not able to tell the truth. By any plausible standard of being able to tell the truth, she certainly seems able to tell the truth.


  But consider the counterfactual that “were God to place the universe in the state one minute before Alice's decision to tell the truth, then Alice would tell the truth.” Van Inwagen urges that, because Alice's decision is undetermined, that counterfactual is false.


  What would have happened the second time? What would have happened after t2? Would she have lied or would she have told the truth? Since Alice's “original” decision, her decision to tell the truth, was undetermined—since it was undetermined whether she would lie or tell the truth—, her “second” decision would also be undetermined, and this question can therefore have no answer; or it can have no answer but “Well, although she would either have told the truth or lied, it is not the case that she would have told the truth and it is not the case that she would have lied; lying is not what she would have done, and telling the truth is not what she would have done. One can say only that she might have lied and she might have told the truth” (van Inwagen, 2000, 14).


  But this reasoning is mistaken. It is true that the entire past prior to Alice telling the truth at t1 is compatible with Alice spontaneously disappearing at t1-n and not telling the truth at t1. And there is some small positive probability that Alice does spontaneously disappear at t1-n. But any semantics for counterfactuals on which it turns out false that, were God to place the universe in the state one minute before Alice's decision to tell the truth, then Alice would tell the truth, is mistaken.7 Certainly some extraordinarily improbable and remarkable event occurs in worlds where Alice spontaneously disappears and does not tell the truth. These cannot be counted among the most similar worlds in which God places the universe in the state one minute before Alice's decision to tell the truth.8


  Let us consider a more extreme case. Suppose we are in an indeterministic world and we make the following observation:

  … after one hundred replays, Alice has told the truth fiftythree times and has lied forty-eight times, [we] begin strongly

  to suspect that the figures after a thousand replays would

  look something like this: Alice has told the truth four hundred

  and ninety-three times and has lied five hundred and eight

  times. Let us suppose that these are indeed the figures after a

  thousand replays. Is it not true that as we watch the number

  of replays increase, we shall become convinced that what will happen in the next replay is a matter of chance? (van Inwagen, 2000, 14–15).


  On the assumption that this is what we would observe, it still does not follow that the counterfactual is false that were God to place the universe in the state one minute before Alice's decision to tell the truth, then Alice would tell the truth. Consider the whole class of Buridan's Ass cases. These cases describe agents that possess no better reason to choose one option than to choose another. The expectation in Buridan's Ass cases is that the pattern of decisions will display a random distribution over indifferent options and that is just what we find.9 But there is not the slightest temptation to conclude that we are not able to choose freely in Buridan's Ass cases. We should reject the inference in Buridan's Ass cases from there being a random distribution over indifferent options to the conclusion that the choices were not made freely. We are told that Alice has no better reason to tell the truth than to lie.


  If we have watched seven hundred and twenty-six replays, we shall be faced with the inescapable impression that what happens in the seven-hundred-and-twenty-seventh replay will be due simply to chance. Is there any reason we should resist this impression? Well, we certainly know that there is nothing we could learn about the situation that could undermine the impression, for we already know everything that is relevant to evaluating it: we know that the outcome of the seven-hundredand-twenty seventh replay will not be determined by its initial state … and the laws of nature. Each time God places the universe in this state, both “truth” and “lie” are consistent with the universe's being in this state and the laws of nature (van Inwagen, 2000, 15; emphasis added).


  None the facts up to one minute prior to Alice's choice incline Alice to tell the truth more than they incline her to lie. None of the facts makes it any more probable that Alice chooses to tell the truth than that she chooses to lie. The situation is isomorphic to a Buridan's Ass case. Alice is indifferent between telling the truth and lying. The expectation in Buridan's Ass cases, as we have noted, is that the pattern of decisions will display a random distribution over indifferent options and that is just what we find in the case of Alice. There is not the slightest temptation to conclude that we are not able to choose in Buridan's Ass cases or that the choices are not free. The random distribution of choices alone gives us no good reason to conclude that Alice is not able to freely tell the truth and not able to freely lie.10 We would add that a random distribution of choices plus indeterminism also does not give us good reason to conclude that Alice is not able to tell the truth.


  So, we reject the inference derived from the fact that Alice's choices display a random distribution plus the fact that indeterminism is true to the conclusion that Alice was not able to tell the truth or was not free to tell the truth. Alice's choice to tell the truth is part of a sequence of actions that display and random pattern in an indeterministic world. But it might also be true that Alice endorses her choice to tell the truth all the way up. If Alice endorses her choice to tell the truth all the way up, then we contend that Alice freely told the truth.


  The Endorsement Argument


  Set aside for the moment the question of whether the Rollback Argument is sound and free will is incompatible with indeterminism. Van Inwagen's specific conclusion in the Rollback Argument is that Alice's telling the truth is a simple matter of chance. He concludes further that Alice is not able to tell the truth and Alice is not able to lie. That is, Alice can neither freely tell the truth nor freely lie. In order to fully convince us of this, van Inwagen offers this final, intriguing thought experiment.


  You are a candidate for public office, and I, your best friend, know some discreditable fact about your past that, if made public, would—and should—cost you the election. I am pulled two ways, one way by the claims of citizenship and the other by the claims of friendship. You know about my situation and beg me not to “tell.” … I know that the objective, “groundfloor” probability of my “telling” is 0.43 and that the objective, “ground-floor” probability of my keeping silent is 0.57. Am I in a position to promise you that I will keep silent? … I do not see how, in good conscience, I could make this promise. I do not see how I could be in a position to make it. But if I believe that I am able to keep silent, I should, it would seem, regard myself as being in a position to make this promise. What more do I need to regard myself as being in a position to promise to do X than a belief that I am able to do X? Therefore, in this situation, I should not regard myself as being able to keep silent (And I cannot see on what grounds third-person observers of my situation could dispute this first-person judgment.) (van Inwagen, 2000, 17–18).


  The suggestion in the thought-experiment is that if there is some objective probability that you report the discreditable fact, then there is nothing you can do about it from the first-person perspective. There is nothing you can do to alter or affect the probability of your keeping the secret or not doing so. But imagine that you are asked to prove, perhaps contrary to your better judgment about the right course of action, that you are able to keep silent on this matter. It is obvious that your response to this empirical test would not be “your guess is as good as mine.” We submit that it is evident that you are able to successfully prove that you can keep silent.


  Van Inwagen's thought-experiment assumes that the objective probability of an action affects our first-person ability to perform the action. But that is mistaken. Suppose, for instance, that it is improbable that you eat tofu. Let us make the chances of your doing so less than .3. According to van Inwagen's argument, it follows from the assumption of indeterminism that your decision to eat tofu on some occasion should seem to you, on that occasion, an unexpected event. It should be as unexpected to you that you eat tofu as it would be to some third person who knows you well. But it is (almost) never true in this indeterministic world of ours that our own actions surprise us in this way. It is (almost) never true that first persons and third persons regard the same actions as surprising or chancy.


  Suppose for reductio ad absurdum that eating tofu is an unexpected event for you, but you in fact choose to eat some tofu. Perhaps we can run the “Rollback Argument for Tofu” to display that the frequency of you eating tofu on any particular occasion is low. Now suppose we ask you whether you endorse your decision to eat tofu. You endorse your decision, let us say, just in case you acknowledge that the decision was uncoerced, voluntary, intended, informed, well-considered, and deliberate. As a matter of empirical fact, we suggest, we live in an indeterministic world and you will endorse your decision to eat tofu. But, of course, that does not entail that eating tofu was not a chancy, unexpected event for you. Perhaps it was, and perhaps your endorsement of your decision was also a chancy, unexpected event. So, suppose we ask whether you endorse your endorsement of your decision to eat tofu. As a matter of empirical fact, we suggest, you will endorse your endorsement of your decision to eat tofu. And we agree that the endorsement of the endorsement might itself be a chancy, unexpected event. But we propose that—and this is clearly a matter that can be verified empirically—the endorsements will in fact go all the way up. For every deliberate action, there will be an endorsement for which there is a higherorder endorsement. But if there is a complete higher-order endorsement of the decision to eat tofu, then the decision to eat tofu was not a chancy, unexpected event, from the first-person point of view or any other point of view. Compare the decision to keep silent in van Inwagen's example. We should expect complete endorsement of such an important decision. So, the fact that the person made that decision will not be a chancy, unexpected event from the first-person point of view, contrary to van Inwagen's conclusion.


  According to the Rollback Argument, Alice is not able to tell the truth and not able to lie. Telling the truth and lying are better described as events that happen to Alice, rather than actions she freely performs. The frequency of Alice telling the truth was by hypothesis about .5. If Alice is asked whether she endorses that difficult decision—whether the decision was uncoerced, voluntary, intended, informed, well-considered, or deliberate, etc.—van Inwagen's argument entails that she has a better than .5 chance of not endorsing whatever she did (or, rather, not endorsing whatever happened to her).11 But the fact is that Alice would endorse her action, and endorse her endorsement, and so on upward. Alice would act in ways that decisively show that van Inwagen's conclusion is mistaken.


  There is a much more important implication of the complete endorsement of our deliberate actions. First, endorsement of our deliberate actions is widespread. In almost every case of deliberate action we will find agents prepared to endorse those actions, endorse their endorsement and so on upward. Second, widespread complete endorsement in indeterministic worlds is next to impossible—indeed it constitutes a quasi-miracle—unless the objective probability of deliberate actions is extremely high. Compare Lewis on quasi-miracles in indeterministic worlds.


  What makes a quasi-miracle is not improbability per se, but rather the remarkable way in which the chance outcomes seem to conspire to produce a pattern. If the monkey at the typewriter produces a 950-page dissertation on the varieties of anti-realism, that is at least somewhat quasi-miraculous…. If the monkey instead types 950 pages of jumbled letters, that is not at all quasi-miraculous. But … the one text is exactly as improbable as the other (Lewis 1986b, 60–61).


  Hawthorne ( 2006, 258–59) likewise observes, “A coin flipper is poised to flip a fair coin a million times … There are obviously many possible heads/tails sequences that the coin flipper might have produced (21,000,000 in fact). The sequence of all heads is a remarkable sequence.” The objective probability of an extremely long pattern of deliberate meta-endorsements will approximate zero unless the probability of each endorsement approximates certainty. Widespread, extremely long patterns of endorsements are not only extremely improbable, they constitute quasi-miracles. Meta-endorsements will take the remarkable pattern, E, E2, E3, E4, E5, E6, E7, …, En, En+1 for virtually everyone making a deliberate decision. If each En in the series has some chance of not occurring, then the sequence will display a remarkable pattern that is extraordinarily improbable.12


  The counterfactual is, of course, false that were someone to flip a fair coin 1,000,000 times, it would come up heads each time. It should likewise be false that were deliberate decision makers asked whether they endorse their earlier decisions, they would endorse them all the way up. But the fact of the matter, we propose, is that this is exactly what deliberate decision makers in our indeterministic world would do. Because the counterfactual is true in the case of meta-endorsements, the deliberate actions of rational agents in indeterministic worlds cannot be chancy.


  Now we agree that sequences of choices, actions, and decisions in indeterministic worlds display patterns that might lead us to conclude that the choices, actions, and decisions are chancy. Our claim is that a choice, action, or decision that is part of a sequence that displays a chancy pattern, or even a very chancy pattern, might not be chancy at all. Indeed, we claim that the endorsement argument shows that choices, actions, decisions that are a part of sequences that display chancy patterns are most often not themselves very chancy at all.


  The only alternative is to conclude that quasi-miracles are frequent events in indeterministic worlds or that we do not inhabit an indeterministic world. But the former is incoherent and the latter is likely false. The closest worlds to ours in which deliberate decision makers are asked whether they endorse their earlier decisions are worlds in which they endorse them all the way up. Extremely long meta-endorsements are not quasi-miracles because deliberate action in indeterministic worlds, contrary to van Inwagen, is either not very chancy or not chancy at all.


  Finally, we note that actions and choices that are not themselves very chancy, or are not chancy at all, might display a random pattern.13 In Buridan's Ass cases, we find action and choices that display a random pattern that are not themselves chancy. The choices that individual agents make in Buridan's Ass cases are choices that the agents would endorse all the way up.


  Conclusions


  According to the Rollback Argument, Alice is not able to freely tell the truth and not able to freely lie. We argue initially that the Rollback Argument is insensitive to the fact that chance is time dependent. Replaying world history up to one-minute prior to Alice's decision to tell the truth might give her a .5 chance of doing so. But replaying world history up to one instant prior to Alice's telling the truth might give her a .99 chance of doing so. In the latter case we urge that Alice is able to tell the truth.


  We consider the Rollback Argument Redux, which assumes that any chance that Alice fails to tell the truth entails that she is unable to freely do so. The Rollback Argument Redux entails that the small positive probability that a quantum event occurs—Alice spontaneously disappearing, for instance, and a replica of Alice appearing on Mars—is sufficient to undermine her freedom to tell the truth. This extreme position entails that Alice cannot freely tell the truth despite the fact that, were God to replay world history up to one minute prior to her telling the truth, Alice would tell the truth. But if Alice tells the truth in all of the closest worlds to ours in which God replays world history, then it is clear that Alice freely tells the truth.


  We suppose finally that the Rollback Argument Redux is sound. The argument entails, according to van Inwagen, that Alice should not regard the event of her telling the truth as any less chancy than a third party would regard the event of her telling the truth. If rational and prepared to bet on what she will do, Alice should be prepared to bet no more than a rational third party. We urge that there is overwhelming evidence that, in our indeterministic world, Alice and every other rational agent should bet the farm on what they will do. As a matter of empirical fact, if asked to prove that she is able to tell the truth 1,000 times in sequence, in our indeterministic world, Alice (and every other rational agent) will do so with ease. The empirical facts alone show decisively that conclusion of the Rollback Argument Redux is false.


  We draw a larger conclusion from our Endorsement Argument. Endorsement of deliberate actions is widespread. In almost every case of deliberate action we will find agents prepared to endorse those actions, endorse their endorsement and so on upward. But widespread endorsement in indeterministic worlds is next to impossible—indeed it constitutes a clear quasi-miracle—unless the objective probability of deliberate actions is extremely high. We are led to conclude that either we inhabit an indeterministic world in which quasi-miracles are a frequent occurrence or the objective probability of deliberate action is extremely high. Because the first conjunct is incoherent, we conclude that we inhabit an indeterministic world in which the objective probability of deliberate action is extremely high.


  Notes:


  (1.) Actually, van Inwagen's mysterianism about free will cannot be any stronger than (1) we have free will, (2) free will seems incompatible with both determinism and indeterminism, and (3) free will is compatible with the metaphysical facts that obtain.


  (2.) But it is worth noting the possibility of enclaves of determinism in indeterministic worlds. It is perhaps possible that some events in indeterministic worlds are determined, or close enough to being determined that we would regard them has having no chance of failing to occur. See Lewis (1986b, postscript D).


  (3.) Of course it might be retorted that any chance associated with your failing to enter the center of the labyrinth undermines your freedom. We address this extreme position in “The Rollback Argument Redux,” below.


  (4.) We are noncommittal on whether an agent cannot be in control of any undetermined act with a fairly low probability of occurring.


  (5.) It is perhaps true that we are not in control of the probabilities in this case. We are not choosing to make the chance 95 percent that we enter the center of the labyrinth at noon. But certainly, as noted in more detail below, having some chance of failure is not inconsistent with acting freely. Certainly I freely break the plate when I smash it to the floor despite the fact that this requires cooperation at the quantum level. Nonetheless, for those who find this unconvincing, we concede that even these small chances of failure are incompatible with freedom in “The Endorsement Argument” and show that freedom is in fact compatible with indeterminism.


  (6.) Telling the truth is not a basic action, so it seems reasonable to believe that, in general, as she performs the action of telling the truth the chances of the sequence being completed are increasing. It is difficult to see how the chances of completing the sequence wouldn't be increasing. Let the action of telling the truth be the sequence of events S = {e0, e2, …, en}. Certainly after e0-en-1 are completed the chances of S equal the chances of en. And the chances of en are in general greater than the chances of e0, e2, …, en.


  (7.) See Lewis ( 1986b), especially postscript D. Lewis offers an analysis of quasi-miracles for indeterministic worlds designed to preserve our intuitive evaluations of counterfactuals. But compare Hawthorne (2006) who concurs that such would-counterfactuals are true in indeterministic worlds, but concludes that similarity semantics for counterfactuals are therefore mistaken. Williams (2008) offers a version of Lewis semantics that seems to handle the worrisome indeterministic cases.


  


  (8.) We do not intend a commitment to possible worlds or similarity-based semantic for counterfactuals. If quantum occurrence worlds are as similar as worlds in which quantum events fail to occur, we should conclude that possible-world/similarity-based semantics for counterfactuals is mistaken. See Hawthorne (2006).


  (9.) The pattern of choice in Buridan's Ass cases would appear random even in deterministic worlds where each decision is caused. Fair coins are flipped in deterministic worlds, for instance, and the distribution of heads to tails is even over time. But see Schaffer (2007). Some have argued that such phenomena as fair coins displaying random patterns of heads and tails in deterministic worlds is evidence that chance and determinism are not incompatible. Compare Eagle (2004). Schaffer argues for the incompatibility and maintaining the familiar distinction between epistemic chance and objective chance.


  (10.) It might be argued that Buridan's Ass cases simply beg the question against van Inwagen's conclusion. We advance the case to elicit intuitions about free action. After all, van Inwagen's counterexample is also designed to elicit intuitions about free action. That our behavior displays a random distribution does not seem to entail that we are not choosing freely in such cases.


  (11.) The chances of telling the truth are .5. The chance of endorsing her decision to tell the truth is some positive n. So the chance of the sequence telling the truth and endorsing the decision must be less than .5.


  (12.) Take a small sample of fifty meta-endorsements, each having about a .6 chance of occurring. The chance of that sequence occurring is about .000000000008. Obviously, the chances of such sequences occurring quickly becomes small. But as a matter of empirical fact obtaining fifty metaendorsements for deliberate actions is not improbable at all.


  (13.) As noted above in endnote 12, the pattern of choice in Buridan's Ass cases would appear random even in deterministic worlds where each choice is deterministically caused. Fair coins are flipped in deterministic worlds, for instance, and the distribution of heads to tails is random over time. The random distribution of choices in deterministic worlds obviously does not entail that the choices are chancy. We are claiming here that the random distribution of actions in Buridan's Ass cases is consistent with agents being in control of their actions and choosing freely. Compare Schaffer (2007).
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article examines the work of two figures in fields whose work has had a significant impact on recent free-will debates, neuroscientist Benjamin Libet and psychologist Daniel Wegner. Libet's groundbreaking experimental studies on human subjects relating brain activities to the appearance or production of conscious experience, volition, and willed action have been much discussed by philosophers and scientists over the past few decades and have influenced subsequent scientific research on these subjects. The second half of the article deals with the arguments of psychologist Daniel Wegner, whose book, The Illusion of Conscious Will, has had a significant impact on free-will debates since its publication. Wegner argues that our experience of conscious control over our willed actions is an illusion. Wegner appeals in part to the Libet experiments and other neuroscientifc experiments on voluntary action.
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  One argument for skepticism about free will features the belief—defended by Daniel Wegner (2002, 2008) and Benjamin Libet (1985, 2004), among others—that conscious intentions (and their physical correlates) never play a role in producing corresponding overt actions.1 This chapter examines alleged scientific evidence for the truth of this belief and reviews some recent philosophical work on this alleged evidence.


  Because the expression “neural correlate” is used in various distinct senses in the literature, I avoid it here. “Physical correlate” is, I hope, a relatively innocuous technical term. From a physicalist, neuroscientific point of view, proof that the physical correlates of, for example, a particular intention were among the causes of a particular action constitutes proof that the intention was among the causes of the action. It is primarily philosophers who would worry about the metaphysical intricacies of the mind-body problem despite accepting the imagined proof about physical correlates, and the relevant argumentation would be distinctly philosophical.2 In this chapter, I focus on empirical work at the expense of metaphysics.


  Libet's Work: Introduction


  Libet ( 1985, 536) contends both that “the brain ‘decides’ to initiate or, at least, prepare to initiate [certain actions] before there is any reportable subjective awareness that such a decision has taken place”3 and that “If the ‘act now’ process is initiated unconsciously, then conscious free will is not doing it” (Libet 2001, 62; also see 2004, 136). He also contends that once we become aware of these decisions, we can exercise free will in vetoing them (Libet 2004, 137–49). Libet has many critics and many supporters. Some people follow him part of the way: They accept the thesis about when and how decisions are made but reject the window of opportunity for free will as illusory (Wegner 2002, 55, Hallett 2007).


  In some of Libet's studies, subjects are regularly encouraged to flex their right wrists whenever they wish. In subjects who do not report any “preplanning” of flexings, electrical readings from the scalp (EEGs)— averaging over at least forty flexings for each subject—show a shift in “readiness potentials” (RPs) that begins about 550 milliseconds (ms) before the time at which an electromyogram (EMG) shows relevant muscular motion to begin (Libet 1985, 529–30). These are “type II RPs” (531). Subjects who are not regularly encouraged to act spontaneously or who report some preplanning produce RPs that begin about half a second earlier—“type I RPs.” The same is true of subjects instructed to flex at a “preset” time (Libet, Wright, and Gleason 1982, 325). (According to a common use of “readiness potential” [RP], it is a measure of activity in the motor cortex that precedes voluntary muscle motion and, by definition, EEGs generated in situations in which there is no muscle burst do not count as RPs. Libet's use of the term is broader. For example, because there is no muscle burst in the veto experiment described later, some scientists would not refer to what Libet calls “the ‘veto’ RP” [538] as an RP.)

  Subjects are also instructed to “recall … the spatial clock position of a revolving spot at the time of [their] initial awareness” (Libet 1985, 529) of something (x) that Libet variously describes as a decision, intention, urge, wanting, will, or wish to move.4 (The spot makes a complete revolution in under three seconds.) On average, in the case of type II RPs, “RP onset” precedes what subjects report to be the time of their initial awareness of x (time W) by 350 ms. Reported time W, therefore, precedes the beginning of muscle motion by about 200 ms. The results may be represented as follows:
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  (Libet [ 1985, 531, 534] finds evidence of what he regards as an error in subjects’ recall of the times at which they first become aware of sensations. Correcting for it, time W is -150 ms.)


  Again, in Libet's view, consciousness opens a tiny window of opportunity for free will in his subjects. If a subject becomes aware of his decision or intention at -150 ms, and if by -50 ms his condition is such that “the act goes to completion with no possibility of its being stopped by the rest of the cerebral cortex” (Libet 2004, 138), his window is open for 100 ms. Libet (1999, 54) writes: “The role of conscious free will [is] not to initiate a voluntary act, but rather to control whether the act takes place. We may view the unconscious initiatives as ‘bubbling up’ in the brain. The conscious-will then selects which of these initiatives may go forward to an action or which ones to veto and abort.” His position on vetoing is discussed below (“Vetoing and Free Will”).


  Some Conceptual Background


  A sketch of some conceptual background will facilitate an assessment of Libet's work. I start with the concept of deciding to do something (i.e., “practical deciding”). (Deciding that something is true [i.e., “propositional deciding”] is a distinct phenomenon.) Like many philosophers, I take “deciding to A” to be an action—as I see it, a momentary action of forming an intention to A (Mele 2003, ch. 9). The momentary action is, more fully, a mental action of “executive assent to a first-person plan of action” (210), in which the plan may be as simple as a prospective representation of flexing one's right wrist. Deliberating about what to do is not a momentary action, but it must be distinguished from an act of deciding that is based on deliberation.


  This conception of practical deciding does not entail that all intentions are formed in acts of deciding. In fact, many intentions seem to be acquired without being so formed. For example, when Al unlocked his office door this morning, he intended to unlock it. But because he is in the habit of unlocking his door in the morning and conditions were normal, nothing called for a decision to unlock it. If Al had heard a fight in his office, he might have paused to consider whether to unlock the door or walk away, and he might have decided to unlock it. But given the routine nature of his conduct, there is no need to posit an action of intention formation in this case. His intention to unlock the door may have arisen without having been actively formed. If, as I believe, all decisions about what to do are prompted partly by uncertainty about what to do (Mele 2003, ch. 9), in situations in which there is no such uncertainty, no decisions will be made. Even so, intentions may be acquired in these situations.


  Some decisions and intentions are about things to do straightaway. They are “proximal” decisions and intentions. Others—“distal” decisions and intentions—are about things to do later. Al's decision to phone Bob now is a proximal decision; his decision to phone Beth tomorrow evening is a distal decision. The scientific work on decisions and intentions to be discussed here focuses on the proximal variety.


  Deciding to do something should be distinguished from wanting (or having an urge) to do it. Sometimes people want to do things that they decide not to do. And often, when people want to do each of two incompatible things— for example, meet some friends for lunch at noon and go to class at noon— they settle matters by deciding which one to do. Just as deciding should be distinguished from wanting, so should intending. Intending to do something is more tightly connected to action than is merely wanting to do it.


  The account of practical deciding sketched here is not the only one in the philosophical literature. (For critical discussion of alternative accounts, see Mele [2003, ch. 9].) For present purposes, a virtue of the account just sketched is that it is consonant with Libet's apparent conception of practical deciding.


  Type II RPs, Conscious Decisions, and Actions


  A brief description of my own experience as a subject in a Libet-style experiment will give readers a better feel for the subjects’ task. I wanted to conduct myself as a naϯve subject might. My plan included waiting for something like a conscious proximal urge to flex to emerge and flexing in response to it. Of course, I also planned to attend to the clock and to report, after flexing, where I believed the revolving spot was when my conscious urge emerged. However, because conscious proximal urges to flex did not emerge in me, I altered my plan. My new plan was to say “now!” silently to myself, to flex straightaway in response to that silent speech act, and then, after flexing, to report where I thought the spot was when I said “now!” (I reported on this by moving a cursor to a point on the clock.)


  I thought of the “now!” as being in the imperative mood. I thought of my conscious “now!”-sayings as conscious self-commands and as expressions of conscious proximal decisions to flex. Must I have been wrong about that? If I proximally decided to flex, must I have done that unconsciously? Here one must be careful not to confuse unconsciousness of causes of a decision with unconsciousness of the decision. As it happens, I believe that all actions —including decisions—are caused (Mele 2003). If I had been asked what caused my proximal decisions to flex, I would not have said “nothing.” I might have mentioned some relevant factors: for example, my desire to have a relevant conscious event to report after each flexing and my desire to wait only a few seconds between flexings. But I certainly would have admitted that I did not experience anything as a proximal cause of any of my “now!”sayings (or conscious proximal decisions to flex, if that is what my “now!”sayings expressed). The point to be emphasized is that this is compatible with my having consciously proximally decided to flex. I consciously said “now!” to myself (many times); and my not being conscious of the proximal causes of those silent speech acts does not prevent those speech acts from expressing decisions I was consciously making at the time. (For a model of conscious deciding, see Mele [2009, 40–44].)


  As Daniel Dennett ( 2003, 228–42) observes, Libet's subjects must deal with pairs of conscious experiences in their reporting task. In my case, for example, the pairs were composed of conscious experiences of saying “now!” and conscious experiences of clock positions of the revolving spot. Dennett believes that the type II RP “is a highly reliable predictor” of flexing (229), and he contends that it is possible that Libet's subjects were conscious at -550 ms of their decisions to flex and that, owing partly to their having to keep track of and compare a pair of experiences, it seemed to them as though they were first conscious of the decisions around -200 ms (234–36). (For reply to an earlier suggestion by Dennett along these lines, see Libet [2004, 59–67]. For a discussion of grounds for skepticism about the accuracy of subjects reports about when they became conscious of their proximal decisions or intentions, see Mele [2009, ch. 6].)

  Even if, as Dennett (2003, 229) says, the type II RP, which begins at -550 ms, is “a highly reliable predictor” of flexing, is the brain activity registered by, say, the first 300 ms of this RP—call it “type 300 activity”—a highly reliable predictor of a flexing action or even a muscle burst? In fact, this is not known. In the experiments that yield Libet's type II RPs, it is the muscle burst that triggers a computer to make a record of the preceding brain activity. In the absence of a muscle burst, there is no record of that activity. So, for all anyone knows, there were many occasions on which type 300 activity occurred in Libet's subjects and there was no associated muscle burst. Some of his subjects reported spontaneously suppressing or aborting (i.e., vetoing, in his terminology) conscious urges to flex. As Libet (2004, 141) points out, “In the absence of the muscle's electrical signal when being activated, there was no trigger to initiate the computer's recording of any RP that may have preceded the veto.” So, for all anyone knows, type 300 activity was present before the urges were suppressed.


  Notice that it is urges that these subjects are said to report and suppress. Might it be that type 300 activity is a potential cause of conscious urges to flex in Libet's subjects and some subjects make no decision about when to flex—unconsciously or otherwise—until after the conscious urge emerges? And might it be that prior to the emergence of the conscious urge, these subjects have no proximal intention to flex—not even an unconscious one? That our urges often are generated by processes of which we are not conscious is not surprising. And if we sometimes make effective decisions about whether or not to act on a conscious urge, so much the better for free will.


  Someone who is confident that the brain events indicated by the first few milliseconds of a type II RP or by type 300 activity are reliably associated with a muscle burst at 0 ms might be attracted to Libet's claim that unconscious decisions to flex are made at -550 ms or to Dennett's (2003) suggestion that decisions are made consciously at that time. However, in light of the point just made about how the EEG data are gathered, this confidence obviously is misplaced.


  How might one get evidence about whether the onset of the type II RPs at -550 ms is correlated with (unconscious) proximal decisions to flex or instead, for example, with potential causes of proximal decisions or intentions to flex (as suggested in Mele [2009, chs. 3, 4])? An apt question to ask in this connection is how long it takes a proximal intention to flex to generate a muscle burst. If, in fact, the brain produces proximal decisions or intentions in Libet's study about 550 ms before the muscle burst, then in his subjects it takes those decisions or intentions about 550 ms to produce a muscle burst. Is this a realistic figure?


  Some reaction time studies provide relevant evidence. In one study in which subjects are watching a Libet clock, the mean time between the sounding of the “go signal” and the muscle burst is 231 ms (Haggard and Magno 1999, 104). The subjects are instructed to respond as rapidly as possible to the “go signal” by pressing a button. If detection of the “go signal” produces a proximal intention to press the button, then the mean time between a subject's acquiring a proximal intention to press and the muscle burst is less than 231 ms. (Detecting a “go signal” takes time.) Notice how close this is to Libet's time W—his subjects’ reported time of their initial awareness of something he variously describes as an intention, urge, wanting, decision, will, or wish to move (-200 ms). Even without putting much weight on the exact number (231 ms), one can fairly observe that if proximal intentions to flex are acquired in Libet's studies, the finding just reported makes it look like a much better bet that they are acquired around time W than that they are acquired around -550 ms.


  Someone might object that in reaction time studies, muscle bursts and actions are not produced by proximal intentions but by something else. It may be claimed, for example, that the combination of subjects’ “conditional intentions” to press whenever they detect the “go signal” together with their detecting it produces muscle bursts and pressings without the assistance of proximal intentions to press. But if this claim is accepted, a parallel claim about Libet's studies should be taken seriously. The parallel claim is that, in Libet's studies, muscle bursts and actions are not produced by proximal intentions but by the combination of subjects’ conditional intentions to flex whenever they detect a conscious proximal urge to flex together with their detecting such an urge. (In my case, the operative conditional intention might have been to flex whenever I said “now!”) Someone who makes this claim may hypothesize that the onset of the type II RPs at -550 ms is correlated with a potential cause of a conscious proximal urge to flex (or of a conscious “now”-saying, in my case). Libet's findings do not contradict this hypothesis.


  Someone may contend that even if type 300 activity is a potential cause of a conscious proximal decision to flex and such a decision precedes a muscle burst by, say, 150 to 200 ms, that decision is not among the causes of the flexing. Some ways of defending this contention definitely fail. Roediger, Goode, and Zaromb (2008, 208) write: “Clearly conscious intention cannot cause an action if a neural event that precedes and correlates with the action comes before conscious intention.” This claim is surprising. Consider the following claim: Clearly, the burning of a fuse cannot cause an explosion of a firecracker if a lighting of a fuse that precedes and correlates with the explosion comes before the burning of the fuse. Obviously, both the lighting of the fuse and the burning of the fuse are among the causes of the explosion. Other things being equal, if the fuse had not been lit—or if the lit fuse had stopped burning early—there would have been no explosion. The surprising claim by Roediger, Goode, and Zaromb cannot undermine the hypothesis (Pacherie 2006, 162) that conscious proximal intentions to flex are part of the causal chain leading to the flexings of Libet's subjects.


  Even if the claim that Libet's subjects have proximal intentions to flex before they think they do is not warranted by Libet's data, his idea that people have unconscious proximal intentions merits attention. Some psychologists view unconscious intentions as conceptually impossible (Wegner 2002, 18), and others disagree (Marcel 2003). I myself accept the existence of unconscious proximal intentions (Mele 2009; also see Nahmias 2005, 782). Unconscious proximal intentions may be at work when, for example, experienced drivers flip their turn indicators to signal for turns they are about to make. In a study in which subjects are instructed to flex whenever they feel like it without also being instructed to report after flexing on when they first became aware of a relevant intention, urge, or whatever, would they often be conscious of proximal intentions (or urges) to flex? Might unconscious proximal intentions to flex—and, more specifically, proximal intentions of which they are never conscious—be at work in producing flexings in the imagined scenario?


  Imagine that the experiment just sketched is conducted and it is discovered (somehow) that the subjects were never or rarely conscious of proximal urges or intentions to flex.5 Could one legitimately infer that, in Libet's own experiment, conscious urges, decisions, and intentions never or rarely had an effect on the flexings? No. One possibility is that some of Libet's subjects treat their initial consciousness of an urge to flex as a “go signal” (as suggested in Keller and Heckhausen 1990, 352). If they do, the conscious urge seemingly has a place in the causal process that issues in the flexing. Another possibility is that some subjects treat the conscious urge as what may be called a “decide signal”—a signal calling for them consciously to decide right then whether to flex right away or to wait a while. If that is so, and if they consciously decide to flex and execute that decision, the conscious urge again seemingly has a place in the causal process, as does the conscious decision.


  Perhaps it will be suggested that even if a subject treats a conscious urge to flex as a “go” or “decide signal,” that urge has no place in the causal process that issues in a flexing because “a neural event that precedes and correlates with the action comes before” the conscious urge (Roediger, Goode, and Zaromb 2008, 208). But the suggestion here suffers from the same problem as the surprising claim about “conscious intention” discussed earlier. Possibly, it will be claimed that by the time the conscious urge emerges it is too late for the subject to refrain from acting on it (something that Libet denies) and that is why the conscious urge should not be seen as part of the process at issue, even if subjects think they are treating the urge as a “go” or “decide signal.” One way to get evidence about this (suggested in Mele 2009, 75–76) is to conduct an experiment in which subjects are instructed to flex at time t unless they detect a “stop signal.” (On “stop signal” experiments, see Logan 1994.) By varying the interval between the “stop signal” and the mean time of the completion of a full flex when there is no “stop signal” experimenters can try to ascertain when subjects reach the point of no return.6


  Vetoing and Free Will


  This section begins with a discussion of some of Libet's ideas about vetoing and ends with a discussion of the bearing of his data on the question whether people ever act freely. Along the way, another problem emerges for Libet's contention that unconscious decisions are made or unconscious intentions acquired at around -550 ms in studies that yield type II RPs.


  Libet ( 1999, 52) discusses “the possibility that the conscious veto itself may have its origin in preceding unconscious processes, just as is the case for the development and appearance of the conscious will.” If having such an origin renders the proximal decision to flex unfree and the (decision to) veto has an origin of the same kind, its origin would seem to render it unfree. Libet contends that although “factors on which the decision to veto … is based” may “develop by unconscious processes that precede the veto … the conscious decision to veto could still be made without direct specification for that decision by the preceding unconscious processes” (53, emphasis in original). He also asserts that the “decision to veto” might not “require preceding unconscious processes.” Libet seems to be making two suggestions: first, although free decisions to veto have unconscious processes among their causes, these decisions are not deterministically caused; second, free decisions to veto are not causally dependent on “preceding unconscious processes.”


  Libet ( 1985) mentions what he regards as two sources of evidence for veto power. The first is an experiment in which subjects are instructed to prepare to flex their fingers at a prearranged clock time but to refrain from actually flexing and “to veto the developing intention/preparation to act … about 100 to 200 ms before [that] time” (538). The second is subjects’ reports about unsolicited vetoing. Subjects encouraged to flex spontaneously (in nonveto experiments) “reported that during some of the trials a recallable conscious urge to act appeared but was ‘aborted’ or somehow suppressed before any actual movement occurred; in such cases the subject simply waited for another urge to appear, which, when consummated, constituted the actual event whose RP was recorded” (538). No record was made of brain activity associated with suppressed urges for a reason explained above.


  The results of Libet's ( 1985) veto study suggest an interpretation of type I and type II RPs that is contrary to his own interpretation of them. As a first step toward seeing why, notice that Libet's claim that the subjects in this study veto “intended motor action” (38; emphasis added) is implausible (see Mele 1997, 322; 2009, 52–53). These subjects were instructed in advance not to flex, but to prepare to flex at the prearranged time and to “veto” this. The subjects intentionally complied with the request. They intended from the beginning not to flex at the appointed time. So what is indicated by what Libet refers to as “the ‘veto’ RP” before “about 150–250 ms before the preset time” (Libet 1985, 538)? Presumably, not the acquisition or presence of an intention to flex; for then, at some point in time, the subjects would have both an intention to flex at the prearranged time and an intention not to flex at that time. And how can a normal agent simultaneously be settled on A-ing at t and settled on not A-ing at t?7


  A segment of “the ‘veto’ RP” resembles segments of type I RPs in cases in which subjects do flex, as Libet (1985, 538) observes. Given that this segment of “the ‘veto’ RP” is not correlated with a proximal intention to flex, perhaps the similar segments of type I RPs (and of type II RPs) also are not correlated with proximal intentions to flex. Even so, they might be correlated with potential causes of such intentions.


  This idea is developed in Mele ( 2006a, 2009). The shape the idea takes there is based partly on the following possibilities about subjects in the veto experiment:

  perhaps a subject's wanting to comply with the instructions —including the instruction to prepare to flex at the appointed time—together with his recognition that the time is approaching produces an unconscious urge to flex soon, a pretty reliable causal contributor to an urge to flex soon, or the motor preparedness typically associated with such an urge. Things of these kinds are potential causal contributors to the acquisition of proximal intentions to flex. A related possibility is suggested by the observation that “the pattern of brain activity associated with imagining making a movement is very similar to the pattern of activity associated with preparing to make a movement” (Spence and Frith 1999, 27).8 The instructions given to [the subjects in the veto experiment] would naturally elicit imagining flexing very soon, an event of a kind suitable, in the circumstances, for making a causal contribution to the emergence of a proximal urge to flex. (Mele 2009, 55)


  The suggestion is that these same items—as opposed to proximal intentions to flex—are candidates for what the pertinent segments of type I RPs signify and that proximal intentions to flex emerge later, both in the case of flexings associated with type I RPs and in the case of flexings associated with type II RPs (Mele 2009, ch. 3). And again, the reaction time study discussed earlier provides independent evidence about when proximal intentions emerge that places their emergence much closer to the muscle burst than -550 ms. (For new evidence, see Trevena and Miller [2010].)


  How might Libet's studies bear on free will? In instances of what has been termed “the liberty of indifference,” agents are, in Kane's (1996, 108) words, “equally attracted to more than one option.” For example, Ann may be equally attracted to the corn flakes and the wheat flakes on her breakfast menu. Arguably, she may freely choose one of the two items even though nothing important hinges on her choice. The choice of a moment to begin flexing from among an array of similar moments may be similar enough to a choice of cereal in an instance of the liberty of indifference that theorists who see the latter choice as possibly free may take the same view about the former choice. On a latitudinarian conception of free will, Libet's studies may have some bearing on free will. Of course, even if they do, their bearing may be restricted to a relatively unimpressive range of free decisions—free proximal decisions in the sphere of the liberty of indifference (see Mele 2009, ch. 4). Generalizing from results obtained in this domain to, for example, a view about distal decisions made about important issues in situations of a very different kind would be extremely bold, to say the least. Even so, Libet (1985) is inclined to generalize: “our overall findings do suggest some fundamental characteristics of the simpler acts that may be applicable to all consciously intended acts and even to responsibility and free will” (563).


  Wegner's Work: Introduction


  Daniel Wegner attempts to support his claim that conscious intentions are not among the causes of corresponding actions in two general ways. One line of argument features Libet's studies. The other, as Richard Holton (2004, 219) interprets it, “is a version of the argument from illusion.” Because I discussed Libet's work at length in previous sections, I focus on Wegner's second line of argument here. If Wegner is right about conscious intentions, then if only beings whose conscious intentions sometimes are among the causes of corresponding actions are capable of acting freely, free will is an illusion.


  A variety of studies provide evidence that, in some circumstances, people are not conscious of some of their actions; in others, people believe they intentionally did things that, in fact, they did not do; and in yet others, people do things “automatically” and for no good reason. This section reviews some such findings. Assessment of their implications is reserved for subsequent sections. Some background on epiphenomenalism sets the stage.


  The thesis that although all mental events are caused by physical events, no mental events are among the causes of any physical events may be termed “philosophical epiphenomenalism.” Some scientists appeal to findings of the sort to be reviewed here to support what they call “epiphenomenalism” about intentions. However, what they mean by this word in this connection is not what philosophers mean by it (see Bayne 2006, 182; Hohwy 2004, 395– 96; Holton 2004, 219; Nahmias 2002, 530, 537). Attention to the difference helps forestall confusion.


  Let “proximal intentions*” name a collection composed of proximal intentions, their acquisition, and their persistence. Suppose that all proximal intentions* are caused by physical events but no proximal intentions* are among the causes of any physical events. Suppose also that physical correlates of proximal intentions* sometimes are among the causes of physical events—for example, bodily motions involved in overt intentional actions. Although this pair of suppositions does not contradict philosophical epiphenomenalism, it does contradict a scientific epiphenomenalism according to which neither proximal intentions* nor their physical correlates are among the causes of bodily motions. The scientific epiphenomenalism at issue here extends to the physical correlates of proximal intentions*: The claim at issue is that neither proximal intentions* nor their physical correlates are among the causes of physical events that proximal intentions* are thought to cause—those involved in corresponding overt intentional actions.


  I turn to data. Wegner ( 2002, 195) discusses the practice of “facilitated communication,” in which a “trained facilitator” holds the hand of “an impaired client … at a computer keyboard.” The clients are people with disorders that hamper speech, such as autism or cerebral palsy. Facilitators are supposed to help clients express themselves without influencing which keys they press or touch, and there is considerable evidence that this is what many of the facilitators intended to do and believed they were doing. “It was often [apparently] found that individuals who had never said a word in their lives were quickly able to communicate, typing out meaningful sentences and even lengthy reports” (196). But it was discovered that the clients’ “responses actually originate with the facilitators themselves” (197). The facilitators controlled what was typed—without realizing that.


  Some actions that people do not realize they are performing are detectable with sensitive devices. Wegner (2002, 122) mentions studies done in the late nineteenth century with an automatograph, a device consisting of “a piece of plate glass resting in a wooden frame, topped by three brass balls, upon which rested another glass plate.” There also is a screen between the participant and a recording device that is attached to the automatograph. Wegner reports “some remarkable regularities” (123). “Asked to count the clicks of a metronome, … one person showed small hand movements to and fro in time with the rhythm.” Someone “asked to think of a building to his left  … slowly moved his hand in that direction.” A man who was invited to hide a knife in the room and then told to think about the object moved his hand in the knife's direction “over the course of some 30 seconds.”


  People suffering from a certain kind of damage to the frontal lobes display “utilization behavior” (Lhermitte 1983). An examiner touches a braindamaged patient's hands with an empty glass and a pitcher of water or a pack of cigarettes and a lighter (Wegner 2002, 122). “The frontal-damage patients may grasp the glass and pour it full from the carafe” or light a cigarette. “One patient given three pairs of eyeglasses donned them in sequence and ended up wearing all three.” Wegner writes: “it is as though … the idea of the act that is suggested by the object is enough to instigate the action.” The actions at least resemble automatisms.


  In some experimental situations, people are caused to believe that they intentionally did things they did not in fact do. In one study (Wegner and Wheatley 1999), a confederate and a subject, both of whom are wearing headphones, jointly operate a computer mouse on which “a 12-centimeter square board” is mounted (487). About fifty tiny objects are displayed on a computer monitor, and the mouse controls the movement of a cursor over the display. Subjects are asked how much they “intended” to make a stop of the cursor on an image (488). When subjects hear the name of an image in the display (e.g., “swan”) very shortly before the cursor stops on that image, they give, on average, a higher “intended” rating to the stop than they do under other conditions, even though, in fact, the confederate is stopping the cursor on that image. (For an instructive critique of this study, see Malle 2006, 223–24.)


  Studies and findings such as the ones described here are sometimes taken to support the claim that actions never have conscious proximal intentions* or their physical correlates among their causes. This is the thesis of “scientific epiphenomenalism” about conscious proximal intentions*. Now, it is true that the studies and findings indicate that people sometimes perform actions of which they are not conscious, sometimes do things for no good reason, and sometimes believe they intentionally did things they did not actually do. But how are these truths supposed to lead to scientific epiphenomenalism about conscious proximal intentions*?


  One route that Wegner ( 2002, 144) maps features the proposition that all actions are caused in basically the same way. If some actions are performed in the absence of conscious intentions to perform them and all actions are caused in basically the same way, that basic way includes neither conscious intentions to perform the actions at issue nor the physical correlates of such intentions. (Only existing conscious intentions have existing physical correlates.) Why then do we even have conscious intentions? Why did we evolve in such a way as to have them? Wegner's (341) reply is that we have conscious intentions because they give us a sense of which of the things we do we are responsible for.


  Whether all actions are caused in basically the same way depends on how “basically the same way” is to be read. For example, if what is meant is simply that all actions have brain events among their causes, the claim is true (in my opinion). But, of course, this leaves it open that some of the brain events that are among the causes of some actions are physical correlates of conscious intentions to perform actions of those kinds. Wegner means something much more specific—that just as people who unknowingly move a hand slowly in the direction of an object they are thinking about are caused to do so by automatic processes of which they are unaware, all actions are caused by, and only by, such processes. Wegner (2002, 97) reports that his “analysis suggests that the real causal mechanisms underlying behavior are never present in consciousness.” As usual, he has the relatively proximal causes of behavior in mind (see Nahmias 2002, 537–38). In the following passage, Wegner goes well beyond merely suggesting: “it has to be one way or the other. Either the automatisms are oddities against the general backdrop of conscious behavior causation in everyday life, or we must turn everything around quite radically and begin to think that behavior that occurs with a sense of will is somehow the odd case, an add-on to a more basic underlying system” (144).


  Conscious Will and Scientific Epiphenomenalism


  As Eddy Nahmias ( 2002, 536) observes, Wegner's defense of his “illusion” thesis about “conscious will” is focused on proximal intentions. This is not surprising given Wegner's assertion that “Intention is normally understood as an idea of what one is going to do that appears in consciousness just before one does it” (18, emphasis in original). This assertion plainly does not apply to distal intentions. (Nor does it identify a sufficient condition for something's being an intention. As you are driving, another driver cuts you off. The following idea of what you are “going to do … appears in consciousness just before” you hit his car: “Oh no! I'm going to hit that car.” The idea expresses a prediction, not an intention; and “intention” definitely is not normally understood in such a way that this idea is an intention.) If Wegner intends his “illusion” thesis to apply even to distal intentions, he has done little to support that application. In this section, the spotlight remains where Wegner shines it—on proximal intentions.9


  Some philosophers express puzzlement about what Wegner means by “will,” “conscious will,” and “the experience of conscious will,” and they float various interpretations (Bayne 2006; Holton 2004; Mele 2004). As Bayne (2006, 170) observes, the distinction between willing and the experience of willing sometimes seems to disappear in Wegner's work. Holton (2004, 220) points out that even if “conscious willings [to A] … contain an element that is extrinsic to the causal process” that issues in A-ing, the extrinsic element may be “the element that makes the willing conscious, rather than being the willing itself” (also see Mele 2004, 206, 209–10). Holton's point harks back to the discussion in “Type II RPs, Conscious Decisions, and Actions” (above) of work that may be done by unconscious proximal intentions. If, for example, conscious proximal intentions are understood, straightforwardly, as proximal intentions of which the agent is conscious, proximal intentions* (or their physical correlates) may, in some cases, do action-producing work in which consciousness of the intentions (or the physical correlate of the consciousness) is not involved. (For a modest reading of “conscious intention” designed to accommodate various things Wegner may mean by that expression, see Mele 2009, ch. 2.)


  Several philosophers criticize Wegner's moving from the data he reports to the thesis that scientific epiphenomenalism about conscious intentions is true (Bayne 2006, 178; Nahmias 2002, 533; Pacherie 2006, 163; Ross 2006, 139). Elisabeth Pacherie (2006) voices a common complaint: “Some authors, including Wegner himself on occasion, seem to think that the fact that the experience of conscious will can be nonveridical is evidence for the claim that conscious mental causation is an illusion. This inference [is not] compelling. To show that the experience of willing is not always errorless is certainly not to show that it is always in error” (163). Bayne criticizes both this inference and an alternative route to Wegner's thesis that is similar to the one highlighted in “Wegner's Work: Introduction” (above), which features the idea that “it has to be one way or the other” (Wegner 2002, 144)—either unconscious automatic processes are what produce all of our actions or “conscious will” does it all.


  This stark formulation of the idea raises some of questions. Does it really have to be one way or the other? Do conscious proximal intentions* or decisions (or their physical correlates) sometimes benefit from automatic mechanisms in the causation of actions? What might count as evidence that conscious proximal intentions* or decisions (or their physical correlates) play a role in producing some actions?


  Return to Libet's studies. Imagine a study of this kind in which subjects are explicitly instructed to make a conscious decision about when to flex a wrist and to flex in response to it. Can they comply with this instruction, literally interpreted? If they do comply, then it would seem that their conscious decisions (or their physical correlates) are among the causes of their flexing actions.


  A scientific epiphenomenalist about conscious decisions, may reply that these subjects would have flexed even if they had unconsciously decided (or intended) to flex and, therefore, that the conscious decisions (and their physical correlates) played no causal role in producing the flexing actions. (Wegner cannot offer this reply if he is committed to the view that intentions and decisions are essentially conscious.) There is a serious problem with this reply. The reply implicitly appeals to the following principle: If y would have happened even if x had not happened, then x is not among the causes of y. And this principle is false. For example: Sally's mother drove her to school, and Sally arrived there at 8:00 a.m. What Sally's mother did was a cause of Sally's arriving at school when she did. This is true, even though, if Sally's mother had not driven her to school, Sally's father would have done so and delivered her there at the same time.


  Might a scientific epiphenomenalist about conscious decisions claim that, in the imagined experiment, the subjects’ conscious decisions were not among the causes of their flexing actions because the decisions themselves were caused by unconscious processes? A reader who is tempted to accept this claim has failed to absorb the moral of the firecracker analogy in an earlier section. The fact that x has a cause does not entail that x is not among the causes of y.


  Wegner on Free Will


  In Wegner's ( 2004) view, conscious will is intimately related to free will. He reports that his discussion of conscious will “has actually been about the experience of free will, examining at length when people feel it and when they do not. The special idea we have been exploring is to explain the experience of free will in terms of deterministic or mechanistic processes” (656, emphasis in original).


  In a discussion of Wegner's work, Dennett ( 2003, 222) writes: If you are one of those who think that free will is only really free will if it springs from an immaterial soul that hovers happily in your brain, shooting arrows of decision into your motor cortex, then, given what you mean by free will, my view is that there is no free will at all. If, on the other hand, you think free will might be morally important without being supernatural, then my view is that free will is indeed real, but just not quite what you probably thought it was.


  Dennett adds that, despite his admiration for Wegner's work, he sees Wegner as “the killjoy scientist who shows that Cupid doesn't shoot arrows and then insists on entitling his book The Illusion of Romantic Love” (224). One moral to take away from this is that if one sets the bar for free will (that is, for the power or ability to act freely) ridiculously high, the thesis that people sometimes act freely should strike one as ridiculous.


  Wegner ( 2008, 234) writes:

  Experience of apparent mental causation renders the self magical because it does not draw on all the evidence. We don't have access to the myriad neural, cognitive, dispositional, biological, or social causes that have contributed to the action —nor do we have access to the similar array of causes that underlie the production of the thoughts we have about the action. Instead, we look at the two items our magic selves render visible to us—our conscious thought and our conscious perception of our act—and believe that these are magically connected by our will. In making this link, we take a mental leap over the demonstrable power of the unconscious to guide action … and conclude that the conscious mind is the sole player.


  Obviously, even people who believe that some of their conscious intentions play a role in causing some of their behavior should not believe that “the conscious mind is the sole player.” After all, among the things that play a role in causing our intentions are events in the external world. And if, for example, conscious proximal intentions* play a role in causing overt actions, causal processes of which we are not conscious link them to bodily motions.


  So one should set aside the magical idea that the conscious mind or self is not itself causally influenced by anything and is a direct and complete cause of some of our actions. More realistic ideas are more worthy of attention: for example, the hypothesis that conscious intentions* or their physical correlates make a causal contribution to some behavior. Again, Wegner marshals evidence that, in some circumstances, people believe they did things that, in fact, they did not do and, in others, people believe they did not do things that they actually did. But, of course, it is a long way from these findings to the conclusion that the hypothesis just formulated is false.


  Some readers who believe that our intentions to A sometimes make causal contributions to our A-ings may think that if all of our decisions and intentions have causes, then we never act freely. Such readers should try to explain why compatibilists and event-causal libertarians are wrong about what free action is: Theorists of these kinds regard all free actions as caused, and they regard the causes of free actions as caused. (In Mele [2006a], causal theories of free action are reviewed and two such theories are developed in some detail.) Wegner (2008, 228) asks: “Why do we experience our actions as freely willed, arising mysteriously from the self, and why too do we resist attempts to explain those actions in terms of real causal sequences, events that are going on behind the curtain of our minds?” But why think of free will in terms of a magical self? Why not side with compatibilists or event-causal libertarians?


  Do we ever act freely? That depends on how free action is to be understood. If (quoting Dennett 2003, 222 again) “free will might be morally important without being supernatural,” then maybe we sometimes act freely. If acting freely requires the existence of something that does not exist—a supernatural, magical self—then we never act freely. But I know of no good reason to understand free action in the latter way.


  I have not offered an account of free will here. My presumed audience is primarily philosophers, and most philosophers are familiar with most of the live options about how to understand free will. In my opinion, it is fair to conclude that, on any reasonable conception of free will, the studies and data reviewed here leave it open both that we sometimes exhibit it and that we never do. For a discussion of imaginary experimental results that would show that no one ever acts freely, see Mele (2009, ch. 8).10


  Notes:


  (1.) Overt actions are actions that essentially involve peripheral bodily motion. Libet (1985; 1999; 2004, 137–49) maintains that once we become conscious of a decision to perform an overt action, we can exercise free will in “vetoing” it. Neither the veto nor the associated refraining from acting on the vetoed decision is an overt action.


  (2.) For an excellent brief critical review of various relevant philosophical positions that highlights the metaphysical nature of the debate, see Jackson (2000).


  (3.) Elsewhere, Libet ( 1992, 263) writes: “the brain has begun the specific preparatory processes for the voluntary act well before the subject is even aware of any wish or intention to act.”


  (4.) Libet, Gleason, Wright, and Pearl ( 1983, 627) report that “the subject was asked to note and later report the time of appearance of his conscious awareness of ‘wanting’ to perform a given self-initiated movement. The experience was also described as an ‘urge’ or ‘intention’ or ‘decision’ to move, though subjects usually settled for the words ‘wanting’ or ‘urge.’ ”


  (5.) At the end of the experiment, subjects can be asked how often (if ever) they were aware of proximal intentions to flex. Of course, researchers may worry about the accuracy of their reports.


  (6.) Time t can be a designated point on a Libet clock, and brain activity can be measured backward from t. My guess is that in trials in which there is no stop signal and in trials in which the stop signal does not inhibit a flexing, subjects will produce something resembling a type I RP. In trials in which the stop signal inhibits the onset of EMG activity, subjects might produce EEGs that resemble what Libet calls “the ‘veto’ RP.”


  (7.) Try to imagine that you intend to eat some pie now while also intending not to eat it now. What would you do? Would you reach for it with one hand and grab the reaching hand with your other hand? People who suffer from anarchic hand syndrome sometimes display behavior of this kind (see Marcel 2003, 76–81). Sean Spence and Chris Frith (1999, 24) suggest that these people “have conscious ‘intentions to act’ [that] are thwarted by … ‘intentions’ to which the patient does not experience conscious access.”


  (8.) Kilner, Vargas, Duval, Blakemore, and Sirigu ( 2004, 1299) produce evidence that, as they put it, “the readiness potential (RP)—an electrophysiological marker of motor preparation—is present when one is observing someone else's action.”


  (9.) Powerful evidence that some conscious distal intentions play a role in producing corresponding intentional actions is discussed in Mele (2009, ch. 7).


  (10.) Parts of this chapter derive from Mele (2008a, 2009). [image: ]
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  The metaphysical problem of free will concerns whether the general thesis of determinism is compatible with free will and moral responsibility. But the truth of determinism cannot be directly proven or disproven by empirical science, not even by physics itself (Earman 1986), let alone by neuroscience. Therefore, neuroscientific claims of having shown that the will is determined are doomed to fail. So what else can neuroscience contribute to the debate? Before I answer this question, I will briefly explicate how I frame the problem.


  The heart of the debate can be summarized in one sentence: “If A acts out of his own free will then, and only then, he is morally responsible.” Accordingly, the problem of free will can be approached either by asking what free will is and if we have it (i.e., the philosophy of mind approach) or by starting with the idea of moral responsibility and then asking what it is that makes us responsible (i.e., the moral philosophy approach). In the first part of the sentence, three elements or components of free will are mentioned. I have argued that most, if not all, theories of free will can be conceived of as a combination of differentially strong versions of these three components (Walter 2001). For example, the component of “freedom” is strongly associated with the idea of the ability “to do otherwise” (i.e., “alternativism”). Some philosophers have argued that this only means that one is not hindered from doing something else. Free will in this sense clearly is possible and widespread. Another, more interesting interpretation, the conditional interpretation, equates “free” with “being able to do otherwise if one would have willed otherwise.” A very strong interpretation of alternativism understands “free” as “being able to do otherwise under exactly the same circumstances.” Philosophers who insist on this reading are —by necessity—incompatibilists, because this interpretation excludes the possibility of acting freely in a deterministic world by definition.


  The second component of free will (intelligibility) refers to the volitional aspect. It also allows for different readings. A very strong one is that the will is a transcendent faculty, which is not subject to the laws of nature. A weaker and common reading is that intelligibility is characterized by the ability to act for reasons. Thereby, it is closely related to the concepts of consciousness, rationality, and intentionality. A very weak reading is to understand the volitional aspect as “acting for any (even an unconscious) motive.” The most important argument against incompatibilism is that all interpretations of the intelligibility component suffer a blow if indeterministic processes are decisive for free will, because then they cannot be intelligible, but would only be random. In terms of the component approach, it means that you cannot have the strong version of the first component with any interpretation of the second component. I believe that this is knockdown argument against incompatibilism—although I am aware of the fact that at least some incompatibilists have tried to work around it.1


  The third component relates to the idea of origination or authorship, that is, the idea that free will has its source in the very core of what makes us the persons we are. A strong version of authorship, again closely linked to the idea of determinism and brought forward by Kant, is that a person must be able to start a new causal chain. Agent causation theorists have claimed that this sort of causing events is a special sort of causation radically different from ordinary event causation. A moderate version of authorship is to demand that our free actions are truly our own, if they originate from those personal mental states that are characteristic for the agent. A shallow version would only ask that the person be the last causal step in a chain leading to an action or choice.


  As becomes clear from this framing, neuroscience is not required to understand the basic concepts of the debate. However, neuroscience can help to determine what kind of interpretation fits our world. First, it will tell us for any sufficiently explicit theory of free will, if the theory is empirically plausible. Second, neuroscience might inspire, influence, or modify theories of free will by contributing conceptual ideas from its own research on the principles of brain organization, for example, the concept of constraint satisfaction, the idea of parallel distributed processing or Darwinian theories of brain function (Walter 2001). Finally, as neurotechnologies become available to manipulate the brain and thus to change the basis of natural autonomy to a relevant and unprecedented degree, neuroethical questions arise that philosophical concepts of free will and moral responsibility should take into account.


  A neuroscientifically sound and consistent concept of free will that I prefer to call natural autonomy understands it as being able to do otherwise in similar circumstances, that is, to exhibit adaptive flexibility while acting for intelligible reasons which are authentic (e.g., originate from one's own intentions, norms, and values) (Walter 2001). However, it is not clear how often we act of our own free will in this sense. Furthermore, although natural autoutomy is possible in a deterministic world, it is an open question if having full free will in this sense is necessary for moral responsibility. Based on developmental and neuroscientific evidence, I have argued that we should revise a considerable part of our practices and attitudes towards moral responsibility (Walter 2004) and I have defended a revisionist compatibilism. (For the varieties of revisionist positions, compare Vargas [2005a, 2010] and also his essay in this volume [chapter 23]). For the purpose of this essay, I will not go into detailed arguments for revisionism, but rather review some of the neuroscientific evidence that is important for understanding free will from a neurocognitive point of view.


  The threat of neurocognitive mechanisms


  Adina Roskies ( 2006) has argued that it is not the thesis of general determinism that is the challenge from neuroscience but rather the fear of mechanistic explanations. I agree. A nice example is the very readable novel, Generosity: An Enhancement by Richard Powers (2009). The novel is the story of a young Berber Algerian woman named Thassadit Amzwar. She is student in a creative writing seminar of Russell Stone, the other protagonist of the story. Despite her devastating personal history in Algerian Civil War, she is such an unusually positive person that everyone is fascinated by her generosity and wants to spend time with her, including Stone. Then a psychologist diagnoses hyperthymia, a kind of a moderate, chronic mania. Amzwar gets into touch with Thomas Kurton, a charismatic entrepreneur and mastermind behind genetics lab Truecyte, who has transhumanistic aspirations to enhance human happiness. Using the latest neuroscientific techniques, he finds a rare combination of common genetic variants in Amzwar's genome and extraordinary structures and activations in her brain scans, explaining her unusual generosity. Amzwar becomes famous; companies compete to buy her egg cells. Amzwar herself, however, does not believe that it is her genes that cause her happy mind; obviously, this would destroy the picture of herself managing her life. Her best friend, Stone, cannot help but change his attitudes towards her after he learns the facts. In his eyes, her positive nature is no longer something personal, resulting from self-forming acts (as Kane would put it), but only a logical consequence of the genetic make-up configuring her brain.


  This novel nicely illustrates the worries raised by neuroscience. Explaining morally relevant behavior by genes or brain scans seems to destroy our ideas of free will and moral responsibility. However, the mere fact that mechanisms of psychological traits can be found in the brain implies neither that the world is deterministic nor that those mechanisms are genetically fixed. Surely, all of this could be the case. However, even if genetics is important, the real question is: Are we helpless with respect to those genetically determined traits or can we influence, modify, or obliterate their effects? This is an empirical question that has been made tractable by neuroscience. For example, in our own lab we have recently shown that the genetically determined differences in emotional reactivity of the amygdala to aversive stimuli can be counteracted by using cognitive strategies of volitional emotion regulation (Schardt et al. 2010).


  However, from a neurophilosophical point of view, the real questions now start to emerge. The question is not: Are there mechanisms of volition? Instead, the questions are: What mechanisms are there? How can we distinguish between fixed, uninfluenceable, and noncontrollable mechanisms on the one hand and flexible, influenceable, and controllable processes on the other hand? Which role do they play in our decisions? Can we quantify the strength of such mechanisms? How can we change them? Are we responsible for having them? Do we have to revise our moral judgment if we know about the developmental history of the respective mechanisms? If yes, why, and if no, why not? How do we deal with the fact that there may be more intricate, hidden mechanisms that we do not know, perhaps even some that we will never know? Should we sometimes ignore such knowledge and if so, how do we justify it? As pointed out above, I think there is not only space, but also a need, for revision on many of these matters. The main point, however, is that the questions raised cannot be answered only conceptually but require empirically informed judgment and arguments.


  Although there is a rich cognitive neuroscience of volition teaching us about intelligibility, the vast majority of discussions on free will and brain science up to now have referred to motor neuroscience. To be more precise, to an experiment that was performed about thirty years ago with data of five subjects without using any statistics (Libet, Gleason, Wright, and Pearl 1983). Although its relevance for the free-will debate is less impressive than its prevalence, we cannot avoid discussing it here: the Libet-Experiment.


  Libet-Style-Experiments and the cognitive neuroscience of voluntary movements


  Subjects sat before an oscilloscope. When they heard a “get ready tone,” they were instructed to relax, fixate, not to blink, and to “freely” flex the right finger or wrist when they felt the urge to do so. Simultaneously, they were instructed to watch a dot simulating a second hand of the clock, making one revolution 2.56 s with numbers at every five seconds (= 214 ms). Furthermore, subjects were instructed to (i) introspect when they consciously felt “the urge to move,” (ii) register the position of the dot position at exactly this moment, (iii) remember it, and (iv) report it some seconds after the movement had been made. This procedure was repeated forty times (mixed with some control conditions). Each trial began when the dot started at 12 o'clock—though subjects were not really “free to move” but had to wait for one revolution of the dot. During the experiment, their brain waves were registered in order to measure the “readiness potential” (RP).


  The RP is a slowly increasing negativity starting symmetrically above the vertex around 800 ms before a movement and reflects activity mainly from the supplementary motor cortex. Its amplitude is in the range of several millivolts and thus is about fifty times smaller than the normal brain waves measured by EEG. Therefore, it emerges from noise usually only after averaging the brain signals retrogradely with respect to the onset of the movement.


  For data analysis, three data sets were recorded: The objective onset of the movement, the reported remembered position of the dot (= the point in time when the “urge to move” became conscious) and the point in time when the RP started to rise from the baseline. The main result was that the rise of the averaged RP was estimated to start about 350 ms before the averaged time of the “conscious intention to move.” The much-discussed interpretation of this result is that the brain starts to prepare a movement before the subject consciously decides to move and that a causal role of conscious intention in volition (i.e., free will) is just an illusion. How valid is this conclusion?


  I will not discuss here the well-known fact that it is possible to interrupt a movement by will after the RP has started to rise—the so-called veto (Libet 1985). For reasons of space, I also will not detail the methodological problems, which call the validity and reliability of Libet-style experiments in serious question. Rather, I want to explain why the design of the experiment does not allow concluding that conscious intentions are causally irrelevant for voluntary movement. First, the conscious intention to move is involved at an earlier time: By complying with the instruction, the subject consciously chooses to move at a later point in time. Second, the trial design makes it possible that it is not the RP but the so-called contingent negative variation (CNV) that is measured. This negative potential is present when a first cue announces a second cue. Indeed, this is how the Libet-Experiment is structured: The first cue is the dot at 12 o'clock; the second cue is the position of the dot when “feeling the urge to move.” However, the CNV is not the “correlate” of the intention to move, but rather a more general indicator for expectation of the second cue. Due to the averaging procedure (backwards from movement, not forward from the first cue) it cannot be ruled out that what is claimed to be the RP is due to a CNV. Third, the subjects were not instructed to perform an intentional action guided by reason, but rather to move as randomly as possible. Indeed, the instruction resembles the paradox of spontaneity (“Prepare not to prepare”). Everyone who has performed such experiments, either as subject or as an experimenter (Walter et al. 1992) knows that despite the instruction of spontaneity the subject has to follow many rules: Fixating, no blinking, flexing only in a certain interval, not moving periodically, not alternating movements, no preplanning, etc. What subjects really are doing in Libetexperiments, therefore, is following a paradoxical instruction and simulating a random generator, something humans are usually very bad at.


  Therefore, a more adequate picture of what happens during a Libetexperiment is this: The subject does consciously prepare for a movement before the trial starts, and a corresponding motor program is instantiated “ready for release.” In other words: the subject is configuring his neural motor system in a way that the final motor command is set near a threshold that allows release of the preprogrammed movement, if fluctuations in the noisy brain cross an internal threshold. And the “felt urge to move”? It might correspond to the felt crossing of the threshold. Alternatively, it could also be an artifact that is brought about by the instruction. It is remarkable that the time of 350 ms is just a little more than the distance (five seconds) between two numbers on the clock. Based on the principle of priority explained below, the subjects will tend to think that the “urge” has to be prior to the movement (i.e., at least one distance between the numbers). Therefore, the reported time points of the “urge to move” might result from the principle of priority, stimulus context, and social desirability. To sum up: Methodological as well as design problems show that the standard interpretation of Libetstyle experiments as an argument against the role of conscious intentions and thereby against the reality of free will is a failure. (See Mele's essay in this volume [chapter 26] for further discussion of some of these issues.)


  Nevertheless, Libet-type experiments continue to contribute to the debate, in particular with respect to understanding the subjective experience of freedom. For example, progress in fast computing and the development of Brain-Computer-Interfaces (BCIs) have made it possible to calculate the onset of the lateralized RP, which indicates if the left or right finger will be moved, online.2 Using a BCI, the result of the computation can be fed back visually to the subjects by the movement of the cursor, predicting if they will move their left or right hand online within a single trial. For at least some subjects this works well and induces the subjective experience that the cursor moved already shortly before one wanted to move it. However, such results have the problem that again they rely on introspective experiences in the range of some 100 milliseconds.


  A recent fMRI study seems to escape some of the arguments explicated above. Using algorithms from machine learning for “decoding” brain activity, Soon, Brass, Heinze, and Haynes (2008) could demonstrate that activation in the frontal and parietal cortex ten seconds before movement onset predicts whether subjects will move their right or left finger with a probability of 70 percent (chance level: 50 percent). In contrast, subjects introspectively reported to have made a decision only about one second before movement onset. This is an interesting result and shows the power of decoding algorithms, as a standard analysis of the data failed to be predictive. However, the results clearly do not show that our intentional actions are always determined unconsciously. The study only shows that in a very special setting there seems to be a bias for a random decision already ten seconds before a simple movement is made that is not transparent for the subject himself but can be read out from brain signals. This is far from showing that either determinism is true or from showing that conscious intentions are always powerless.


  The New Unconscious, Social Psychology, and the Brain


  Whatever their doubtful intrinsic value, the Libet-Experiments had stirred a lot of empirical research and philosophical debate. Furthermore, they supported arguments from social psychology claiming that the “new unconscious” (in contrast to the old, Freudian unconscious) has much more impact on our decisions than we usually think. Social psychologists have shown in many experiments that unconscious cognitive and emotional influences as well as contextual features heavily influence our actions and decisions, although we are not aware of these influences and think that we had our own, conscious reasons to act (Hassin, Uleman, and Bargh 2006). These results are a challenge for all those compatibilist positions that claim that moral responsibility is guaranteed if our behavior is produced by freewill mechanisms that are reason-responsive (Fischer and Ravizza 2001). What if these mechanisms are reason-responsive but do not respond to our consciously held reasons? What if we make errors in identifying the “real” reasons for our actions? What if most of our justifications are post-hoc rationalizations rather than reflections of what really motivated us? Do we have to live with the “unbearable automaticity of being”?


  First, evidence that our conscious reasons sometimes may be just confabulations came from clinical neuroscience (i.e., from the study of splitbrain patients). For example, a subject received different visual information to both hemispheres and was asked to pick a corresponding card. According to the information available to the hemispheres, he picked up a shovel with his left hand (controlled by the right hemisphere, which “saw” a snow scene) and a chicken with his right hand (controlled by the left hemisphere, which “saw” a chicken claw). So far, so consistent. However, asked how both cards fit together he told that he saw a chicken claw and the shovel was for cleaning the chicken shed. Obviously, he had confabulated this relation, as he was not aware of the real reason for picking up the shovel, namely that his right hemisphere was fed the picture of a snow scene.


  Confabulating seems to be common as well in healthy subjects. This was demonstrated nicely by a recent experiment on “choice blindness” (Johannson 2005). In this study, 120 subjects chose the more attractive of two women presented to them on two cards by an experimenter. After the choice, they were handed over the card and had to explain their choice. However, unbeknownst to them, the experimenter tricked them by actually handing over the picture of the other woman, that is, the one they did not choose. Notwithstanding this fact, the large majority of subjects started to give various reasons why they chose exactly this woman. Even if experimental conditions were optimal to increase detection of the trick (woman dissimilar, free viewing time) and detection criteria were lowered, no more than 40 percent detected they were confabulating about their real choice. This is a scary number. Nisbett and Wilson had argued as early as 1977 that we infer causes not by introspection but rather by determining which of the usual causes were present at the time of the action and cite them. If we cannot find a plausible cause, we confabulate one. Those causes that we did not attend to are difficult to remember or not within our range of knowledge and will never be cited.


  According to Daniel Wegner, we construct our alleged reasons following three principles: priority (cause precedes effects), consistency (of thought with action), and exclusivity (no other [good] reasons around). More radically, he defends the claim that our conscious intentions never are the cause of our doings (Wegner 2002). However, according to his own schema (2002: 8), this is possible, and he gives no good argument why there could not be consciously initiated actions; and as we have learned, Libet-experiments do not provide a good argument. It is unclear how Wegner's general claim about the “illusion of conscious will” could be refuted.


  In fact, social psychologists have themselves argued for a dual-system approach, contrasting an automatic with a controlled, or an impulsive with a deliberate, or a reflexive (X) with a reflective (C) system (Lieberman 2007).3 The C-system corresponds largely to the system implementing volition. Dual-system approaches have been formulated previously in psychology.


  However, driven by empirical findings on mental state representation, social cognitive neuroscience has added another dimension, namely that between internally and externally focused cognition. Internally focused cognition refers to mental processes that focus on one's own or another's mental interior states (e.g., thoughts, feelings, experience) and are associated with a medial frontoparietal network. In contrast, externally focused cognition refers to mental processes that focus on one's own or another's physical and visible features and actions that are perceived through sensory modalities and are experienced as part of the material world and is associated with a lateral frontotemporoparietal network. We will come back to that distinction in the discussion of intentions. First, we will turn to the neurobiological basis of volition.


  The Cognitive Neuroscience of Volition and Intention


  After a long period in which there was no research on volition, in the last several decades psychologists began studying volition extensively, particularly in motivational psychology, action theory, and personality psychology (e.g., Heckhausen, Gollwitzer, and Weinert 1987; Kuhl 2000; Baumeister and Vohs 2004; Baer, Kaufman, and Baumeister 2008). In cognitive neuroscience, research on volition is found under the headings of research on executive functions, cognitive control, self-control, and decision making (e.g., Shallice 1988; Miller and Cohen 2001; Goschke 2003; Koechlin and Hyafil 2007; Rangel, Camerer, and Montague 2008). Based on this work, a picture of volition is emerging that allows for working definitions that are empirically much wider and philosophically more relevant than the paradigm of spontaneous, random action. “Volition” in this sense can be defined as a set of self-regulatory functions that enables subjects to realize their chosen intentions in an adaptive way, based on anticipated future outcomes, and to pursue their long-term goals in the face of conflict, temptations, and distractions. Empirical studies have investigated volitional subfunctions rather than volition as a whole, including the active maintenance of goal representations, the inhibition of prepotent responses, the flexible switching between cognitive sets, the monitoring of errors and conflicts, and the regulation of emotional and motivational states. Another concept in which cognitive neuroscience has once again become interested is willpower. “Willpower” can be defined as the strength or quantitative aspect of volition. The term “ego depletion” refers to the idea that willpower is an exhaustible resource. When it is used up, self-control is impaired and it takes time to restore it. For example, if subjects have to resist eating cookies, they will put less effort into solving cognitive tasks. Recently, it has been proposed that one of the most important physiological control parameters for willpower is the level of blood-glucose (Galliot and Baumeister 2007).


  The most important brain region for volition is undoubtedly the prefrontal cortex (PFC). It is one of the last cortices developed phylogenetically, and occupies about one-third of the human cortex (Wood and Grafman 2003). Most volitional subfunctions have been tied closely to it. Traditionally, the PFC has been divided into the dorsolateral and ventromedial PFC, but in fact, it has additional separate subregions associated with volitional subfunctions. The ventrolateral PFC has been related to the maintenance of information and inhibitory functions, whereas the dorsolateral PFC (DLPFC) has been related to manipulation of information, to executive function in general and cognitive control. The ventromedial PFC (VMPFC), in particular the medial part of the orbitofrontal cortex (OFC), has been associated with the representation of reward and values, whereas the lateral OFC has been shown to be involved in punishment. Only recently has the dorsomedial PFC received attention. It is associated with “mentalizing,” that is, with representing the mental state of others (also called theory of mind) (e.g., in social decision making and moral judgment). Sometimes, the dorsal anterior cingulate cortex (dACC), sitting medially directly above the corpus callosum, is seen as part of the VMPFC. Although it is involved in many cognitive functions, the most important function in our context is its role in the detection and/or monitoring of error and conflict during cognitive tasks. For example, it has been postulated that the detection of conflict in moral situations activates the DLPFC via the dACC, which then exerts cognitive control. Finally, the most anterior part of the PFC (frontolateral and frontopolar) has been associated with complex, hierarchical thinking, the shielding of intentions, and the change in action-plans under changing stimulus contingencies.


  However, this regional parcellation is not necessarily carving nature at its joints, but rather may be a consequence of the methods used (e.g., lesion studies, localization with brain imaging methods). There have been several attempts to formulate integrative theories of the PFC. For example, the neuropsychologist Grafman has proposed that the PFC harbors what he calls structured event complexes (SECs) consisting of goal-oriented sets of events structured in a sequence with different parts of the PFC harboring different types of information (Wood and Grafman 2003). Miller and Cohen (2001) have formulated a more abstract theory, suggesting that cognitive control stems from the active maintenance of patterns of activity in the prefrontal cortex, which represents goals and the means to achieve them. These patterns provide bias signals to other brain structures whose net effect is to guide the flow of activity along neural pathways that establish the proper mappings between inputs, internal states, and outputs.


  One crucial concept in a philosophically interesting neurocognitive theory of volition is the concept of intention, which I predict will play a central role in the next wave of naturalizing volitional processes. In philosophy of mind, intentions were always central for understanding free and responsible action, for example, if we want to understand if conscious intentions can be effective (Mele 2009). In moral philosophy, intentions are central for the practice of blaming (Knobe 2003). “Intentions” are mental states that can be understood more easily in a cognitive framework than “the will” or “volitions.” Conceptually, Elisabeth Pacherie (2006) has recently differentiated different types of intentions, such as motor, present- and future-oriented intentions (M, P, and F-intentions). In cognitive neuroscience, motor intentions are central for understanding how voluntary movements are realized in the brain (Haggard 2008). In social neuroscience, there have been studies of how the brain represents different types of intentions (e.g., private, prospective, and communicative intentions) when we observe and represent the actions of other people (Walter, Adenzato, Ciaramidaro, Enrici, Pia, and Bara 2004). And there is now work investigating how we can read intentions for cognitive, mental action (adding or subtracting) from brain signals (Haynes, Sakai, Rees, Gilbert, Frith, and Passingham 2007).


  The concept of intention is crucial because it connects volition as an individual ability with action in the world and thus poses the challenge of understanding how goals are represented in the brain and how the intentions, which aim to fulfil these goals, come to represent these goals and translate into intentional action in the world. Intentions cannot simply be reduced to certain combinations of beliefs and desires because they fulfil special roles. The peculiar nature of intentions has already been made clear in Heckhausen, Gollwitzer, and Weinert's (1987) Rubicon model of volition. In this model, the idea of the “Rubicon” refers to the crucial transition point from motivation to volition: In the motivational phase, information processing serves to find a decision and form an intention, whereas the volitional phase is characterized by realizing the intention. Thus, during volition, intentions have a special status because they are supposed to guide action in a specific way. A morally important variety of intentions, “resolutions,” has been described by Richard Holton (2009) as future directed intentions that a person has decided not even to consider revising. Virtually nothing is known about the neural implementation of such higher intentions, although psychology already provides conceptual tools for experiments such as “shielding of intentions” or “task switching.”


  There are two more conceptual tools that have come from cognitive neuroscience and that, I suggest, deserve more attention in the philosophy of free will, namely, the concepts of control dilemmas and control parameters. I have argued above that flexibility, a moderate interpretation of “being able to do otherwise,” is an important element of free will. However, it is not always good to be flexible; sometimes it is important for an organism to stick to its goals. The question of whether we should stick or switch is a dilemma that has no a priori solution, but depends on the context. This is true for every complex organism living in changing and uncertain environments in which it is confronted with antagonistic challenges (e.g., flexibility or persistence) that require context-sensitive balancing of complementary control modes. Thomas Goschke (2003) has termed such challenges “control dilemmas.” Other control dilemmas Goschke discusses are the shieldingshifting dilemma, the selection-monitoring dilemma, the anticipationdiscounting dilemma, and the exploration-exploitation dilemma. In the face of such dilemmas, it is no surprise that evolution has put pressure on the development of systems solving such control dilemmas, that is, a system implementing cognitive control: in short, a neurocognitive system of volition. How a balance between the extreme poles of such dilemmas can be maintained is a question that is empirically approachable with the tools of cognitive neuroscience as, for example, the research on task-switching shows.


  Another way in which neuroscience might enrich thinking about volition is the idea of control parameters. In every control system, questions arise about who is controlling the control system. In affective neuroscience, it has been proposed that emotions are characterized by a specific constellation of control parameters, which define specific emotions (e.g., degree of activation, selection threshold, sampling rate, or degree of resolution) (Dörner 1999), and that may be implemented by specific neural mechanisms (e.g., the level of neuromodulators or neurohumoral factors) (Erk and Walter 2000; Fellous 2000). A similar approach is possible with respect to control dilemmas: Are there any meta-control parameters that control the balance of the control dilemmas or the strength of the subfunctions of self-regulation? It might well be the case that the level of neuromodulators such as serotonin, dopamine, or neuropeptides are responsible for control processes such as updating thresholds, attention width, signal-to-noise-ratio, learning, or discounting rates. Indeed, dopamine has been postulated to do exactly this: A high level of dopamine will increase the signal-to-noise-rate (and thereby increase associations, flexibility, and creativity), whereas a low level of dopamine will do the reverse (Walter and Spitzer 2001). Another example is serotonin, which might be an important control parameter for the degree of impulsivity subjects exhibit in their behavior. If important functions of our volitional system, such as the shifting to one side of a control dilemma or the degree of impulsivity we exhibit, or the accuracy with which we take in information for our decisions, are determined by certain levels of neurochemicals, this might explain better why we are sometimes in and sometimes out of control—an explanation that goes beyond purely rationalistic approaches but also beyond dual-system theories.


  The cognitive neuroscience of morality, values, and norms


  The preceding paragraph treated the concepts of volition and intention. However, as outlined above, the concept of free will is also closely linked to the concept of moral responsibility. Philosophically, one can investigate free will indirectly by studying moral responsibility and asking which abilities moral responsibility presupposes. Analogously, one can study the processes of moral cognition, value-based decision making and the implementation of norms in order to understand what neurocognitive processes underlie morally responsible behavior.


  It has been known for some time that lesions in the PFC may lead to impulsive action, lack of moral concern, and antisocial behavior. Lesions in the lateral PFC are associated with impaired planning, increased impulsivity, and lessening of perseverance, whereas the ventromedial PFC has been found to be necessary for the acquisition of social conventions and moral norms during development and with guiding behavior with emotional signals. Lesions in the VMPFC in adulthood lead to the syndrome of acquired sociopathy. Neuroimaging studies of healthy subjects have consistently demonstrated that moral decision making relies heavily on the activity of a network made up of the DMPFC, the superior temporal sulcus (STS), the temporoparietal junctions (TPJ), the precuneus, and the anterior temporal poles. (For recent research, see Funk and Gazzaniga 2009; Moll and Schulkin 2009.) As explained above, this network is also active when people have to solve tasks involving mentalizing, that is, representing the beliefs, intentions, and emotions of others, and that social cognitive neuroscience describes as the “internal focused cognition system.”4 Some studies suggests that the right TPJ seems to be specifically involved in belief encoding, whereas the DMPFC is involved in integration of belief and outcomes during social and moral decision making, (Young and Saxe 2008) and seems to be tuned, in particular, to the social content during mentalizing tasks (Walter, Adenzato, Ciaramidaro, Enrici, Pia, and Bara 2004).


  However, when decision making is difficult or requires the inhibition of prepotent responses, the DLPFC and FPC are activated along with the mentalizing network. This occurs, for example, when a moral dilemma is difficult (DLPFC and FPC) (Greene, Nystrom, Engell, Darley, and Cohen 2004), when unfair offers are accepted (right DLPFC) (Sanfey 2004), or when morally difficult judgments are made from a legal point of view (left DLPFC) (Schleim, Spranger, Erk, and Walter 2011). These results are consistent with a dual-process theory, which suggests that automatic, emotional, and intuitive systems have to be controlled by a deliberate, cognitive, and reflected system. However, it is not the case that the DLPFC directly regulates activity in the emotional/motivational system. Rather, it exerts its influence via the medial PFC, as has been shown in studies investigating emotion regulation (Schardt et al. 2010) as well as in studies in which subjects had to exert self-control in choosing food-items (Hare, Camerer, and Rangel 2009). Interestingly, the same region is significantly more active when the regulation of emotion is exerted during the presentation of moral, compared to nonmoral, situations (Harenski and Hamann 2006). This is further evidence that the representation of moral value neurally builds on value representation in general (Tobler, Kalis, and Kalenscher 2008).


  When difficult moral situations have to be judged, the frontopolar PFC (FPPFC), the most recent and complex part of the PFC, is active, for example, when one must sacrifice a life to save many others (Greene et al. 2004). However, the capacity for sequential information processing of the FPPFC seems to be very limited (Koechlin et al. 2007). This might explain why neurocognitive mechanisms associated with intuitive decision making are particularly active when complex decisions have to be made (Dijksterhuis, Bos, Nordgren, and Van Baaren 2006). This fact is consistent with the idea that somatic markers, which indicate the emotional valence of complex situations by signaling “gut feelings,” are usually necessary for “good” and norm appropriate behavior (Damasio 1994).


  These implications speak against a purely rationalistic theory of moral decision making. Indeed, the social intuitionist theory of moral decision making argues that it is the emotional dog that wags its rational tail and not the other way round (Haidt 2001). Findings from moral neuroscience have inspired a heated controversy in parts of moral philosophy about the role of emotions and intuitions in moral judgment (Kahane and Shackel 2008). As of now, there is little neuroscientific work on the role of values for moral cognition or how norms in general are implemented neurobiologically, although there is evidence from psychology, evolutionary theory, and primatology that an innate moral grammar might exist (Hauser 2006). In addition, there is nearly no work on the question on how volition affects mechanisms of moral cognition (cf. Harenski and Hamann 2006). But there is now enough data as well as theory to work on these subjects and make progress (Haidt 2007; Sinnott-Armstrong 2008).5


  The neuroethical challenge from neuroscience


  So what is the challenge from the neurosciences to our concepts of free will and moral responsibility? We have learned that the neurosciences will not help to show one way or the other whether general determinism is true. Do they show that our allegedly free decisions are based on mechanisms that are not under our conscious control? Not really, because this challenge originates in social psychology—and we have seen that Libet-style experiments are less important than commonly assumed. I think that the real challenge is to be found on another level. The cognitive neuroscience of volition, intention, and moral cognition makes it clear that free will is an ability of agents that comes in degrees and depends for its proper functioning on a myriad of finely tuned neurobiological mechanisms. The real challenge consists in the fact that we are now, in principle and sometimes in practice, able to determine more precisely the contribution of specific neural mechanisms to volitional abilities, that we can measure their influence on our degrees of freedom, and that we can investigate their malleability. Moreover, we are finding out more and more about their genesis. Whereas in earlier times it might have been assumed—extraordinary cases aside— that every subject has essentially the same ability to act autonomously and is responsible for having it, we might now conclude that this may not be true. Increasing knowledge about the degrees and genesis of the factors determining our abilities for autonomy will have consequences for our concept of moral responsibility (Walter 2004).


  This becomes most apparent in the case of disorders of volition that are morally relevant. An extreme example is psychopathy. Neurobiological studies have demonstrated brain dysfunction on the structural as well as the functional level in the circuits that underlie our volitional abilities as well as those related to moral decision making (Raine 2006; Blair, Mitchell, and Blair 2005). This should have implications for the ascription of moral and legal responsibility. Similar implications may be drawn for other dysfunctions of volition. These questions have more than merely theoretical interest. With the rise in applied neurotechnologies, courts will be increasingly confronted with neuroscientific evidence and decisions will have to be made if such evidence is relevant or not. Therefore, it is not by chance that within neuroethics, the new field of neurolaw is on the rise (Garland 2004; Schleim, Spranger, and Walter 2009).


  However, the criminal law is only the tip of the iceberg, because the same questions we ask with respect to psychopathy may be asked with respect to other morally relevant conditions, such as obesity, smoking, risky lifestyle, social practices, self-control, generosity, empathy, or love. The main challenge of neuroscience consists in the fact that we are—at least in principle—able to find out why we are how we are, and this is what many people find frightening. Even if we will not be able to practically determine the factors determining our morally relevant behavior—for reasons of time, money, ethics, or complexity—the fact that there might be underlying mechanisms that are not under our control will, and as I argue, should, have consequences for our thinking about free will and moral responsibility.


  A factor that adds complexity is that our theoretical beliefs about free will seem to influence the way we act—as the new field of experimental philosophy has demonstrated. A recently discussed example is the fact that belief in determinism increases the likelihood to cheat (Vohs and Schooler 2008).6 Indeed, it has been argued that even if incompatibilist free will is an illusion, we should not spread the news, because this would have bad moral consequences (Smilansky 2002; and see his essay in this volume [chapter 21]). I do not think, however, that we should draw this conclusion. Rather, we must face the challenge and must integrate actual as well as potential neuroscientific findings and their neurotechnological applications into the practice and justification of ascribing moral responsibility on the individual and societal level. Implications may relate either to a change in our attitudes and beliefs, to a modification or revision of our practices or, if we do not change either, in a change of our justifications for existing practices.


  Notes:


  (1.) For example, Robert Kane ( 1996) has argued that an indetermined choice between two alternatives may be intelligible, if both choices are intelligible and indeterminism is relevant only for the effort invested into deliberation. Although this version also falls prey to the aforementioned argument, the shift of focus from deliberation to effort is worth considering as an important part in naturalizing volition.


  (2.) For an extensive bibliography of the power of BCIs, see the homepage of the Berlin BCI at http://www.bbci.de/.


  (3.) The neural regions associated with the X-system are the amygdala, basal ganglia, ventromedial prefrontal cortex (VMPFC), lateral temporal cortex (LTC), and dorsal anterior cingulate cortex (dACC). The C-system is associated with the lateral prefrontal cortex (LPFC), medial prefrontal cortex (MPFC), lateral parietal cortex (LPAC), medial parietal cortex (MPAC), medial temporal lobe (MTL), and rostral anterior cingulate cortex (rACC).


  (4.) Interestingly, the described network is also part of the so-called default mode network, i.e., the part of the brain that is most active when we are doing “nothing” (i.e., are not occupied with processing a cognitive task but just relaxing).


  (5.) Another important part of the neurophilosophy of free will is the question how authorship and origination (i.e., the third component) is realized by the brain. The best work on the experience of authorship can be found in the work of Thomas Metzinger. For an accessible presentation of his view and the latest research, see Metzinger (2009).


  (6.) I suspect that the results are influenced by framing effects (i.e., by how determinism is described). A positive version of compatibilism might induce other effects.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article appeals to experimental studies in order to elucidate the reactions of ordinary persons to the picture of the human mind that is prevalent in contemporary cognitive science. According to this prevalent cognitive-scientific picture, the mind is made up of states and processes that interact according to certain rules to generate specific behaviors. The discussion argues that this picture is disturbing to ordinary persons, who reason that if the mind works that way, we would not be morally responsible for what we did because our behaviors would inevitably result from facts about the configuration of states and processes within us. It concludes that people have access to different conceptions of the self, on some of which cognitive science is a genuine threat to free will, on others not. The puzzlement people feel about free will is therefore not merely a superficial muddle that can be dissolved by conceptual clarification.
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  If you start taking courses in contemporary cognitive science, you will encounter a particular picture of the human mind. This picture says that the mind is a lot like a computer. Specifically, the mind is made up of certain states and processes. These states and processes interact, in accordance with certain general rules, to generate specific behaviors. If you want to know how those states and processes got there in the first place, the only answer is that they arose through the interaction of other states and processes, which arose from others … until, ultimately, the chain goes back to factors in our genes and our environment. Hence, one can explain human behavior just by positing a collection of mental states and psychological processes and discussing the ways in which these states and processes interact.


  This picture of the mind sometimes leaves people feeling deeply uncomfortable. They find themselves thinking something like: “If the mind actually does work like that, it seems like we could never truly be morally responsible for anything we did. After all, we would never be free to choose any behavior other than the one we actually performed. Our behaviors would just follow inevitably from certain facts about the configuration of the states and processes within us.”


  Many philosophers think that this sort of discomfort is fundamentally confused or wrongheaded. They think that the confusion here can be cleared up just by saying something like: “Wait! It does not make any sense to say that the interaction of these states and processes is preventing you from controlling your own life. The thing you are forgetting is that the interaction of these states and processes—this whole complex system described by cognitive science—is simply you. So when you learn that these states and processes control your behavior, all you are learning is that you are controlling your behavior. There is no reason at all to see these discoveries as a threat to your freedom or responsibility.”1


  Philosophers may regard this argument as a powerful one, perhaps even irrefutable. Yet we doubt that people will generally find this response fully comforting. Rather, we suspect that people will continue to have the sense that if everything is controlled by these states and processes, somehow they themselves cannot be fully free or responsible.


  Our aim here is to get at the sources of this discomfort and thereby gain some insight into whether or not it is warranted. We will argue that the worry people feel about these issues reflects something fundamental about the way they normally think about the sources of human action. In particular, we will suggest that the worry stems from certain complex aspects of the way people ordinarily conceive of the bounds of the self.


  Experimental Philosophy of Free Will


  Consider again the picture we inherit from the sciences. It is a picture according to which human actions are caused by certain states and processes, which are in turn caused by yet earlier states and processes  … and so forth. Our aim is to explain why people regard this picture as a threat to their sense of freedom and responsibility, and we will be devoting most of this chapter to developing an explanatory framework and discussing experimental studies designed to test it. But first we need to complete a preliminary step. We asserted above that people feel threatened by the prospects of a complete scientific explanation of human behavior, but we need to show that this is the case, that people actually do regard this picture as a threat to their sense of freedom and responsibility.


  Now, one obvious way of examining people's intuitions would be to present experimental subjects with a story of an agent who performs some dastardly deed, tell them to imagine that it was brought about through a particular sort of causal process, and then ask them whether the agent is morally responsible for what he has done. As it happens, a number of experimental studies have made use of this approach, and the results have been rather surprising. The key finding is that people show an extraordinary willingness to hold agents responsible, pretty much regardless of the nature of the process that leads up to their actions. People say that an agent can be responsible for his actions when they are told that this agent's actions are the inevitable result of his genes and environment (Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner 2006), when they are told that the agent lives in a completely deterministic universe (Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner 2006), even when they are told the agent has a neurological disorder and that if anyone else had this illness, he or she would behave in the same way (De Brigard, Mandelbaum, and Ripley forthcoming).


  These experimental results are fascinating, and we certainly agree that they have a lot to teach us about the nature of people's attributions of moral responsibility. But we also think that there is more to the story. It may be true that people are willing to say that an agent who performs some horrible misdeed can still be morally responsible even if his act was the result of a neurological disorder, but that does not mean that people do not see neurological disorders as being at all relevant to moral responsibility judgments. Perhaps people do see these disorders as threatening their intuitive sense of freedom and moral responsibility, but then there is some separate process at work that is overcome by the concrete, vivid, affectladen character of the stories and therefore ends up driving people to regard these agents as responsible.


  Accordingly, we conducted an experiment that made it possible to systematically vary the concreteness versus abstractness of the questions subjects were asked (Nichols and Knobe 2007). All subjects in the experiment began by reading a description of two universes:


  Imagine a universe (Universe A) in which everything that happens is completely caused by whatever happened before it. This is true from the very beginning of the universe, so what happened in the beginning of the universe caused what happened next, and so on right up until the present. For example one day John decided to have French fries at lunch. Like everything else, this decision was completely caused by what happened before it. So, if everything in this universe was exactly the same up until John made his decision, then it had to happen that John would decide to have French Fries.


  Now imagine a universe (Universe B) in which almost everything that happens is completely caused by whatever happened before it. The one exception is human decision making. For example, one day Mary decided to have French Fries at lunch. Since a person's decision in this universe is not completely caused by what happened before it, even if everything in the universe was exactly the same up until Mary made her decision, it did not have to happen that Mary would decide to have French Fries. She could have decided to have something different.


  The key difference, then, is that in Universe A every decision is completely caused by what happened before the decision —given the past, each decision has to happen the way that it does. By contrast, in Universe B, decisions are not completely caused by the past, and each human decision does not have to happen the way that it does.


  Subjects were then randomly assigned either to the abstract condition or the concrete condition. Subjects in the abstract condition received the following question:


  In Universe A, is it possible for a person to be fully morally responsible for their actions?


  


  YES/NO


  Meanwhile, subjects in the concrete condition received a question that asked about a particular concrete individual who performs a specific misdeed: In Universe A, a man named Bill has become attracted to his secretary, and he decides that the only way to be with her is to kill his wife and 3 children. He knows that it is impossible to escape from his house in the event of a fire. Before he leaves on a business trip, he sets up a device in his basement that burns down the house and kills his family.


  Is Bill fully morally responsible for killing his wife and children?


  


  YES/NO


  The results revealed a striking difference between the two conditions. Only a small minority of subjects in the abstract condition (14 percent) said that people in Universe A could be morally responsible, but the vast majority of subjects in the concrete condition (72 percent) said that Bill was morally responsible for what he had done. In other words, it seems that people do see the chain of causation in Universe A as a threat to their intuitive notions of freedom and moral responsibility, but it also seems that there is something about the presentation of a vivid, concrete, affect-laden example that drives people to think that the characters in such examples actually can be morally responsible.


  Looking at these results, one striking feature is that participants are much more willing to ascribe moral responsibility in the concrete condition than they are in the abstract condition. A number of hypotheses have been offered to explain this effect, and researchers continue to debate the empirical and theoretical support for these contrasting opinions (Mandelbaum and Ripley 2009; Nichols and Knobe 2007; Sinnott-Armstrong 2008; Sosa 2006), but we will not be pursuing the issue further here. Instead, our aim is to focus on a simpler and more basic problem. We want to understand why people are so reluctant to ascribe moral responsibility in the abstract condition in the first place. What exactly is it about Universe A that makes people reluctant to say that the agents within it can be morally responsible for their actions?


  The first thing to establish is that the results obtained thus far are not simply due to some kind of experimental artifact. For example, some may believe the response pattern arises from the fact that participants were asked whether individuals could be “fully morally responsible.” This wording, it might be thought, appears to call for a metaphysically loaded sort of judgment that might differ from the sort of judgment elicited by more ordinary terms such as “free will” or “blame.” However, subsequent studies showed that similar responses were given even when participants were directly asked whether people in a universe like the one described here could have “free will” (Feltz, Cokely, and Nadelhoffer 2009; Roskies and Nichols 2008) or when they were simply asked whether such people “should still be morally blamed” (Roskies and Nichols 2008). So, it does not appear that the pattern of responses is merely an artifact of the way the question is phrased.


  Others have suggested that the pattern of results might have arisen because of certain infelicities in the description of the Universe A itself. Subjects are told that “it had to happen” that the agent would act as she did, which might be taken to suggest an extreme form of fatalism, according to which people's mental states and psychological processes have no impact on their behaviors (Feltz, Cokely, and Nadelhoffer 2009; Nahmias 2006; Nahmias, Coates, and Kvaran 2007). But this too appears to be a red herring. Subsequent work has shown that participants give the same responses even when all of this language is removed (Misenheimer 2009). In fact, Pacer (2010) has shown that this same effect emerges when an agent's actions are explained in terms of a complex chain of cognitive processes, with each event completely causing the one after it.


  Finally, some might object that the pattern of intuitions observed in these studies does not reveal any kind of general truth about human cognition but simply reflects certain idiosyncratic facts about one particular culture. Perhaps people's intuitions in these cases are influenced in some way by the contemporary American emphasis on individual autonomy. Or perhaps people have been affected by certain strands of Western philosophy or theology (arriving at certain conclusions as the result of explicit religious instruction). We certainly agree that these are plausible hypotheses, but the empirical evidence thus far has not been kind to them. In a recent study, subjects from India, Hong Kong, Colombia, and the United States were all presented with the abstract condition of the experiment described above (Sarkissian, Chatterjee, De Brigard, Knobe, Nichols, and Sirker forthcoming). Strikingly, the majority of subjects in all four of these cultures said that no one could be fully morally responsible in a deterministic universe, and there were no significant cross-cultural differences in people's responses. In short, the effect here does not appear to be specific to any one culture; there really does seem to be a general, cross-cultural tendency whereby people are drawn to the view that moral responsibility is not possible in a deterministic universe.


  We find these results deeply puzzling and mysterious. The question of free will is a complex one, which philosophers have been debating for millennia. Yet ordinary people, many of whom have never thought about these questions before, seem somehow to immediately converge on one particular answer. In fact, we find this convergence even across four different cultures, with radically different religious and philosophical traditions. What could possibly explain this striking pattern of intuitions?


  Understanding the Threat to Free Will


  In thinking through this difficult question, we can begin by taking a cue from the philosophical literature. Philosophers have developed careful, systematic accounts of the ways in which a scientific perspective on human action might provide a threat to free will, and we can begin our inquiry by looking to these philosophical accounts for inspiration. Of course, it will not be possible to look in detail at each of the prominent philosophical accounts, but it seems that these accounts fall naturally into certain broad families, and we can therefore proceed by looking in a general way at a few different families of approaches.


  One broad family focuses on the distinction, familiar from discussions of modern physics, between determinism and indeterminism. The distinction here centers on certain claims about the laws of nature governing our universe. For example, Newtonian mechanics is typically regarded as a deterministic theory, whereas certain interpretations of quantum mechanics count as indeterministic. The only way to know which type of law of nature governs our own universe is to do research in the foundations of physics.


  Some philosophers have argued that questions about the laws of nature are deeply relevant to issues about free will and moral responsibility (Ginet 1990; Kane 1996; van Inwagen 1983). They say that free will and moral responsibility are not possible in a universe governed by deterministic laws. Such claims lead immediately to difficult questions of metaphysics and philosophy of science, and contemporary discussions of them focus heavily on complex logical principles. For example, there has been a surge of work examining the validity of the controversial “rule Beta”:


  Np


  


  N(p → q)


  


  –––––


  Nq


  (Meaning that one can infer from the claim that no one has a choice about whether p and the claim that no one has a choice about whether p entails q to the claim that no one has a choice about whether q.) (For further discussion of recent philosophical debates about this rule Beta, see the essays by Speak and Kapitan in this volume.)


  It might turn out that ordinary folks can be brought to see the force of these sorts of arguments, but we think it is highly unlikely that arguments from this family are getting at the root of people's intuitive worry about free will. In particular, it seems that people do not ordinarily understand their world in terms of laws of nature. They might acquire the concept of laws of nature when taking physics courses, but it seems unlikely that this concept plays an important role in their intuitive conception of how the world works, and it therefore seems implausible that their principal worry about free will is a worry that the laws of nature might turn out to be deterministic. The intuitive problem presumably lies elsewhere. (Indeed, even within the traditional philosophical literature, the free-will problem was often posed not in terms of deterministic laws of nature but simply in terms of the idea that each event might be caused by some event that occurred before it; see, e.g., Spinoza 1677/1992.)


  Let us therefore turn to the second major family of philosophical accounts. This second family focuses on the self and the worry that the self might turn out not to be the source of human action (Nietzsche 1887/1989; Spinoza 1677/1992; G. Strawson 1986). In this second sort of view, the central worry is not really about deterministic laws of nature. Rather, determinism is merely serving to crystallize or make salient another sort of worry. The central concern is that we might discover that when an agent acts, she herself is not in some relevant sense the source of her own actions.


  In a series of recent papers, Eddy Nahmias and colleagues have argued that people's intuitive worry about free will actually takes this second form (Nahmias 2006; Nahmias, Coates, and Kvaran 2007; Nahmias and Murray forthcoming). Their suggestion is that the intuitive worry about free will stems from the thought that the causal chain leading up to our actions might turn out to bypass the self entirely. In other words, the worry is that the self is epiphenomenal with respect to action.


  Perhaps the easiest way to bring out the force of this idea is by introducing a simple example. Suppose we discover that John's actions are entirely determined by the states of his brain. We might then experience a worry that John does not have free will. But why? In the hypothesis under discussion now, the worry here is fundamentally about the role of John's self in his own actions. That is, when people hear that John's actions are determined by his brain states, they do not think: “Oh no! So our universe is governed by deterministic laws that link brain states to behavior… .” Rather, they think something like: “Oh no! So it isn't really John who gets to decide what to do; it's merely his brain that is controlling all his actions… .” Nahmias and colleagues have presented an impressive array of experimental evidence for this hypothesis, and we think that they are on exactly the right track.


  But, of course, even if this hypothesis helps to answer certain questions, it also raises a host of new questions. Why exactly would anyone worry that the self is epiphenomenal in this way? Why would our experimental stimuli trigger that worry? And what is it about contemporary work in cognitive science that makes the worry seem so pressing?


  One way to address this question would be to suggest that people are simply falling victim to some kind of straightforward confusion. One might think that people are somehow failing to read the vignettes in the questionnaires correctly. Or that they are getting confused about the relationship between brain and mind. Or that they do not quite understand what determinism involves. All of these hypotheses are plausible ones, which would be worthy of further theoretical and empirical exploration.


  Our aim here, however, is to propose a different hypothesis. We suggest that people's intuitions in these cases are not merely the result of confusion but reflect something deep and fundamental about the concepts they ordinarily use to make sense of the world. In particular, we will argue that these intuitions are pointing at something important about the way people ordinarily think about of the self.


  Three Conceptions of the Self


  We noted above that the pattern of responses in recent experimental studies leaves us with a puzzle. Most people have presumably given little thought to the problem of free will, and yet, when experimental philosophers present them with these strange questions about alternate universes, they seem somehow to converge on the same pattern of responses. Given that the questions are so bizarre and unfamiliar, why is it that most people respond in this same way? We can now propose a hypothesis about how this convergence arises. Our hypothesis will be that people arrive at the same intuitions about free will because they share the same basic way of understanding the self.


  To really unpack this hypothesis, we will report a series of new experimental studies. But first we need to refine our conceptual framework. We begin by considering a basic question—what exactly is the self? More specifically, what are the bounds of the self—what falls inside and outside the self ?


  The issue here seems straightforward enough. Suppose that we are observing John and trying to figure out whether he himself is in control of his actions. To do this, we need to draw a distinction between two different types of factors. On one hand, there is John himself; on the other, there is the broader situation in which he happens to be embedded. But how can we distinguish between these two types of factors? In some cases, it may all seem perfectly simple—the temperature in the room is clearly an aspect of John's situation, not a part of John himself—but there may be other cases in which the distinction proves harder to grasp. If John has a broken arm, would that be a problem in John himself or merely a difficult aspect of the situation that he happens to be confronting? What if he had a brain tumor? Our aim here is to arrive at a better understanding of the way people ordinarily make sense of these questions.


  Fortunately, we already have before us a rich source of hypotheses. After all, in philosophy, questions about the nature of the self are at least as old as questions about free will and determinism. So we might begin by considering various conceptions of the self that have been articulated by philosophers. We focus here on three particularly prominent approaches.


  The bodily conception of the self


  One conception of the self is that the self contains everything from the skin in. Your brain is part of you, but so are your feet, your intestines, and so forth. This conception certainly does have a strong appeal. The body is, after all, the primary means by which we typically identify each other. And if a falling tree breaks John's leg, it seems that this damages John—it would seem implausible to say that the tree did not hit John himself but only his body.


  In philosophical work on the self, the identification of the self with the body forms a venerable tradition. It emerges, for example, in Nietzsche's dictum: “Body am I, and soul”—so says the child. And why should one


  not speak like children?

  But the awakened one, the knowing one, says: “Body am I entirely, and nothing more; and soul is only the name of something in the body.”


  [ … ] Behind your thoughts and feelings, my brother, there is a mighty lord, an unknown sage—it is called Self. It dwells in your body, it is your body (Nietzsche 1883/1999 I 4, our translation).


  This basic conception of the self has been developed, though with important variations, in much contemporary work within the analytic tradition (e.g., Carter 1990; Olson 1997; Williams 1970). Such work emphasizes that human beings are fundamentally animals and that a proper understanding of the self must take account of our nature as embodied organisms.


  If the bodily conception is right, it is hard to see how the epiphenomenal worry would even get off the ground. Certainly scientific work provides no basis for worrying that bodily processes are left out of decision making. Although there is abundant scientific disagreement about the self and its role in decision, none of the prominent accounts would deny that decisions are generated by stuff inside our bodies.


  But the fact that the bodily conception of the self renders the epiphenomenal worry toothless does not end the discussion. For the bodily conception of the self is hardly the only available conception. On a “thinner” conception of the self, certain factors that lie within the body could nonetheless fall outside the bounds of the self. On such an account, even if we acknowledge that an agent's actions are under the control of factors within that agent's body, this does not settle the question as to whether those actions were under the control of the agent herself.


  Our aim is to explore the idea that people's ordinary understanding of the self might actually rely on such a thinner conception. But for present purposes, we are focusing on philosophical treatments of the self. And the bodily conception of the self has been disputed from the beginning of Western philosophy. Already in the Socratic dialogues we find a vigorous rejection of the bodily view.2 As Socrates is about to drink his hemlock, Crito asks, “in what fashion are we to bury you?” Socrates then upbraids Crito for thinking that the object that will be buried is Socrates himself. The object that will be buried, he says, is merely a body, whereas Socrates himself is something quite different: “Friends, I can't persuade Crito that I am Socrates here, the one who is now conversing and arranging each of these things being discussed, but he imagines I'm that dead body he'll see in a little while, so he goes and asks how he's to bury me!” After Socrates dies, there will still be a body in the room, but Socrates himself will no longer be present. Therefore, the body of Socrates and Socrates himself must somehow be distinct things.


  This is a powerful philosophical argument. But if the self is not simply the body, what other conceptions are available? Two prominent conceptions follow.


  The psychological conception of the self


  Instead of a bodily approach to the self, we might adopt a more restrictive notion of the self—one on which fewer things count as part of the self and more counts as external and merely part of the environment. One might adopt the view that only psychological things associated with a body are part of the self; the feet, intestines, and so forth are merely external objects to which the self happens to be attached. What really matter are the memories, convictions, aspirations, etc. That's what constitutes the self. On this view, the physical features of one's body are often obstacles to the self. For instance, the physical features can impede the aspirations and convictions that make the self. If my foot is broken, this is plausibly a problem that I face. My broken foot does not constitute me, even in part; rather my broken foot is external to who I really am—it is a problem that I confront.


  This psychological approach to the self also has much in its favor. It draws support from the philosophical tradition according to which much of what we regard as most important about our selves is precisely our memories, convictions, and so forth (cf. Locke 1975/1847; Parfit 1986). It also draws support from the assumption, widely shared within cognitive science, that the only tenable view of the self will be given in terms of psychological states and processes.


  If this psychological conception is the right view of the self, it is easier to see how science might show that the self is not in charge. For if science shows that our behavior is caused by nonpsychological processes in our bodies, this will mean that the behavior is not caused by the self. On the psychological conception of the self, if the self is the cause of our behavior, it must be the case that our psychological features cause our behavior. If instead science shows that psychological features are irrelevant to behavior, then the self is indeed epiphenomenal.3

  Notice, however, that on a view like this one, the purely cognitive sciences would be no threat at all to free will. Learning that one's actions are caused by one's own mental states would only help to confirm the conviction that one was free.4


  The executive conception of the self


  There is, however, a third possible conception of the self on which the cognitive sciences pose a deep and abiding threat. Instead of adopting the view that the self is just a bunch of mental states, one might suppose that the self is really some further thing, something over and above the various mental states one might have. On this view, the particular mental states you have are external to the self, much as intestines are external to the self on the previous view.


  It is easy to see advantages of the view. Just as my broken foot is plausibly external to who I am, there is some force to the idea that the particular psychological characteristics I have are external to who I am. Thus, suppose John has always had a longing to become a famous guitarist but also suffers from extreme stage fright. On the conception of the self under discussion here, both the longing for fame and the stage fright would just be aspects of the situation John happens to be confronting. However, there would then be some further thing—John himself—which could consider these various drives and emotions and make a decision based on them. So John would count as in control of his actions to the extent that his actions were determined not by his individual psychological states (e.g., the longing, the fear) but by an executive that could consider these states and arrive at a decision.


  This view of the self has deep roots in intellectual history. It is plausibly the dominant strand of thought about the self in ancient philosophy. There, the common view is that the self is the soul, the seat of psychological states and the source of action. This is particularly clear in Stoic philosophy, in which the soul is a commanding-faculty (“hegemonikon”), which thinks, plans, and decides (Baltzly 2008), and it is this commanding faculty that is thought to be separable from the body (cf. Sextus Empiricus 1949/2000, 7.234).


  We thus seem to get a glimpse of the executive conception of the self in ancient philosophy, but it is only in the early modern period that this executive conception is explicitly differentiated from the psychological conception. For instance, on Reid's theory, the self is the soul, and it is also the agent that causes decisions.5 Reid memorably insists that the psychological approach to the self perverts the relationship between the self and its psychological states: “I am not thought, I am not action, I am not feeling; I am something that thinks, and acts, and suffers” (Reid 1785/1969, 341). On such a view, the psychological states do not constitute the self, they belong to the self, and the self makes its decisions in light of the psychological states, but not as a simple consequence of the states.


  If this view of the self is right, then an account of decision making in terms of psychological churning and processing would leave the self out entirely. If the self is something other than our psychological characteristics, then insofar as psychological states are in the driver's seat the self is not. Of course, just as you have intestines, you also have various desires, emotions, and the like, but on this view of the self, it is not as though these desires, emotions, etc. just interact with each other in some complex way and then produce your actions. Rather, you are confronted with these desires, emotions, etc., and then you choose in light of all of them which action to perform. On this view, the self is an executive that stands apart from the particular mental states that inform her decision. In this sense, it is like the president of a country. The president might listen to various advisors representing various constituencies and then make a decision. But the president himself is not just a bunch of advisors and constituencies. He is some further thing that can listen to the advisors—but can also choose to go against their advice.


  Commonsense and the three conceptions


  On some of these views of the self, it is obvious that if your actions are controlled by your desires and values, then they are controlled by you, whereas on other views, it should be obvious that if your actions are controlled by your desires and values, then they are not controlled by you. At first glance, it might seem that our task is correspondingly clear—if we want to determine whether epiphenomenalism is a looming threat to our ordinary view of the self in action, we need only discover which notion of the self is at play in common sense.


  We fear, however, that the task is not nearly so straightforward. For we think that the diverse philosophical views of the self are not pristine inventions of academic philosophers. Rather, we suspect that these different views of the self all reflect important strands of commonsense thought about the self. In some contexts, people think of the self as the body, in other contexts, it is the psychology, and in other contexts, it is neither. People shift between these differing views of the self depending on the way in which they are thinking of the problem. A proper theory in this domain needs to adequately reflect this complexity, getting at the sources of our attraction to the different conceptions and the nature of the ensuing conflict. But merely speculating about this is one thing. What we need to do now is formulate hypotheses about what factors of a situation might make people incline to one conception rather than another.


  Shifting perspectives and the conceptions of self


  Developing hypotheses about the factors influencing how people think about the self is a difficult task, and it might be best to begin by approaching it somewhat indirectly. Instead of starting in immediately with these vexed questions about the constituents of the self, we can begin by looking at a far simpler analogue: a question about the constituents of a corporation.


  Looking at a typical business deal, one might observe that there is a corporation that, taken as a whole, is performing certain actions, and one might also see that there are various other objects (e.g., buildings, employees) that appear to be playing an important role. But now it seems that a question arises about the relations among these distinct entities. Are the buildings, employees, and so forth literally constituents of the corporation itself, or should one say that the corporation is some radically different kind of thing, such that things like buildings and employees could never literally be parts of it? We maintain that people do not have any single, stable approach to making sense of this sort of question. They have a capacity for thinking about things like corporations, and they have a capacity for thinking about things like buildings and employees, but they do not have a single fixed picture of the relationship between the former and the latter. Instead, their intuitions about questions like this one can vary greatly depending on the particular type of perspective they adopt.


  First, suppose that we are looking out at an entire city and thinking about what might be going on in each of its various neighborhoods. One of us might point over at a particular location and say: “Those buildings are part of Microsoft, while those over there are part of Intel.” In this sort of context, such a remark might seem perfectly natural. We could immediately see how certain buildings would be part of one corporation, whereas others could be part of a separate corporation.


  But now suppose we adopt a different perspective. Suppose we zoom in on one specific building and consider it in detail. We are thinking about the building's physical structure, the chemical composition of its bricks and mortar. It might then seem a bit bizarre to suppose that this building—an actual physical object—could literally be a part of a corporation. Indeed, it may begin to seem that if one really understood what it is to be a building and what it is to be a corporation, one would have to see that the former is not even the sort of thing that could possibly be a part of the latter.


  Assuming now that these claims about people's intuitions are correct, let us sum up the basic pattern. There seems to be a distinction between the perspective we adopt when we are zooming out and the perspective we adopt when zooming in. When one “zooms out” to consider a vast panorama of different objects and processes, it may seem obvious that certain buildings count as part of a corporation. But if one then “zooms in” to think about one particular building in detail, it may begin to appear that this building could not possibly be part of a corporation at all. Hence, it may be that people do not have any single, stable view about what lies inside or outside of a corporation. As their perspective changes, so does their conception of the corporation's constituents.


  We now want to suggest that a similar phenomenon arises for people's conceptions of the self. That is, we will be arguing that people do not have any single, stable view about what lies inside or outside of the self. People have a capacity for thinking about agents, and they have capacities for thinking about things like bodily parts and mental states, but they do not have a single fixed sense of the relationship between the agents themselves and the bodies and mental states with which they are associated. Instead, people's intuitions about this relationship depend in part on the perspective they are adopting at the time.


  Consider in this light our earlier question about the relationship between the body and the self. Do the parts of John's body truly count as parts of John himself? Or are they merely aspects of the situation in which he happens to be embedded? One way to approach this question would be to consider the entire planet and to ask, for each thing on this planet, whether it lies inside or outside of John. When we zoom out this far, it may begin to seem perfectly obvious that anything in John's body has to count as a genuine part of John. (It would seem a bit bizarre in this context to say: “John's pancreas is not actually a part of him; it is just a part of his body, which is something else entirely.”) But now suppose we adopt a different perspective. Suppose we zoom in closely and begin thinking in detail about all the factors, both mental and physical, that went into one particular decision John made on one specific occasion. John has always spent most of his income on his children but is now facing some serious health problems, and the question is whether he will decide to start spending his money on expensive medicines instead. Looking at this sort of case, our intuitions may begin to shift. It may begin to seem tempting to suggest that John's pancreas is not best understood as a part of his self at all—that it is merely an aspect of the situation in which John happens to be embedded.


  Or consider the question about the relationship between a person's self and his or her various mental states. Suppose first that we are confronted with some intricate social situation, involving dozens of different people, and we are trying to get at the source of a particular problem, say, that a business venture is underfunded. If we now discover that the problem can be traced back to something about John's anxieties and fears, we might immediately conclude that the problem lies within John himself. (It would be a bit odd even to consider the objection that John's emotions are not properly regarded as parts of John.) But now suppose we switch over to a more zoomed-in perspective. Suppose we focus on the details of the case in which John is forced to make a decision. He plans to perform a specific action but then finds himself overcome by anxieties and fears, and the big question is whether he will be able to go through with the plan nonetheless. In this latter context, it might seem fairly natural to regard the anxieties and fears, not as parts of John himself, but as a particularly difficult aspect of the situation he now faces. John, when we focus closely on him, is identified with a thin, executive self.


  With this general theoretical framework in place, we can now put forward a specific testable prediction. Consider a case in which an outcome is caused by John's emotions (without involving any actual choice on his part), and now suppose we ask whether John caused the outcome. People should respond differently to this question depending on their perspective:


  • When they zoom out to consider the broader context, they will regard John's emotions as part of John's self, and they will therefore conclude that John himself did cause the outcome.

  • But when they zoom in to consider that behavior in isolation, they will adopt a conception according to which John's emotions do not count as a part of his self, and they will conclude that he did not cause the outcome.


  This, at least, is the theory. To decide whether this theory is true, we need to gather some additional data.


  Experimental Studies


  The basic methodology behind our experimental studies is a simple one. Subjects were presented with cases in which it was clear that John's body or his psychological states brought about a particular outcome, and they were then asked whether they agreed with the claim that John brought about that outcome. The aim was to use this methodology to get a better understanding of how people think about the bounds of the self.


  If people think that John simply is his body or his psychological states, then whenever John's body or his psychological states causes an outcome, they should think that John himself caused that outcome. But that is not the pattern of intuitions we predict. Instead, we predict that people's intuitions will vary depending on their perspective. The more they zoom out to consider a broader context, the more they should feel that John counts as the cause of the outcome in question. By contrast, the more they zoom in to consider the details of the process leading up to this one particular behavior, the more they should feel that John himself does not count as a cause at all.


  Study 1


  Ultimately, our aim is to look at the contrast between zoomed-out cases and zoomed-in cases, but before introducing zoomed-out cases, we thought it might be best to explore how people think about the issue in zoomedin cases in which we ask people to look in detail at the process leading up to one specific behavior. In particular, we wanted to determine whether there are conditions under which people would say that the person did not cause an outcome, even though the outcome was a product of the person's psychological states.


  Thus, for this first experiment, we looked at a case in which John's eye blinks rapidly. Each subject was randomly assigned to one of two conditions. In one condition, subjects received what we will call the “choice-cause” case:


  Suppose John's eye blinks rapidly because he wants to send a signal to a friend across the room.


  


  Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statement:


  


  • John caused his eye to blink.


  In the other condition, subjects received what we will call the “emotioncause” case:

  Suppose John's eye blinks rapidly because he is so startled and

  upset.


  Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statement:


  


  • John caused his eye to blink.


  


  Subjects rated each statement on a scale from 1 (“disagree”) to 7 (“agree”).


  Notice the force of the question in the emotion-cause case. The scenario makes it clear that the blinking is being caused by John's psychological states, namely, by his being upset. So if participants actually do hold a psychological conception of the self (according to which John simply is his psychological states), they should conclude that the blinking is caused by John himself.


  But we predict that participants will not adopt a psychological conception of the self in this case. Because the scenario encourages participants to zoom in on the processes underlying a specific behavior, they should instead adopt a narrower conception, like the executive conception. On this conception, John's emotions do not actually count as part of John himself. Instead, John is seen as some kind of further entity that can take into account these various emotions and then make a choice. Thus, participants should regard John himself as a cause in the choice-cause condition but not in the emotioncause condition.


  Indeed, that is exactly what we found. Subjects tended to agree with the claim that John caused the outcome in the choice-cause case, while they tended to disagree with the claim that John caused the outcome in the emotion-cause case. This difference was statistically significant.6


  Our aim is to use results like this one as part of an extremely simple argument. It is clear in a case like this one that the ensemble of John's psychological states caused an outcome, but people nonetheless say that John himself did not cause the outcome. Therefore, people do not conceive of John himself as simply being the ensemble of his psychological states.


  Of course, this is not the only hypothesis that fits the data. We will not be able to address all available alternative hypotheses here, but we can chip away at some of the major contenders.


  Study 2


  To begin with, we are assuming that the above case is a clear instance of John's psychological states causing his behavior. But someone might reject this assumption. Someone might say that people's ordinary concept of causation is actually more complex than we have been assuming and that people's ordinary intuition is that these behaviors are neither caused by John nor caused by his psychological states. Alternatively, someone might say that reactions of startle and anxiety are not the kind of psychological states that constitute a person. (It might be said, e.g., that only states like thoughts and goals are truly internal to the self.) These are certainly reasonable worries, and to address them, we conducted a second study.


  In this second study, all subjects were given the following case:

  • John's hand trembled because he thought about asking his boss for a promotion.


  All subjects were then asked whether they agreed or disagreed with two statements about this case. One of the statements was similar to the one used in the emotion-cause condition of Study 1:


  • John caused his hand to tremble.


  


  The other statement was exactly like the first, except that the word “John” was replaced with “John's thoughts”:


  


  • John's thoughts caused his hand to tremble.


  


  The order of the two statements was counterbalanced, but there were no order effects.


  As predicted, these two statements led to two different responses. People tended to disagree with the statement that John caused his hand to tremble, but they tended to agree with the statement that John's thoughts caused his hand to tremble.7 In other words, the results yielded an especially stark version of the effect obtained in the earlier study. People are apparently happy to say that the outcome was not caused by John himself but was caused by John's thoughts. This suggests that people conceive of John himself as being something distinct from his thoughts.


  Moreover, we expect that much the same result would emerge if we picked any other class of mental states (e.g., desires, urges, convictions). That is, we expect that people would be willing to say about various cases that John's desires (convictions, urges, etc.) caused his behavior even though John did not cause it. If the result generalizes across mental state types, then this suggests that, at least in these contexts, people reject the psychological conception of the self, apparently in favor of the executive conception.


  We recognize, however, that there might be other ways of explaining these data. For example, one might seek to explain people's intuitions in these cases by positing a fairly simple conception of the self and then accounting for all the puzzling results by assuming that people have a complex concept of causation. (The idea might be that people's concept of causation is somehow sensitive to the distinction between acts that were performed on purpose and those that were not; see, e.g., Lombrozo 2009.) Or perhaps there is some third explanation available here, one that relies neither on people's concept of the self nor on their concept of causation. Just looking at the experimental results we have presented thus far, it seems that numerous possible approaches might prove viable here.


  Study 3


  Although several approaches might explain the above results, our theory also generates another, very different prediction that does not fall naturally out of any of the other possible approaches. As we have seen, the theory says that when people zoom in to consider one specific behavior (e.g., blinking), they will tend to regard the agent's body and psychological states as falling outside of the self. But the theory also says something further. It says that when people zoom out to consider a broader context, they will change their conception and adopt a view according to which the body and mental states actually are part of the self. Hence, if we can just get subjects to zoom out a little more, they should end up concluding that John himself actually is the cause of all the outcomes that are caused by his body or mental states.


  For an illustration of the basic idea here, consider the following vignette: Suppose that John has a disease in the nerves of his arm. He experiences a sudden spasm, his arm twitches, and his hand ends up pushing a glass off the table. As the glass strikes the floor, there is a loud crashing noise. In this vignette, John has a medical condition that leads to a spasm. Will people think that this condition is a part of John himself ? Their answer should depend on the perspective they adopt. To they extent that they zoom in and think in detail about the processes leading up to that one arm movement, they should regard the medical condition as falling outside the self. But suppose we force them to change perspective. Suppose we get them to think about the broader context, including not only the bodily movement but also the table, the glass, the crashing noise, and so forth. If the theory is correct, they should then change their conception and adopt a view according to which the medical condition actually is part of the self. Hence, they should then be drawn to the idea that anything caused by the medical condition actually was caused by John.


  To test this hypothesis, we conducted a further experiment. All subjects were given the vignette about the spasm that pushes the glass off the table. Subjects were then randomly assigned either to the zoomed-in or zoomedout condition. Subjects in the zoomed-in condition were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the sentence:


  • John caused his arm to twitch.


  This sentence was designed to make subjects focus on the details of the process leading up to one particular bodily motion, and according to the theory, it should lead them to adopt a “thin” account of the self whereby John's bodily parts and even his mental states do not count as falling within John’ self.


  Subjects in the zoomed-out condition were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the sentence:


  


  • John caused the loud noise.


  This sentence was designed to make subjects think more broadly about the whole situation in which John was embedded, and it should therefore lead them to adopt a “thicker” notion of the self, according to which the nerves in John's arm count as a part of John himself.


  As predicted, these two sentences led to two different patterns of intuition. Subjects in the zoomed-in condition tended to disagree with the claim that John caused his arm to twitch, whereas subjects in the zoomed-out condition tended to agree with the claim that John caused the loud noise. This difference was statistically significant.8


  Notice the puzzling character of people's intuitions here. The noise was clearly brought about through the twitching of the arm, yet people somehow conclude that John did cause the noise but did not cause the twitching. It seems difficult to make sense of this asymmetry by supposing that there exists some single object—John—that people regard as the cause of the noise but not of the twitching. Rather, the natural explanation here would be that people are adopting different conceptions of the self in the different cases. They adopt a thinner conception in the zoomed-in case, a thicker one in the zoomed-out case. Then the thicker their conception of the self, the more inclined they are to regard the self as a cause of the series of events that unfolded.


  Study 4


  Thus far, we have been looking separately at a number of different variables that affect people's intuitions. First we looked at the distinction between different types of actions (choice-cause versus emotion-cause); then we looked at the distinction between different types of perspectives (zoomed-in versus zoomed-out). The experimental results seemed to indicate that both of these variables had an impact on people's intuitions. For this final study on zooming, therefore, we wanted to conduct a single experiment that would allow us to systematically examine all possible combinations of these two variables.


  In other words, we wanted to look at people's intuitions about the four possible cases in the following 2 x 2 table:


  Zoomed-In Zoomed-Out Choice-Cause x x

  Emotion-Cause x x


  Each subject was assigned to receive one of these four cases. By looking at the intuitions subjects had in each case, we hoped to get a better sense for the impact of the two variables under discussion thus far.


  For the zoomed-in cases, the set up went as follows. In the choice-cause condition, participants were given the following instructions: Imagine you just observed the following:


  


  A bee lands next to John and his hand withdraws.


  


  Now suppose you learn that John's hand withdrew because he is afraid of bees.


  


  Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statement:


  


  • John caused his hand to move.


  In the emotion-cause condition, the case was exactly the same, except that the word “withdraws” was replaced with “trembles”:


  Imagine you just observed the following:

  • A bee lands next to John and his hand trembles.

  • Now suppose you learn that John's hand trembled because


  he is afraid of bees.


  


  Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the following statement:


  


  • John caused his hand to move.


  Hence, John performs exactly the same behavior in the two cases; the only difference is that in the choice-cause condition he does so presumably as a result of a choice, whereas in the emotion-cause condition his behavior seems to be directly caused by his emotions.


  For the zoomed-out cases, the set up was exactly parallel except that John's movement (withdrawal or trembling) knocks over a glass of milk. Subjects were then asked whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement:


  • John caused the milk to spill.


  


  Subjects rated each of these sentences on a scale from 1 (“disagree”) to 7 (“agree”).


  The theory under discussion here predicts that people should respond differently in the zoomed in cases, but they should not respond differently in the zoomed out cases. For we maintain that when people zoom out, they are more promiscuous about what counts as part of the self; by contrast, when they zoom in, they tend to think of the self as executive. The results confirmed this prediction by revealing a striking difference between the zoomed-in and zoomed-out cases:


  Zoomed-In Zoomed-Out Choice-Cause 6.10 4.95

  Emotion-Cause 3.95 5.48


  In the zoomed-in cases, people regarded John as a cause when he chose to move his hand but not when his behavior was produced directly by his emotions. In the zoomed-out cases, by contrast, there was no such difference: John was regarded as a full-fledged cause either way.9 This fits perfectly with the proposal that in the zoomed-out condition, people are willing to take a thick view of what counts as the self, but in the zoomed-in case, people are inclined to think of the self as a thin executive.


  Of course, we are open in principle to the idea that this asymmetry in people's intuitions could be explained without positing a shift in their conceptions of the self. However, we have not been able to come up with any alternative hypothesis that can explain the full pattern of intuitions revealed in these studies. At least for the moment, then, we will be proceeding on the assumption that people's conception of the self actually does shift depending on the perspective they employ.


  The executive self and cognitive science


  We began with a puzzle about the basic picture of the mind coming out of cognitive science. This picture says that human actions are caused by certain psychological states and cognitive processes, which are in turn caused by other states and processes, and so on, back into the past. Such a view might seem relatively harmless—perhaps even obviously true—but recent research indicates that people often find it strikingly unsettling. They appear to regard it as a serious threat to the possibility of human free will.


  A proper explanation of people's intuitions here should allow us to see why the picture coming out of cognitive science leaves them with this feeling of unease, but it should also help us to understand why the issue is so characteristically confusing. It should help us to see why people so often feel pulled in competing directions, why they come to think that there is some kind of deep philosophical problem here that needs resolving.


  Our aim now is to take the theoretical framework we have been developing thus far and use it to address these questions. We proceed in two steps. First we provide experimental evidence that the picture coming out of cognitive science goes against people's ordinary understanding of human action. Then we argue that it is this departure from people's ordinary understanding that generates the perceived threat to free will.


  The self and cognitive science


  Researchers in cognitive science often rely on an analogy between the mind and a piece of computer software. In a typical piece of computer software, one finds certain lines of code and certain data structures, and everything the computer does can be understood in terms of the operations of the code on the data. The dominant view in cognitive science is that the mind works in more or less the same way. In place of lines of code and data structures, we have cognitive processes and mental states, but the basic explanatory paradigm remains the same: One posits certain operations of the processes on the states, and these operations are supposed to determine everything we ever think or do.


  On the account we have been developing here, people's ordinary understanding does not consist in some kind of coherent theoretical viewpoint but rather involves applying different conceptions in different sorts of cases. Most important for present purposes, when people adopt a more zoomed-in perspective, we suggested that they end up with a conception that is quite different from the standard cognitive science picture. In this perspective, they do not conceive of the mind as being fundamentally like a computer. They do not think that human behavior is just a product of cognitive processes operating on mental states. Instead, they adopt a conception according to which there exists some further thing—the self—that stands outside all of these states and processes and can choose whether to obey them or not.


  To more directly explore these questions, we conducted one final experiment. Each participant received a scenario about a computer and a scenario about a human being. (The order of scenarios was counterbalanced.) The computer scenario stipulated that all of the computer's programming was directing it against a particular behavior. We then asked whether the computer might cause that behavior nonetheless. The case went as follows:


  VQ5T is a computer that has a robotic hand. The robotic hand is positioned next to the power button for a device that is delivering electrical shock to a rat in an experiment. If VQ5T moves its hand to the right, it will push the button and stop the shocks.


  VQ5T has the information that if it moves its hand to the right it will stop the shocks. But all of VQ5T's software instructions are not to move its hand. In addition, everything in VQ5T's programming code directs it not to move its hand.


  Participants were asked to indicate agreement with the following:

  • Even though all of VQ5T's software and programming code are not to move its hand, it is still possible that VQ5T will cause its hand to move to the right.


  The human scenario was almost exactly like the computer scenario, except that instead of the VQ5T computer, it featured a human being named John: John's hand is positioned next to the power button for a device

  that is delivering electrical shock to a rat in an experiment. If John moves his hand to the right, it will push the button and stop the shocks.


  John knows that if he moves his hand to the right it will stop the shocks. But all of John's desires and urges—both conscious and unconscious—are not to move his hand. In addition, all of John's thoughts—both conscious and unconscious—are not to move his hand.


  Then participants were asked to indicate agreement with this claim:

  • Even though all of John's urges, desires, thoughts, etc., are not to move his hand, it is still possible that John will cause his hand to move to the right.


  The results showed a substantial difference in intuitions between the computer and the human cases. Participants tended to say that the computer could not possibly move its hand if all its software tells it to do otherwise but that John could move his hand even if all of his desires and thoughts told him to do otherwise.10


  These results suggest that people's ordinary understanding of human action is different from the picture one finds in cognitive science. While cognitive science aims to explain behavior entirely in terms of the interactions of certain states and processes, people's ordinary understanding appears to involve something more—a separate self that stands outside all these states and processes and can choose to ignore their promptings.


  Application to free will and moral responsibility


  With this basic framework in hand, we can now return to the topic of intuitions about free will and moral responsibility and offer a new type of explanation.


  The trouble we got into before was that people show complex patterns of intuitions about the problem of free will, and these patterns of intuitions appear to be shared across a variety of different cultures, but we could not see any way to explain this surprising convergence on what might initially appear to be a rather abstruse philosophical problem. It hardly seemed plausible to suppose that people all subscribe to some kind of highly specific philosophical principle regarding the problem of free will.


  We now have available a possible solution to this difficulty. There might be no need to introduce any controversial or complex assumptions about how people think about free will or moral responsibility. Instead, we can simply rely on the relationship between questions about free will and moral responsibility and questions about the self. For example, suppose we assume that people subscribe to a view that goes something like this: It cannot be that John was morally responsible for an outcome unless John was the one who caused it. Then all of the complexity we observe in people's moral responsibility intuitions could arise out of people's complex way of figuring out what exactly counts as John—which factors count as internal to him and which as external. In other words, all of the complexity would come from people's complex understanding of the self.


  At this point, the path ahead of us should be clear. We have a general account of people's understanding of the self. We have the claim that the picture coming out of cognitive science involves a departure from certain aspects of that understanding. What we need to do now is just to bring out the significance of this departure for questions about free will and moral responsibility.


  The basic idea, of course, is that people adopt different conceptions depending on their perspective. When they are looking at an agent in a broad context—interacting with the world and other agents—they adopt a broad view of the self. From that vantage, it is natural to say that the agent herself is causing various things. People recognize that the agent's decision is affected by her beliefs, desires, and values, but when they view the matter from this perspective, they take all of those states to be parts of the agent herself. It then seems obvious that the agent is responsible for all sorts of important outcomes.


  But now suppose they start to zoom in more closely. Suppose they use the methods of cognitive science to develop a precise model of the process that led up to the agent's decision. They will then come to adopt a different conception of the self. They will begin to see the agent's own psychological states as factors within the situation that the agent herself must confront. They will come to feel that the agent's self must be some further thing, some entity that can stand outside all these psychological states, consider each of them in turn, and then make a choice.


  The problem is that the models discussed in cognitive science never seem to leave any room for this “further thing.” When one begins looking to these models, one does not really find some part where the “self” intrudes and makes itself known. One just finds a whole bunch of states and processes— like those diagrams with boxes and arrows—and these states and processes seem to be running everything. Thus, the more people focus on a detailed complete cognitive story about the decision, the more they feel that the agent herself has nothing left to do.


  It is here, we think, that the threat to free will arises. When people adopt a particular sort of perspective, they come to feel that all of the states and processes posited by cognitive science fall outside the bounds of the self, and it begins to seem that the self really has no impact on human action.


  Conclusion


  It has been a recurring theme in philosophy that a complete scientific explanation for human action would exclude the possibility of free will. With the rapid progress of the neuro- and cognitive sciences, this issue has moved into the public arena. Academics from a wide range of disciplines now debate the social import of the science of human action. If science does provide a complete explanation for human action, how should this affect the legal system, public policy, and punishment practices?


  An old and persistent line of response to this issue is that the whole worry here is based on a confusion. This line of response gains succor from the intuitive idea that if your psychology determines your actions, then you determine your actions. What more do you want? Once this point is appreciated, it is thought, it will be clear that a complete scientific explanation of human action need not pose a threat to free will.


  Looking at the debate over these questions, it is easy to come away with the sense that one side or the other must be making some kind of conceptual error. Perhaps the people who saw cognitive science as a threat to free will are indeed falling prey to a confusion, or perhaps the confusion is actually on the other side, and the philosophers who think there is nothing to worry about are the ones making the mistake. Either way, the claim would be that if we could just get clear on how our concepts worked, the whole issue would dissolve, and we would arrive at a single, univocal answer as to whether cognitive science poses a threat to free will or not.


  Our aim in this chapter has been to sketch a different view. On the account we have offered, people have access to a number of different conceptions of the self. Some of these conceptions lead to the conclusion that cognitive science is no threat, whereas another conception leads to the conclusion that contemporary cognitive science involves a direct threat to the possibility of human free will. Hence, on the picture we have been developing, the puzzlement people feel in the face of the free-will problem is not merely a superficial muddle that can be dissolved through conceptual clarification. It is a deeper, more fundamental sort of puzzlement that reflects a genuine tension in people's understanding of the self.


  Notes:


  We are grateful to Verity Harte, Rachana Kamtekar, Tamar Kushnir, Tania Lombrozo, Eddy Nahmias, Jonathan Phillips, and Manuel Vargas for discussion and comments on an earlier draft of this essay.


  (1.) Dennett ( 1984) provides a contemporary instance of this sort of argument, but the basic idea can be traced all the way back to Chrysippus. According to Chrysippus, my actions are produced by me precisely because they are produced by my nature and character (see, e.g., Annas 2001, 21), so discovering that my character caused my actions could hardly count as a problem.


  (2.) Strikingly, the bodily conception is also disputed in the independently developed philosophical tradition of India. In the Chandogya Upanisad, the sage Maghavan says “This body … is mortal … So, it is the abode of this immortal and nonbodily self” (6.12.1).


  (3.) If, as suggested by the hypothesis of folk dualism (e.g., Bloom 2006), people think of the mind as something entirely nonphysical, separate in every way from the human body, then we should expect people to find this threat quite vivid. Demonstrating that our behavior is controlled by physical processes (neurons or whatever) would undermine the idea that it is one's (nonphysical) mental states that are doing the work.


  (4.) Obviously there are further distinctions available within the general psychological approach to the self. For instance, one might think that the self is a proper subset of one's psychological states. Researchers have proposed a number of accounts along these basic lines, each picking out a different subset to count as the self. (Frankfurt [1971], Watson [1975], and Wolf [1990] offer somewhat different accounts. For discussion of a very different proposal about which psychological states constitute the self, see Gide [2000/1902].) In the experimental studies reported below, we will be asking whether ordinary people hold a simple psychological conception of the self, but these same experimental methods could be used to ask whether people's intuitions follow any version of the subset view.


  (5.) On such “agent-causation” views, the agent causes the action without the agent herself being caused to do so. In that sense, agent-causal views do reject deterministic accounts of decision making. For on agent-causal views, the agent herself is not determined to decide one way rather than another.


  (6.) N = 30 people spending time in a New York public park, mean for choicecause was 5.5 out of 7, mean for emotion-cause was 2.6 out of 7, t(28) = 3.8, p = .001.


  (7.) N = 41 students in introductory philosophy classes at University of Arizona. Mean agreement response for “John's thoughts caused” was 5.8 out of 7; mean response for “John caused” was 3.76 out of 7. This difference is statistically significant (t(40)= 3.97, p〈.001)


  (8.) N = 40 people spending time in a New York public park. The mean rating for the zoomed-in condition was 2.0 out of 7; the mean rating for the zoomed-out condition was 4.8 out of 7,t(38) = 4.6, p 〈 .001.


  (9.) N = 41 students in introductory philosophy class. The data were analyzed using a 2 x 2 ANOVA, with zoom (zoomed-in versus zoomed-out) as a between-subject factor and action type (choice-cause versus emotioncause) as a within-subject factor. The results showed no main effect of zoom, F(1, 39) = .13, p = .7, though there was a main effect of action type, F(1, 39) = 5.5, p 〈 .05. Most importantly, there was a significant interaction effect, F(1, 39) = 14.9, p 〈 .001, indicating that the impact of action type is larger for the zoomed-in case than for the zoomed-out one.


  (10.) N = 43 students at the University of Arizona. The mean rating for the computer scenario was 2.48 out of 7; the mean rating for the human scenario was 4.85 out of 7. The difference between the cases was statistically significant: t(42) = 7.06, p 〈 .001.
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  Abstract and Keywords


  This article draws on experimental studies of folk intuitions about free will and moral responsibility conducted in the past decade. It questions the claims of many philosophers that most ordinary persons have incompatibilist intuitions about free will and moral responsibility. In the studies, various deterministic scenarios are presented to undergraduate students who have not studied philosophy. In these scenarios, studies found that, although some students expressed incompatibilist intuitions, a majority expressed compatibilist intuitions, agreeing that agents could be free and morally responsible in these presumably deterministic scenarios. This article further argues that determinism seems to be a threat to free will and moral responsibility because it is often connected with something else that ordinary persons do take to be a threat to free will and moral responsibility. It calls this threat bypassing.


  experimental studies, folk intuitions, free will, moral responsibility, compatibilist intuitions, determinism, bypassing


  It is often called “the problem of free will and determinism,” as if the only thing that might challenge free will is determinism, and as if determinism is obviously a problem.1 The traditional debates about free will have proceeded accordingly. Typically, incompatibilists about free will and determinism suggest that their position is intuitive or commonsensical, such that compatibilists have the burden of showing how, despite appearances, the problem of determinism is not really a problem. Compatibilists, in turn, tend to proceed as if showing that determinism is not a problem thereby shows that we have free will, as if determinism is the only thing that might threaten free will.


  Robert Kane captures both of these elements of the traditional debate, first suggesting that the truth of compatibilism would demonstrate that we have free will: “If compatibilists are right, we can have both freedom and determinism, and need not worry that future science will somehow undermine our ordinary conception that we are free and responsible agents”; and then suggesting that compatibilism is highly counterintuitive:


  In my experience, most persons resist the idea that free will and determinism might be compatible when they first encounter it. The idea that determinism might be compatible with free will looks at first like a “quagmire of evasion,” as William James called it, or a “wretched subterfuge” as Kant called the compatibilism of Hobbes and Hume. If compatibilism is to be taken seriously by ordinary persons, they have to be talked out of this natural belief in the incompatibility of free will and determinism by means of philosophical arguments. (Kane 2005a, 12–13)


  In this chapter, I reject both of these elements of the traditional debate; the question of whether we have free will should neither begin nor end with the so-called problem of determinism. I present and discuss evidence from a variety of studies that suggests that incompatibilism is not particularly intuitive. Most people do not have to be talked out of incompatibilism but rather talked into it. This provides some reasons—though certainly not decisive reasons—to think that compatibilism is true. I conclude by pointing out that, even if compatibilism were true, it would not dissolve the problem of free will, because there are problems other than determinism that need to be confronted—namely, challenges to free will suggested by discoveries in neuroscience and psychology. The threats to free will suggested by these sciences are distinct from the traditional threat of determinism, and they are the ones that “ordinary persons” find intuitively threatening to free will. In fact, I will argue that the reason incompatibilism about free will and determinism appears to be intuitive is that determinism is often and easily misunderstood to involve these distinct threats to free will—threats that suggest that our rational, conscious mental activity is bypassed in the process of our making decisions and coming to act.


  Whose Intuitions Matter and Why?


  All this talk of what is intuitive should make one wonder: “intuitive to whom?” Above, Kane mentions “ordinary persons” as they first encounter the problem of free will and determinism. Timothy O'Connor (2000, 4) likewise writes, “Does freedom of choice have this implication [that determinism must be false]? It seems so to the typical undergraduate on first encountering the question.” And Galen Strawson (1986, 89) claims that it is “in our nature to take determinism to pose a serious problem for our notions of responsibility and freedom.” Many other philosophers agree with these claims that ordinary people have pretheoretic, commonsensical intuitions that determinism is incompatible with free will, though some compatibilists argue that it is their position that is intuitive.2 Many philosophers on all sides of the debate seem to think that nonphilosophers’ understanding of free will is relevant to the philosophical debate. There are at least two good reasons why they should think this.


  First, philosophers remain deadlocked about how to define free will and whether the proper conception of free will is one which entails that it is, or is not, compatible with determinism. These “dialectical stalemates” (Fischer 1994) also permeate their views about the premises, principles, and crucial thought experiments used in opposing arguments, such as Frankfurt cases, interpretations of the ability to do otherwise, transfer principles (e.g., Beta), interpretations of the fixity of the past and laws, and manipulation arguments. In the face of these stalemates, it is not surprising that each side has suggested that its views are supported by commonsense intuitions. Such claims allow philosophers to motivate their own position and to shift the burden of proof onto their opponents, unless of course one takes the view that such appeals to folk intuitions are simply irrelevant or inappropriate.


  However, these appeals to pretheoretic intuitions are not irrelevant or inappropriate. The second reason philosophers should be interested in ordinary intuitions is that the target concept of interest to most philosophers is the type(s) of freedom or control relevant to holding oneself and others morally responsible for their actions—that is, whether we have the sort of free will required to deserve praise and blame, reward and punishment. This sort of free will is generally associated with other things people care about, such as autonomy, self-development, creativity, morality, meaningful lives, and human relationships (see, e.g., Kane 1996, ch. 6). In Daniel Dennett's (1984) terms, philosophers should be interested in “the varieties of free will worth wanting.” If we are interested in understanding the concept of free will that is intimately connected with these significant concerns of nonphilosophers, and if we assume that important features of this concept can be illuminated by ordinary usage and intuitions about relevant cases, then we should be interested in understanding the relevant usage and intuitions of nonphilosophers.


  If debates about free will are not to focus on a technical concept, about which only the “expert” intuitions of trained philosophers are relevant, then the question turns to how we can best garner information about the relevant intuitions of nonphilosophers. One possibility is for philosophers to assume that their own intuitions about the relevant cases (including thought experiments) and concepts are representative of ordinary intuitions. We should worry, however, about whether philosophers, especially those “embedded” in the free-will debate, are likely to make claims about what is intuitive—and to create and react to thought experiments—in ways that reflect their own theoretical commitments. Perhaps because they recognize this worry, philosophers often allude to the intuitions of their students and informal polls of them. Here the worry is that students will be influenced by the way their teachers present the issues or their responses will be interpreted in ways that support their teachers’ own theories. The way people consider the potential problem of determinism “when they first encounter it” may depend largely on how this first encounter is orchestrated.3


  Assuming, then, that ordinary intuitions about free will are relevant to the philosophical debates, we should use more systematic and controlled approaches to elucidating those intuitions, such as the ones employed by the emerging field of “experimental philosophy.” Broadly speaking, experimental philosophers first use empirical methodologies to obtain information about the way people think about philosophical problems, and then they consider how such information sheds light on philosophical debates (see Nadelhoffer and Nahmias 2007; Knobe and Nichols 2008). Currently, the most common method employs surveys of nonphilosophers that present them with various scenarios and questions, though other methods can be and have been deployed. Experimental philosophers do not claim that a richer understanding of what nonphilosophers actually think can alone resolve philosophical debates. But such empirical information can be very useful for (at least) three purposes in debates about free will and moral responsibility.


  First, it can serve to correct assumptions that philosophers have made about what is intuitive to nonphilosophers. For instance, the assumption has usually been that compatibilism is counterintuitive, a “quagmire of evasion,” and hence the burden of proof is on compatibilists. In this context, evidence showing that incompatibilism is not pretheoretically intuitive to most people would help shift the burden of proof back onto incompatibilists. I think this shift would be particularly significant because incompatibilist theories employ a conception of free will that is more “metaphysically demanding” than compatibilist theories, requiring, at a minimum, indeterminism in the right time and place and, perhaps, agent-causal powers. If ordinary intuitions do not support this libertarian theory of free will or the premises and principles that motivate it, then it is unclear why it should be adopted, given its metaphysical demands. Incompatibilists could, of course, argue that their theory of free will requires a revision of ordinary thinking, but then they should make explicit the theoretical advantages their view offers that offset the costs of such revision (see Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner 2006).


  Indeed, a second reason that accurate information about ordinary intuitions is valuable is to clarify when, and to what extent, competing philosophical theories are systematizing our relevant beliefs, concepts, and intuitions or, conversely, when they are suggesting revision of them (see Vargas 2009). Incompatibilists often suggest that compatibilist theories are revisionist, and compatibilists sometimes agree. But we cannot know whether this is true without more complete information about the folk concept or theory that is supposedly being revised. Furthermore, because people's relevant beliefs may vary both within and between cultures, the revisionist project may be more complicated than sometimes suggested. Here, it will also be useful to examine the way people's intuitions about freedom and responsibility correspond with their psychological traits, religious beliefs, cultural setting, and various other factors (e.g., gender, age, or education).


  Third, we can also look at the way people's responses differ depending on various controlled differences among cases. Doing so allows experimental philosophers to obtain evidence that sheds light on the psychological sources of people's intuitions about philosophical issues. For instance, determinism can be presented in subtly different ways to see what effects that has on people's judgments about free will and moral responsibility. Most of the experiments I describe below employ this methodology. The results suggest interesting conclusions about which factors lead people to see agents as lacking free will and moral responsibility. I take the evidence to show that most nonphilosophers do not take determinism, properly understood, to threaten free will. At the same time, I think the evidence helps to explain why it seems that people have incompatibilist intuitions when in fact they do not. Table 1 Summary of Results from Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner (2006)


  Subjects’

  judgments that the agent …


  … acts of own free will


  … is morally responsible for action


  Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 (Jeremy) (Fred & Barney) (Jill)


  76% (robbing bank) 76% (stealing) 66%

  68% (saving child) 76% (returning)


  79% (going


  


  jogging)


  


  83% (robbing bank) 60% (stealing) 77% 88% (saving child) 64% (returning)


  


  Is Incompatibilism Intuitive?


  The initial studies I carried out with Stephen Morris, Thomas Nadelhoffer, and Jason Turner (2005, 2006) were designed primarily with the first goal in mind, to test the assumptions philosophers had made about ordinary people's intuitions.4 We wanted empirical evidence about whether it is true that “we come to the table, nearly all of us, as pretheoretic incompatibilists” (Ekstrom 2002, 310). We designed three different scenarios describing determinism and asked participants about agents’ free will and responsibility in them. One scenario involved a Laplacean supercomputer that could use information about the state of the universe and the laws of nature to perfectly predict the future—to “look at everything about the way the world is and predict everything about how it will be with 100 percent accuracy.” Despite the fact that the computer accurately predicted before the birth of the agent, Jeremy, what he would do at a particular future time, a statistically significant majority of participants responded that Jeremy acted of his own free will and was morally responsible for his action, whether his action was bad (robbing a bank) or good (saving a child) (see Table 1 above).5


  In another scenario, we presented determinism in terms of “one's genes and environment completely caus[ing] one's beliefs and values,” such that if two identical twins, Fred and Barney, one of whom was adopted by a family that raised him to be selfish, and the other to be generous, had instead been raised by the other's family, each would have ended up with the other's beliefs and values and would have been caused to behave accordingly (in the scenario, either stealing or returning a found wallet). Most people said that Fred and Barney acted of their own free will and were, respectively, morally blameworthy or praiseworthy.


  Our third presentation described determinism in terms of a “rollback” universe:

  Imagine there is a universe (Universe C) that is re-created over

  and over again, starting from the exact same initial conditions

  and with all the same laws of nature. In this universe the same

  initial conditions and the same laws of nature cause the exact

  same events for the entire history of the universe, so that

  every single time the universe is re-created, everything must

  happen the exact same way. For instance, in this universe a

  person named Jill decides to steal a necklace at a particular

  time and then steals it, and every time the universe is recreated, Jill decides to steal the necklace at that time and then

  steals it.6


  Again, a statistically significant majority of participants responded that, despite the deterministic nature of the universe, Jill has free will and is morally responsible.


  My interpretation of these results is that most nonphilosophers do not have what Derk Pereboom (2001, 89) calls “the incompatibilist intuition” or what Kane (1999a, 217) calls “natural incompatibilist instincts.” Of course, it might be that these purported incompatibilist intuitions could be “uncovered” by explaining to participants exactly why determinism is supposed to be a problem for free will. Perhaps most people need to be shown what the minority in our surveys may already see—for instance, that determinism is inconsistent with the requisite ability to do otherwise or that determinism entails that there are sufficient conditions for one's decisions that exist before one is born. Of course, philosophers disagree about whether determinism is inconsistent with the sort of ability to do otherwise that is relevant to free will and about whether free will and responsibility require that there not be sufficient conditions for one's decisions that one is not responsible for (e.g., whether “transfer of nonresponsibility” principles such as Beta are valid), and they disagree about the intuitiveness of these issues. Nonetheless, one response to these results is that most participants simply fail to understand the deterministic element in the scenarios or fail to draw implications from determinism that they would accept with some guidance.7


  On the other hand, it might be that those participants in the majority, who respond that the agents in the scenarios are free and responsible, are expressing an intuition compatibilists often emphasize—namely, that even if our decisions and actions are part of a deterministic chain of events, our deliberations and decisions are a crucial part of that chain of events and can still play the right sort of causal role in our actions for us to be responsible for those actions. Most participants probably do not explicitly think in these terms when they are interpreting the scenarios; rather, they may implicitly recognize that there is nothing in the scenario that rules out the relevance of the agent's psychological processes playing the relevant role in the agent's decisions and actions.


  It may also be that many of those participants in the minority, who do say that the agents lack free will and responsibility, do so because they assume that the scenario precludes a proper causal role for agent's beliefs, desires, and decisions. That is, they may assume that determinism entails that psychological processes—of the sort that compatibilists highlight as essential to free and responsible agency—are bypassed by other causal processes. For instance, they may assume that the fact that the Laplacean computer can predict everything based on the current state of the universe and the laws of nature means that everything that happens is completely caused by physical events, which the computer can compute, leaving no causal work for Jeremy's psychological states, such as his conscious deliberation. Perhaps some people assume that Jeremy will rob the bank no matter what he wants, thinks, or tries to do. When people read that Fred and Barney exist in a world where everything they think and do is “caused completely by the combination of one's genes and one's environment,” perhaps some interpret this to mean that, because these features external to the agent's psychology are sufficient for the agent's actions, the agent's psychology is irrelevant to what he does.8


  Thinking in terms of this sort of bypassing of the agent's relevant mental life may be what drives many of the minority incompatibilist responses. It may be hard to imagine that people are reading such bypassing of the agent's mental activity into the scenarios, especially when the scenarios use the language of “decisions,” “beliefs and values,” and “actions.” However, as shown below, depending on how one describes determinism, people can be surprisingly disposed to interpret it to involve such bypassing.


  An Error Theory for Apparent Incompatibilist Intuitions


  Whether an agent is free and responsible depends crucially on whether her decisions and actions are the result of processes that go “through“ her, rather than “around” her, and more specifically, whether they go through, or around, the relevant processes within her. In general, an agent's mental states and events—her beliefs, desires, or decisions—are bypassed when the agent's actions are caused in such a way that her mental states do not make a difference to what she ends up doing. One way to understand this idea is that the agent would end up doing what she does regardless of what she had thought or wanted or decided.9


  The idea of bypassing can be made more specific by focusing on the particular psychological capacities that compatibilists highlight, such as responsiveness to reasons (Fischer 1994), higher-order volitions (Frankfurt 1971), or reflective self-governance (Scanlon 1998). But if general psychological states and processes, such as beliefs, desires, and conscious deliberations, are bypassed, then more specific compatibilist capacities will be bypassed as well. Free will can of course be compromised even if one's psychology is not entirely bypassed; for instance, if one is hypnotized, brainwashed, or deceived to believe, desire, or deliberate in certain ways, or perhaps if one acts on compulsive or addictive desires. So, lack of bypassing is not sufficient for free and responsible agency, though it is necessary. At least, lack of bypassing is necessary on most philosophical accounts of free will, both compatibilist and libertarian. Discussing one version of bypassing, Kane (2005b) points out: “If conscious willing is illusory or epiphenomenalism is true, all accounts of free will go down, compatibilist and incompatibilist.”


  Bypassing also seems to be a particularly intuitive threat to free will and responsibility. It seems to drive the intuition that one is not free or responsible if one is coerced or constrained, in which case one has to do something even though one does not want to do it or believes that one should not do it. Bypassing of one's rational capacities seems to drive the intuition that certain types of insanity, compulsion, manipulation, and indoctrination undermine (or at least mitigate) one's freedom and responsibility. The compulsive hand washer decides that today she will only wash her hands twice, yet finds that decision having no influence on her behavior. The person who escapes the cult wonders how he could have believed such crazy things, how his rational thinking could have been blinded by the cult leader and group effects. Bypassing may also be the worry behind fatalism, interpreted as the view that certain things will happen no matter what one decides or tries to do. Oedipus will end up sleeping with his mother no matter how he might try to avoid this fate.


  My suspicion is that what drives many people who see determinism as a threat to free will and moral responsibility is (a) their strong intuition that bypassing precludes freedom and responsibility and (b) their interpretation of determinism as entailing bypassing. If this suspicion is corroborated, then it would provide an “error theory” to explain away apparent incompatibilist intuitions, because (b) is mistaken and (a) does not support incompatibilism. Determinism is the thesis that a complete description of the past state of the universe and the laws of nature logically entails a complete description of all later states of the universe, or (not equivalently) that everything that happens has sufficient prior causes. Determinism does not entail, nor should it be taken to mean, that a person's beliefs, desires, and decisions make no difference to what happens, or that certain things will happen even if the past had been different, or regardless of what one tried to do. On the contrary, determinism suggests that what happens later depends on what happens earlier; which actions actually occur depends on which beliefs, desires, and decisions actually occur, at least assuming that beliefs, desires, and decisions are not causally epiphenomenal. Determinism alone does not entail epiphenomenalism (the causal irrelevance of mental states and processes) nor does it entail fatalism (interpreted as the view that certain events must happen even if earlier events—e.g., one's decisions—had been different).


  So, perhaps as Kane says, “most persons resist the idea that free will and determinism might be compatible when they first encounter it,” but only because they think something like this:


  Description of determinism → Bypassing → No free will or responsibility


  If so, then these people are not “natural incompatibilists” and their intuitive response to determinism should not be taken as support for incompatibilism. Is there evidence that lots of the people who interpret determinism as threatening free will are in fact reasoning in this way? I have run three sets of experiments that suggest that the answer is “yes.”

  Studies on Bypassing


  Mechanism as Bypassing


  With Justin Coates and Trevor Kvaran, I explored the hypothesis that people would react to a description of determinism differently depending on whether or not it was described in a way that suggests mechanistic reductionism— the view that higher-level processes (e.g., human decision making) can be completely understood in terms of lower-level mechanisms, such as neural processes. We presented participants with a description of determinism that emphasized either mechanistic causation or psychological causation (the only variations in the following version of the scenarios are in brackets):


  Most respected [neuroscientists/psychologists] are convinced that eventually we will figure out exactly how all of our

  decisions and actions are entirely caused. For instance, they think that whenever we are trying to decide what to do, the decision we end up making is completely caused by the specific [chemical reactions and neural processes; thoughts, desires, and plans] occurring in our [brains/minds]. The [neuroscientists/psychologists] are also convinced that these [chemical reactions and neural processes/thoughts, desires, and plans] are completely caused by our current situation and the earlier events in our lives, and that these earlier events were also completely caused by even earlier events, eventually going all the way back to events that occurred before we were born.


  So, if these [neuroscientists/psychologists] are right, then once specific earlier events have occurred in a person's life, these events will definitely cause specific later events to occur. For instance, once specific [chemical reactions and neural processes/thoughts, desires, and plans] occur in the person's [brain/mind], they will definitely cause the person to make the specific decision he or she makes.


  We predicted that people would interpret the scenario involving neurobiological mechanism to suggest bypassing, presumably because they implicitly assume that a complete explanation of our decisions and actions in terms of processes in the brain would leave no causal work for agents’ mental processes to do (see note 8). Indeed, across four different variations of the scenario, we consistently found statistically significant differences between responses to the mechanistic scenario and the psychological scenario, including participants’ responses to questions about whether, assuming the neuroscientists/psychologists are correct, people have free will, people's decisions are “up to” them, people should be held morally responsible, and people deserve praise and blame for what they do. For instance, in the “real world” version presented above, we found that the vast majority of participants

  Table 2 Summary of Results from Nahmias, Coates, and Kvaran (2007)


  Subjects’ 1. Psych 2. Neuro 3. Neuro 4. Neuro judgments that Abstract (Real Abstract (Real Abstract (Alt. Concrete (Alt.  … World) World) World) World)


  … agents act of 83% 38% 39% 60% (bad) their own free57% (good)will


  


  … agents’ 86% 34% 40% 62% (bad) decisions are54% (good)up to them


  


  … agents 89% 41% 52% 79% (bad)


  


  are morally 63% (good)responsible


  


  for their action


  


  … agents 86% 38% 50% 74% (blame) deserve 71% (praise)blame


  (praise) for

  their actions

  who read the scenario with psychological language judged that people have free will, are morally responsible, and deserve blame. On the other hand, most participants who read the scenario with neurobiological language judged that people do not have free will, are not responsible, and do not deserve blame (see Table 2, columns 1–2). Furthermore, consistent with the results described earlier, across all versions of the nonreductionistic scenarios, the majority of participants did not express incompatibilist intuitions—namely, most responded that agents in deterministic worlds could have free will, be morally responsible, and deserve praise and blame.10


  Another intriguing finding in these studies is that participants’ judgments of free will and responsibility were consistently higher in scenarios that describe specific (named) agents performing specific actions than in abstract scenarios, like the version above, that describe agents in general. The concrete versions add details to the final paragraph about an agent who decides to kill his wife so that he can marry his lover (or in a positive version, decides to donate a large sum of money to an orphanage in his community). In most cases, especially the mechanistic ones, judgments of the agent's free will, responsibility, praise, and blame were significantly higher in response to the concrete scenarios than the abstract scenarios. For instance, in an alternative universe version of the abstract mechanistic scenario (see Table 2, column 3), most participants responded that agents do not act of their own free will and half said they do not deserve to be blamed, but in concrete versions of this mechanistic scenario (column 4), significantly more responded that the agent acted of his own free will and that he deserves blame (in the negative scenario) or praise (in the positive scenario). One way to interpret these differences is that the concrete cases, at least the ones with negative actions, tend to bias people in such a way that they neglect the deterministic (and mechanistic) features of the scenario (see discussion of Nichols and Knobe [2007], below). Another interpretation is that the mention of specific persons making decisions and performing specific actions activates participants’ folk psychological thinking (or “theory of mind”), and this makes people much less likely to think that determinism or mechanism involves bypassing of an agent's beliefs, desires, and decisions. Although the abstract mechanistic cases may prime most people to take what Daniel Dennett (1987) calls the “mechanistic stance” or what Peter Strawson (1962) calls the “objective attitude” towards the agents, both the psychological cases and the concrete cases may prime most people to take the “intentional stance” or the “personal attitude” towards the agents. Taking this stance involves thinking in terms of the agent's desires, beliefs, and reasons, whereas the mechanistic stance leads people to think more in terms of mechanisms that bypass these psychological states.


  These results are plausibly interpreted to support the proposed error theory for apparent incompatibilist intuitions: It is not that people found the determinism involved in the scenarios to be incompatible with free will—most did not—it is rather that people found the mechanism in the scenarios to be incompatible with free will because it primes bypassing intuitions (though much less so when bypassing intuitions are dampened by consideration of specific agents and decisions). The deterministic elements in all scenarios were identical. So, we must look elsewhere for an explanation for people's significantly different responses to the different scenarios. Whether the scenario primes people to interpret it to involve bypassing is a plausible place to look. However, we did not ask participants in this study whether they were interpreting the scenarios to involve bypassing, and hence we could not directly compare their judgments about bypassing with their judgments about free will and responsibility. The following studies took this next step.


  Measuring Bypassing


  Dylan Murray and I used four different scenarios describing determinism, two of which used Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner's (NMNT) “rollback” description of determinism (as presented above) and two of which used the description of determinism from Nichols and Knobe [(N&K) 2007] (see below and see chapter 28 for full description). For each description of determinism, we had an abstract case and a concrete case with a specific agent performing a specific negative action (in NMNT, Jill stealing a necklace; in N&K, Bill killing his wife and children). Each participant read one of these four scenarios (N&K abstract, NMNT abstract, N&K concrete, or NMNT concrete) and then answered a series of randomly ordered questions, some of which asked about whether a person in the scenario can have free will, be morally responsible, and deserve blame, and some of which asked about bypassing—for instance, three of the questions were about whether what a person wants (believes, decides) has no effect on what they end up doing.11 Our main prediction was that a participant's judgments about free will and responsibility would inversely correlate with his or her judgments about these bypassing questions. That is, the more one interpreted a description of determinism to involve bypassing, the less one would attribute free will, responsibility, and blame to the agents, and conversely, the less one interpreted a description of determinism to involve bypassing, the more one would attribute free will, responsibility, and blame to the agents. We were surprised by how strongly the results supported this prediction.


  We also predicted that people would be more likely to interpret scenarios to involve bypassing in the abstract cases than the concrete cases. As suggested above, the hypothesis is that specific agents, decisions, and actions are more likely to engage thinking in terms of psychological causes (e.g., desires, beliefs, and reasons), such that people given concrete cases will be less likely to interpret these psychological processes as being bypassed. And given our main prediction, we therefore predicted that participants’ judgments about free will, responsibility, and blame would be higher in the concrete scenarios than the abstract scenarios.


  Finally, we predicted that the way determinism was described would influence people's judgments about bypassing and their judgments about free will and responsibility. Specifically, we thought that Nichols and Knobe's description of determinism, in the abstract case, would trigger particularly high bypassing judgments, and that this might explain the finding that most people (86 percent) in their original study responded that, in the abstract case, determinism precludes being fully morally responsible. Nichols and Knobe interpreted their results to suggest that people do in fact have incompatibilist intuitions when they are thinking about the issues abstractly or theoretically, but that people tend to say that determinism does not conflict with responsibility when they read the emotionally charged concrete cases—indeed, 72 percent said that Bill was fully morally responsible for killing his wife and children. Nichols and Knobe (2007, 672) suggest that these seemingly compatibilist responses are “performance errors brought about by affective reactions. In the abstract condition, people's underlying theory is revealed for what it is—incompatibilist.” I agree that high affect can bias people's responsibility judgments, especially when heinous crimes provoke extreme emotions. However, I also believe that people are more likely to interpret descriptions of determinism to entail bypassing in the abstract cases than the concrete cases, and that this helps to explain why they are more likely to say that agents lack free will and responsibility in the abstract cases. I think this explanation is particularly apt for Nichols and Knobe's results. On the one hand, their concrete case involves a very negative action that is likely to engage not only the intentional stance but also intense affective reactions (e.g., moral outrage), which may indeed bias people to attribute responsibility where they otherwise would, and perhaps should, not. On the other hand, I believe that their abstract case has problematic features likely to elicit bypassing judgments.12


  Nichols and Knobe's scenario describes two types of universe, one (Universe A) meant to be deterministic, in which “everything that happens is completely caused by whatever happened before it,” including decisions, and one (Universe B) in which almost everything is completely caused but in which “the one exception is human decision making.” The scenario emphasizes (and ends by saying) that in Universe A “given the past, each decision has to happen the way that it does. By contrast, in Universe B, decisions are not completely caused by the past, and each human decision does not have to happen the way that it does” (emphases in original). It is not obvious why the wording of the N&K scenario should induce high bypassing judgments, but it does. Two-thirds of our participants who read their abstract scenario agreed with the bypassing statements.13 I believe that the best explanation for this effect is that the “has to happen” language, as worded, is easily interpreted to mean that everything has to happen no matter what. That is, this way of describing determinism may be interpreted as a form of fatalism, such that what one is caused to do must happen regardless of what one wants, believes, or tries to do, which suggests bypassing. Indeed, in addition to the high levels of agreement on the four questions used in our bypassing composite score, most participants agreed with other statements that suggest they understood the N&K abstract scenario to entail bypassing: 61 percent agreed with the statement, “In Universe A, everything that happens has to happen, even if what happened in the past had been different” (which determinism, properly understood, does not entail); 70 percent agreed with the statement, “In Universe A, a person's trying to get what they want makes no difference to whether they end up getting it”; and 91 percent agreed with the statement, “In Universe A, everything that happens to a person will happen no matter what.” In the other three scenarios, far fewer participants expressed agreement with similar “fatalistic” questions.


  Each of the three predictions described above were strongly supported by statistical analyses of the results. The N&K abstract case elicited significantly higher judgments of bypassing and significantly lower judgments of free will and responsibility than the NMNT abstract case, and both abstract cases elicited higher bypassing judgments and lower judgments of free will and responsibility than the concrete cases. Most important, the relationships between bypassing judgments and judgments of free will and responsibility were very closely related across all four cases. This can be seen in the results presented in Figure 1 below, but statistical analyses confirm how strong the relationship is. For instance, in each of the four cases, there were highly significant inverse correlations between composite bypassing scores and composite scores based on participants’ highly intercorrelated judgments about free will, moral responsibility, and blame. Collapsing across all four surveys, the correlation coefficient between these composite scores was strikingly high: r(247) = -0.734, p 〈 .001. Furthermore, the effect that the abstract descriptions of determinism had on people's judgments about free will and responsibility was mediated by whether or not they took the description to involve bypassing (as shown by a mediation analysis)—that is, whether or not someone took the scenario to rule out free will and moral responsibility was primarily caused by whether or not they read the scenario to involve bypassing (see Nahmias and Murray, 2010).


  [image: ]Figure 1. Judgments about MR, FW, and Bypassing


  Percentage of ‘apparent incompatibilists’ (participants with scores indicating disagreement on questions about free will, moral responsibility, and deserving blame) and percentage of ‘bypassers’ (participants with scores indicating agreement on questions about bypassing: decisions, desires, beliefs have no effect on what happens and agent has no control).


  These results further support the error theory for apparent incompatibilist intuitions. Because determinism does not in fact entail bypassing—e.g., determinism does not mean that agent's desires, beliefs, and decisions have no effect on what they do—these studies suggest that it is when people misunderstand determinism that they are likely to see it as incompatible with free will. Conversely, when people properly understand that determinism does not mean that one's mental activity makes no difference to what happens (i.e., that determinism does not entail epiphenomenalism or fatalism), they tend not to take it to rule out free will or responsibility.


  But because people can seemingly be so easily confused about what determinism means, depending on how it is described, one might wonder whether we should trust their responses to these surveys as useful information about the intuitions that should matter for the philosophical debates. One might worry that, just as some people misunderstand determinism to entail bypassing, perhaps some people do not really understand the implications that determinism does have. For instance, perhaps the “apparent compatibilists” do not really understand that determinism does entail that it is not possible, given the actual past and laws, for a person to decide otherwise. Finally, one might wonder what happens when people are explicitly told that determinism does not entail bypassing. Murray and I addressed some of these issues in our follow-up studies.


  Testing “Competent” Folk


  These follow-up studies were designed, in part, to test whether participants comprehend the deterministic element of the scenarios properly and then to see what the “competent” participants (i.e., those who did understand the deterministic element) said about the freedom and responsibility of agents in those scenarios. In all of my studies, we remove from analyses all participants who miss basic comprehension questions, indicating that they did not carefully read and understand the scenarios.14 These studies take the further step of examining whether participants were responding in ways that suggest that they understand, on the one hand, that determinism does not entail bypassing, and on the other hand, that determinism does entail that a particular past and laws guarantee a particular future.


  Our participants first read either Nichols and Knobe's abstract scenario or Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner's abstract scenario, but with a section added to emphasize that determinism does not entail bypassing. For instance, after describing the deterministic nature of Universe A relative to Universe B using the original wording, the N&K scenario concludes:


  The key difference, then, is that in Universe A every decision is completely caused by what happened before the decision. This does not mean that in Universe A people's mental states (their beliefs, desires, and decisions) have no effect on what they end up doing, and it does not mean that people are not part of the causal chains that lead to their actions. Rather, people's mental states are part of the causal chains that lead to their actions, though their mental states are always completely caused by earlier things in the causal chain that happened before them—given that the past happened the way it did, each decision has to happen the way it does. By contrast, in Universe B, decisions are not completely caused by the past, and each human decision does not have to happen the way that it does given what happened in the past.


  And the NMNT scenario concludes:

  This does not mean that in Universe C people's mental states (their beliefs, desires, and decisions) have no effect on what they end up doing, and it does not mean that people are not part of the causal chains that lead to their actions. Rather, people's mental states are part of the causal chains that lead to their actions, though their mental states are always completely caused by earlier things in the causal chain that happened before them—if a person decides to do something in Universe C, then every time the universe is re-created with the same initial conditions and the same laws of nature, that person decides to do the same thing at that time and then does it.


  As predicted, these additions led significantly fewer participants to agree to the bypassing questions than in the previous study. However, some still misinterpreted determinism to involve bypassing, and these participants were significantly more likely to offer apparent incompatibilist intuitions than those who did not. For instance, in N&K abstract, 49 percent still had a composite score indicating agreement to the bypassing questions, and of these, 70 percent were “apparent incompatibilists,” with composite scores indicating disagreement with statements about agents’ having free will, being morally responsible, and deserving blame. If we then treat agreement with bypassing questions as a misunderstanding of the scenario and remove these participants from analysis, we find that only 32 percent of the remaining subjects gave incompatibilist judgments (compare this, for instance, to the 86 percent of participants who gave such judgments in Nichols and Knobe's original study). In NMNT abstract, fewer participants missed the bypassing questions (29 percent), though of those, most also judged that agents lack free will and responsibility (85 percent), again indicating a strong relationship between bypassing judgments and apparent incompatibilist judgments. When we remove those who missed the bypassing questions, only 18 percent gave incompatibilist judgments.


  But what happens when we remove participants who do not seem to grasp that determinism “fixes” the relationship between a particular past and particular future events? To get at this issue, in addition to removing those who missed comprehension questions about the deterministic elements of the scenario (see note 14), we asked participants a “modal question.” Those reading N&K abstract were asked whether they agreed with this statement: “In Universe A, given that past events happen the way they do, it has to happen that later events happen the way they do.”15 Most (90 percent) answered correctly (i.e., agreed). Of the few who answered incorrectly, most offered what we can call “apparent compatibilist intuitions.” Nonetheless, if we remove those who missed this modal question (as well as those who missed the bypassing questions), we find that the majority of remaining “competent” participants in N&K abstract still offered compatibilist judgments (62 percent). Likewise, in NMNT abstract, participants were asked whether they agree that “In Universe C, if the universe is re-created with the exact same initial conditions and laws of nature, then it has to happen that later events happen the way they do.” Again, most (81 percent) answered correctly (i.e., agreed), and the majority of those missing it offered apparent compatibilist judgments. If we remove those who missed this modal question and those who

  Table 3 Summary of Results of “Competent” Participants (i.e., those who answer bypassing and modal questions correctly)


  Percentage of N&K Abstract participants

  with composite

  score

  indicating …


  … agreement 62%

  on questions

  about free

  will, moral

  responsibility,

  and deserving

  blame


  NMNT Abstract N&K Concrete NMNT Concrete


  


  78% 89% 89%


  missed the bypassing questions, again we find that the majority (78 percent) of the remaining “competent” participants offered compatibilist judgments (see Table 3).


  Participants then read the scenarios with an added paragraph describing a specific agent performing a bad action, which concluded: “At a particular time one day (time T), Bill decides to enter the store and steal the necklace and he then does so.” As predicted, priming participants to think about a specific person and action led fewer of them to miss the bypassing questions and more of them to attribute free will, responsibility, and blame to the agent, and of those who did not miss the bypassing questions, very few (10 percent) offered incompatibilist responses. A few more participants missed the modal questions16 in these concrete cases than in the abstract ones, but if we remove them (along with those who missed the bypassing questions), we find that an even higher proportion of these “competent” participants offered compatibilist responses than in the abstract cases: a full 89 percent in both N&K and NMNT (see Table 3). That is, when considering particular agents in a deterministic universe, 9 out of 10 of the “competent” participants had composite scores that indicate they agree that the agent acts of his own free will, is fully morally responsible for his action, and deserves to be blamed for it.


  Given the body of research I have presented and barring countervailing evidence, I think we can conclude several things about people's intuitions about free will and moral responsibility. First, depending on how determinism is described, people often express apparent incompatibilist intuitions, interpreting determinism as a threat to free will because they misinterpret it to involve bypassing. These intuitions help to explain the tendency to treat compatibilism as counterintuitive. There are also some apparent compatibilists, people who do not see determinism as a threat to free will perhaps only because they do not understand that determinism does impose some “modal constraints” on agents. However, among the remaining “competent” participants, the genuine incompatibilists (who see determinism as a threat to free will even though they recognize that it does not involve bypassing) represent a very small minority of the folk. There are many more genuine compatibilists who do not find determinism threatening to free will even though they understand the modal constraints it imposes on agents. Finally, the evidence suggests that people are more likely to express compatibilist intuitions—and are less likely to make bypassing errors—when they are considering concrete cases rather than abstract cases, presumably because they are primed to take the intentional stance and the participant stance towards the agent in question. My own view is that the intuitions that are most relevant to debates about free will and moral responsibility are not those that are generated when people are considering abstract cases in a more theoretical or detached way, but instead those that are generated when people are considering specific agents and actions, thus engaging “theory of mind” capacities (though not when considering agents or actions so abhorrent that they engage emotional biases).17


  Why Compatibilism does not Secure Free Will


  Hence, the overall picture suggested by the data is that incompatibilism is not more intuitive than compatibilism, that compatibilists are not propping up a “wretched subterfuge” and do not have the burden of motivating a counterintuitive position, and that one reason incompatibilism might appear intuitive is that determinism is, at least among the folk, often interpreted to entail bypassing. I take these results of experimental philosophy studies to have significant implications for the free-will debates. They do not, of course, demonstrate that compatibilism is true. But if only a minority of people have genuine, rather than merely apparent, incompatibilist intuitions—and especially if those intuitions are not deeply entrenched—then compatibilism would be at most a slightly revisionary theory rather than a significant conceptual revolution. And if people's ordinary intuitions do not provide support for incompatibilism, it is hard to see what should motivate revision towards an incompatibilist theory whose metaphysical demands leave human free will in a rather tenuous position. On a libertarian theory, it could turn out that physicists’ discovering that determinism is true would suddenly reveal that people do not have, and never have had, free will or moral responsibility (assuming it requires free will). Such a theory also suggests that we may be in no position to know whether or not humans have free will (and are morally responsible), assuming we are not in a position to know whether determinism is true (or to know whether humans have the proper agent-causal powers).


  This worry that incompatibilism leaves human free will in such a tenuous position may be what has motivated some to defend compatibilism, because as Kane (2005a, 13) suggests, compatibilism seems to allow that we “need not worry that future science will somehow undermine our ordinary conception that we are free and responsible agents.” But compatibilism is a thesis about possibilities (whether free will and determinism are compossible), not about actualities (whether humans actually have free will). One might think that compatibilism secures human free will if one thinks that determinism is the only possible threat to human free will. Historically, most compatibilists seem to have thought that way. But clearly nonphilosophers do not think that way. As we have seen, they seem more concerned about bypassing threats than determinism. And if bypassing were true—for instance, if our rational mental processes did not play the proper role in our decisions and actions—that would threaten free will on just about every theory, compatibilist or incompatibilist. Bernard Berofsky (in Taylor 2005, 82) makes this sort of point when he writes:


  All parties to disputes about freedom and autonomy must agree that a necessary condition of the very possibility of freedom and autonomy is that we act as we do for the reasons we cite …. Both [compatibilist and incompatibilist] ought to be driven by the thought that free and autonomous agents are responsive to reasons in a sense that precludes an account of behavior in terms of neurophysiological processes that displace the one in terms of reasons.


  There may be several ways that, in theory, bypassing could turn out to be true (e.g., eliminativism or epiphenomenalism in philosophy of mind). But some scientists are already claiming that bypassing is true. For instance, some think that neuroscientific evidence shows that our brains make decisions before we are consciously aware of having made them, such that our conscious mental processes play no causal role in action (e.g., Libet 1999; Soon, Brass, Heinze, and Haynes 2008). Some think that psychological evidence demonstrates that conscious will is an illusion (e.g., Wegner 2002) or that our rational mental processes do not influence our judgments and actions but only come up with rationalizations for them after the fact (e.g., Bargh 2008). Finally, some seem to assume that a scientific explanation of human behavior entails that (conscious) mental processes are epiphenomenal such that free will is an illusion (e.g., Montague 2008). (See chapters 26 and 27 in this volume for further discussion of many of these views.)


  My own view is that the relevant scientific evidence does not in fact support these bypassing challenges and that such claims are often based on conceptual confusions, though I do think the evidence about rationalization suggests that we possess less free will than we tend to think (see Nahmias 2010). My point here, however, is to highlight that these bypassing challenges have been put on the table, and they are distinct from the supposed threat of determinism. Crucially, ordinary people are much more likely to recognize and worry about such bypassing challenges than determinism. Because the scientific claims are increasingly being publicized, and because the public is “intuitively poised” to take them to heart, philosophers on all sides of the free-will debate should make sure that their myopic focus on determinism does not blind them to other potential threats to free will.18


  Notes:


  (1.) This chapter draws significantly on work I have published with former students and co-authors Thomas Nadelhoffer, Stephen Morris, Jason Turner, Trevor Kvaran, Justin Coates, and Dylan Murray. I consider all of them collaborators on this chapter, though they do not all agree with my conclusions. I thank each of them for all the assistance and stimulation they have provided me in my experimental philosophy research. I would also like to thank the thousands of participants who have taken our surveys and helped me learn more about what people think about free will and moral responsibility. For helpful comments on this chapter, I thank Jason Turner, Joshua Knobe, and especially Dylan Murray. This chapter was completed in part with support from a grant from the University of Chicago Arete Initiative and the John Templeton Foundation.


  (2.) Some other incompatibilists who claim their view is intuitive include Ekstrom (2002, 310), Pereboom (2001, xvi), Pink (2004a, 12), and Cover and Hawthorne (1996, 51), not to mention, as Kane points out, William James and Kant. Compatibilists who suggest their position is intuitive include Dennett (1984), Wolf (1990, 89), Lycan (2003), and Nowell-Smith (1949, 49).


  (3.) Consider, for instance, the way Richard Taylor ( 1974, 36) describes the consequences of determinism in an oft-anthologized piece: “What am I but a helpless product of nature, destined by her to do whatever I do and to become whatever I become?” He then claims that there is no difference between “an ingenious physiologist [who] can induce in me any volition he pleases” and “perfectly impersonal forces” such as deterministic laws. He continues, “Whether a desire which causes my body to behave in a certain way is inflicted upon me by another person, for instance, or derived from hereditary factors, or indeed from anything at all, matters not in the least” (46).


  (4.) In Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner ( 2004), we also discuss the importance of empirically studying people's phenomenology of free will, such as their experiences of deliberating, making choices, or exercising self-control. Philosophers with different theories tend to disagree about the relevant “folk phenomenology” as much as they disagree about the relevant folk intuitions and folk theories.


  (5.) We also had a neutral scenario in which Jeremy goes jogging, in response to which most people said that he had free will. All results presented in Table 1 are significantly different from chance, as determined by c2 goodness-offit tests. Participants in these scenarios were undergraduates at Florida State University. For complete scenarios, questions, methods, and results, see Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner (2005, 2006).


  (6.) The wording of the scenario as presented here includes minor revisions of the one used by Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner (2006) in order to reflect the exact wording used in the study presented below in the section, “Measuring Bypassing.”


  (7.) See Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner (2006, section 4), for further discussion of these issues.


  (8.) Underlying these intuitive responses may be a tendency to assume (presumably implicitly) that a complete causal explanation of phenomena Z in terms of X can leave no room for any other causal contribution from Y. In the “horizontal” direction, this “single explanation assumption” (SEA) takes the form: If X at time t1 is causally sufficient for Z at time t3, then Y at time t2 plays no causal role in bringing about Z. Of course, this is poor reasoning when X brings about Z by causing Y to cause Z (e.g., lighting the fuse makes the bomb explode by causing the fuse's burning to detonate the bomb). In the “vertical” direction, SEA may take a form that looks something like Jaegwon Kim's (1998) “causal exclusion argument”: if Y supervenes on X (such that X is sufficient for Y) and if X is causally sufficient for Z, then Y could only causally contribute to Z by overdetermination.


  (9.) Bypassing might help to explain the intuitive appeal of conditional analyses of the ability to do otherwise. Such analyses say that if the agent had thought, wanted, or decided differently, then she would have acted otherwise, which entails that bypassing is false if we take bypassing to mean that the agent would have done what she did regardless of what she had thought, wanted, or decided.


  (10.) For more information on methods and results, see Nahmias, Coates, and Kvaran (2007). Differences described in the text were statistically significant as demonstrated using ANOVAs and t-tests. Participants in this study, as well as the ones described below, were undergraduates at Georgia State University in Atlanta, Georgia.


  (11.) For details about these studies, see Nahmias and Murray (forthcoming). Analyses were performed on 249 participants at Georgia State University, distributed roughly equally across the four cases.


  (12.) Notice that Nichols and Knobe's “affective biasing” interpretation has difficulty explaining the results of Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner's results in the cases that involved positive actions (e.g., an agent's saving a child, returning a wallet, or giving to charity) and neutral actions (e.g., an agent's going jogging). For more detailed critiques of Nichols and Knobe's studies, see Nahmias (2006), Turner and Nahmias (2006), and Nahmias and Murray (forthcoming).


  (13.) More precisely, 66 percent had a “composite bypassing score” above the midpoint on a six-point scale indicating agreement, where the composite was created by combining responses to four questions that were very highly intercorrelated: whether or not (1) what a person wants has no effect on what they end up being caused to do; (2) what a person believes has no effect….; (3) a person's decisions have no effect….; and (4) a person has no control over what they do. Though (4) correlates very closely with (1–3) and removing it from the statistical analyses has little effect, some may dispute that the “no control” question is an appropriate measure of bypassing judgments.


  (14.) For instance, in the studies described in the previous section, we removed from analysis participants who missed either of two true/false questions, such as: “According to the scenario, in Universe C the same initial conditions and the same laws of nature cause the exact same events for the entire history of the universe.” We also removed participants who completed the survey significantly more quickly (and presumably more carelessly) than the average participant. For these follow-up studies, the number of remaining participants, whose responses are described below, was 141.


  (15.) Note that this question and the one described later in this paragraph are still potentially problematic in that the scope of the modal operator is ambiguous. With this worry in mind, we worded the questions in the clearest way we could, while also being consistent with the wording used in the scenarios (see Turner and Nahmias [2006] for discussion of these modal scope issues).


  (16.) For instance, in N&K concrete, participants are asked whether they agree or disagree with this statement: “Given everything that happened before time T, Bill has to decide to steal the necklace at time T.”


  (17.) In general, philosophers seem to trust and appeal to intuitions generated by concrete cases more than intuitions generated by abstract cases or questions. For instance, epistemologists tend to take intuitions offered in response to Gettier cases to be more informative and reliable than intuitions offered in response to abstract questions about whether an agent knows that p if she believes that p on the basis of good evidence and p is true.


  (18.) Knobe and Nichols’ insightful discussion in the previous chapter (28) similarly suggests that people's intuitions about the self and free will are not sensitive to determinism per se but rather to bypassing of certain features of the self. I agree with their general approach, though I think it is more accurate to treat people's conception of the ‘executive self’ as a subset of the ‘psychological self’ rather than as a distinct entity or level of analysis, one that, for instance, commits them to substance dualism or agent causation. Depending on people's perspective (or ‘level of zoom’), they may treat some desires or emotions as external to the self, but this does not entail that they treat a person's conscious deliberations, reflective beliefs, and endorsed desires as part of a non-psychological self (and I don't think Knobe and Nichols’ experimental results support this model for a folk theory of a non-psychological, or supra-psychological, executive self).


  Combining our views, it may be that what people count as bypassing depends on their ‘level of zoom’, but typically it is bypassing of specific features of an agent's psychological self, broadly construed to include conscious and self-reflective mental processes, that will be perceived as a threat to free will. It is precisely because modern neuroscience is often presented as demonstrating that our brains cause behavior in a way that bypasses these conscious mental processes that it is taken to threaten free will. I predict that most people will not interpret neuroscience to threaten free will if neuroscience (plus a good philosophical and scientific theory of consciousness) turns out to help explain how conscious mental processes work, rather than explaining them away.
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  Notes:


  (1.) Overt actions are actions that essentially involve peripheral bodily motion. Libet (1985; 1999; 2004, 137–49) maintains that once we become conscious of a decision to perform an overt action, we can exercise free will in “vetoing” it. Neither the veto nor the associated refraining from acting on the vetoed decision is an overt action.


  (1.) I am assuming a fine-grained account of action individuation according to which an action is a dated particular consisting at least in part in an agent's exemplifying an act-property at a time. See Goldman (1970, 15–17).


  (1.) An important recent contribution to indeterminist accounts of freedom is E. J. Lowe (2008). Despite Lowe's ostensible endorsement of a qualified version of agent causation (as part of a broader picture on which all causation is substance causation), his view has a closer affinity to contemporary versions of noncausalism and so I shall not treat it further here. Lowe defends a view in which free actions are initiated by uncaused volitions. He further contends that this is consistent with agent causation by saying that it is by the uncaused willing of the action that the agent causes his bodily movements. If Lowe were to go on to say that volitions have internal causal structure of the form, agent-S-causes-event-e, then his view would indeed be a form of agent causalism. But he appears instead to think of volitions as simple mental occurrences, albeit ones that are “intrinsically active” (McCann 1998) or are exercises of the (noncausal) “power of freedom” (Pink 2004a). And that is just what noncausalists such as the two authors parenthetically noted maintain, claiming that an appeal to a primitive relation of agent causation is otiose.


  (1.) The position summarized here is advanced by van Inwagen in his 1983 and subsequent papers (e.g., van Inwagen 2000).


  (1.) Dennett ( 1984) provides a contemporary instance of this sort of argument, but the basic idea can be traced all the way back to Chrysippus. According to Chrysippus, my actions are produced by me precisely because they are produced by my nature and character (see, e.g., Annas 2001, 21), so discovering that my character caused my actions could hardly count as a problem.


  

  (1.) For example, Robert Kane ( 1996) has argued that an indetermined choice between two alternatives may be intelligible, if both choices are intelligible and indeterminism is relevant only for the effort invested into deliberation. Although this version also falls prey to the aforementioned argument, the shift of focus from deliberation to effort is worth considering as an important part in naturalizing volition.


  (1.) The view that the thesis of determinism is true and that we therefore lack free will is usually called “hard determinism.” Partly in light of how quantum mechanics is ordinarily understood, holding that we lack free will whether or not determinism is true has been a more common view. “Hard incompatibilism” is Derk Pereboom's helpful label for views of this sort.


  (1.) The past light cone of an event is all that region of the totality of spacetime from which the location of the event could be reached by traveling at or below the speed of light, whereas its future light cone is all that region of space-time that could be reached from its location by traveling at or below the speed of light speed.


  (1.) This essay incorporates almost all of “Who's Afraid of Determinism: Rethinking Causes and Possibilities” (Taylor and Dennett 2002) but includes significant additions and adjustments; hence it supersedes that article.


  (1.) Wallace argues that not all reactive attitudes are moral reactive attitudes. It is only those reactive attitudes that involve moral expectations (obligations) backed by moral reasons that constitute the distinct class of moral reactive attitudes. There may, for example, be expectations based on etiquette that are also associated with reactive attitudes but lack any specific moral content. Wallace also argues that there are moral emotions other than moral reactive attitudes, such us shame, gratitude and admiration. Emotions of this kind cannot, he claims, be linked with (moral) expectations and reactive attitudes (Wallace 1994, 35–38).


  (2.) The term “blameworthy” in FC and PAP refers only to “direct” or “nonderivative culpability,” as opposed to “indirect” or “derivative culpability.” An agent is “directly” or “nonderivatively blameworthy” for performing an act V if and only if he is blameworthy for doing so, but not in virtue of being blameworthy for some other act or fact. Otherwise he is “indirectly” or “derivatively blameworthy” for doing V. A typical case of derivative culpability is a scenario in which an agent, who is aware that doing V at T is morally wrong, deliberately places himself in circumstances where he loses his power to avoid doing V at T. If ultimately, the agent does V at T, we say that he is “derivatively blameworthy” for doing V at T, even though (shortly before T) he could not have avoided doing so.


  

  (2.) Others who have more recently defended centered EC views include Mark Balaguer (2004, 2010) and Storrs McCall (1999; McCall and Lowe 2005). Ekstrom's view (2000, 2003), though classified by Clarke (2003) as a deliberative EC view, also has some centered features, as does the view of Hodgson (1999, 2007a). (Also see their essays in this volume.) Katherin Rogers (2009, n.d.) argues that features of my centered EC view were foreshadowed by the medieval philosopher, Anselm, and she defends a modified version of his view. Carlos Patarroya (2009) argues that centered EC views can escape certain criticisms to which other kinds of libertarian theories fall prey. In several recent works, John Searle (2001, 2004), argues that an account of free will fitting both ordinary experiences of free rational choice and scientific (including neurobiological) requirements would have the features of a centered EC view (though he does not use this terminology to describe it). Searle does not develop such a view, however, and in fact raises questions about whether such a view can be coherently developed.


  (2.) Compatibilists may argue at this point that if libertarian free will is incoherent, then it is not “worth wanting” in the first place, and we need not make such a fuss about the absence of the impossible (e.g., Dennett 1984; S. Wolf 1987, 59–60; Frankfurt 1988, 22–23 and see the essay of Dennett and Taylor in this volume). This, however, is a red herring. The various things that free will could make possible, if it could exist, such as deep senses of desert, worth, and justification, are worth wanting. They remain worth wanting (and regretting) even if something that would be necessary in order to have them cannot be coherently conceived (see Smilansky 2000, 48–50).


  (2.) Van Inwagen ( 1983, 93) interpreted “Np” as “p and no one has or ever had any choice about whether p,” viz., the universal unavoidability of p. He allowed that “Np” could be read as “p and no one has or ever had any choice about whether p in the sense of having a choice that is relevant to moral responsibility (104), and also acknowledged that, so understood, “Np” expresses the type of necessity that is “opposed to free will” (van Inwagen 1990, 284).


  (2.) For an extensive bibliography of the power of BCIs, see the homepage of the Berlin BCI at http://www.bbci.de/.


  (3.) Both hard incompatibilism and critical compatibilism may be described as nonstandard views, in that they reject the simple skepticism-pessimism (or anti-skepticism-optimism) linkage, as is generally assumed in the relevant literature (e.g., P. F. Strawson 1962). One of the more interesting features of Pereboom's contributions is that he challenges this orthodoxy.


  

  (3.) If, as suggested by the hypothesis of folk dualism (e.g., Bloom 2006), people think of the mind as something entirely nonphysical, separate in every way from the human body, then we should expect people to find this threat quite vivid. Demonstrating that our behavior is controlled by physical processes (neurons or whatever) would undermine the idea that it is one's (nonphysical) mental states that are doing the work.


  (3.) In Frankfurt ( 1969) and elsewhere, Harry Frankfurt and his many followers appeal to complex “Frankfurt cases” where a potential intervenor, a person or mechanism, stands ready to intervene in the life of an agent, but where no intervention actually takes place. The agent is supposed to act as he would have done without the intervenor, but lacks, thanks to that potential intervenor's presence, the freedom to act otherwise. These cases are supposed to establish that the agent's moral responsibility is independent of the freedom to do otherwise. For an extension of the argument here to show that such examples are both viciously circular and pointless, see Pink (2009a). The accounts are circular because, as I argue, they presuppose a reductive account of two-way freedom in terms of some kind of one-way power—a reduction that is not independently argued for, and that no believer in a dependence of moral responsibility on freedom should be willing to accept. And they are pointless because such a reductive account would establish the irrelevance of freedom to responsibility directly, so removing the need for such “Frankfurt cases” and the now extensive philosophical literature devoted to them.


  (3.) It might be said that ‘free will’ means just one of these things and to use it in any other way is to misuse it. But words mean what they are used to mean, and their use can vary and change over time. ‘Free will’ has certainly been used for quite some time to mean each of the things I have characterized. Moreover, the idea that one might exercise free will yet not be able to act otherwise is no recent novelty. Descartes, for example, regards assent to an idea as an act of will, and he frequently says that when he perceives an idea clearly and distinctly, he assents to it freely and cannot do otherwise.


  (3.) If responsibility does not imply “having a choice,” then a parallel argument can be given by construing “Np” as “no one is, or ever has been, even partly responsible for the fact that p,” an argument whose rules and premises van Inwagen (1983, 104–105, 183–88) takes to be equally plausible. This “direct” argument for the incompatibility of determinism and responsibility is criticized in Kapitan (1986b), Ravizza (1994), Fischer and Ravizza (1998), McKenna (2001, 2008a), Widerker (2002), Fischer (2004), and Slater (2005). Seth Shabo (2010) defends a version of the argument.


  

  (4.) McKay and Johnson ( 1996) show that if the ability to bring about p is an ability to ensure that p obtains, then van Inwagen's rules support the inference from Np and Nq to N(p & q)—the so-called rule of agglomeration. However, just as ability to ensure does not distribute over a disjunction, then the correlated type of unavoidability is not closed under conjunction. To preserve R2, McKay and Johnson (1996, 119) propose reading “Np” as “p and no one can or could (choose to) do anything that might lead to p's being false” (also see O'Connor 2000, 13 and van Inwagen 2002a, 166–67). This yields a strong unavoidability that rules out even a weak ability to prevent p, i.e., an ability to do something such that ~p might be true (an ability that is disjunctive-distributive). The McKay and Johnson coin toss counterexample to agglomeration for this strengthened operator fails, so the barrier is removed to retaining R2 with “N” expressing strong unavoidability and, thereby, preserving van Inwagen's original argument.


  (4.) Libet, Gleason, Wright, and Pearl ( 1983, 627) report that “the subject was asked to note and later report the time of appearance of his conscious awareness of ‘wanting’ to perform a given self-initiated movement. The experience was also described as an ‘urge’ or ‘intention’ or ‘decision’ to move, though subjects usually settled for the words ‘wanting’ or ‘urge.’ ”


  (4.) Because of the “descriptive/prescriptive” distinction has connotations in metaethics, I prefer to use the label “diagnostic.” That said, I have no objection to using “descriptive” rather than “diagnostic” so long as we are careful to distinguish between accounts that endeavor to characterize our (perhaps latent) commonsense views and proposals for how, all things considered, we should characterize the matter. See, also, Nichols's (2006) tripartite division of theoretical aims. I have avoided Sellars's own terminology, for it may suggest that any prescriptive account will necessarily be “scientific,” whatever that comes to.


  (4.) Dispositions, themselves, have been characterized as intrinsic. D is an intrinsic disposition of O if every object intrinsically identical with O and that operates under the same natural laws as O has D. Not every disposition is intrinsic. Although many philosophers, including George Molnar (1999), Lewis (1997), and David Armstrong (1973), espouse the view that every disposition is intrinsic, Jennifer McKittrick (2003) has convincingly argued otherwise. A castle (her example) that is intrinsically identical with an invulnerable castle may be vulnerable because it is situated in a valley, easily accessible to the enemy. That is not to say that intrinsic properties are irrelevant to the possession of external dispositions. The vulnerable castle can be rendered impregnable by a radical redesign (e.g., the addition of a large moat with man-eating piranhas).


  

  (4.) Interestingly, the described network is also part of the so-called default mode network, i.e., the part of the brain that is most active when we are doing “nothing” (i.e., are not occupied with processing a cognitive task but just relaxing).


  (4.) In Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner ( 2004), we also discuss the importance of empirically studying people's phenomenology of free will, such as their experiences of deliberating, making choices, or exercising self-control. Philosophers with different theories tend to disagree about the relevant “folk phenomenology” as much as they disagree about the relevant folk intuitions and folk theories.


  (4.) That is to say, there are possible futures in which the agent decides to do A and does A and possible futures in which the agent decides to do B and does B; and there are no possible futures in which the agent decides to do A and does not do A, and no possible futures in which the agent decides to do B and does not do B. (A “possible future” is a possible world in which the past, present, and laws of nature are the same as those of the actual world.)


  (4.) Obviously there are further distinctions available within the general psychological approach to the self. For instance, one might think that the self is a proper subset of one's psychological states. Researchers have proposed a number of accounts along these basic lines, each picking out a different subset to count as the self. (Frankfurt [1971], Watson [1975], and Wolf [1990] offer somewhat different accounts. For discussion of a very different proposal about which psychological states constitute the self, see Gide [2000/1902].) In the experimental studies reported below, we will be asking whether ordinary people hold a simple psychological conception of the self, but these same experimental methods could be used to ask whether people's intuitions follow any version of the subset view.


  (5.) Sobel ( 1998, 97) suggests that such fast-starting series could be seen as free actions because they “leave open that they should be produced by ‘out-of-the-world’ agency,” but he is dubious that such agency makes sense. Perhaps this supposed need for “out-of-the-world” agency might be alleviated by shifting to a dialogical conception of agency. Here withinthe-world processes of mutual influence and shaping among persons (e.g., conversations, parenting, mentoring) could provide a genuine source of influence for free actions provided that dialogical influence is treated at least on par with efficient causation (Bishop 2007; Gadamer 1989; Richardson and Bishop 2001). In this sense such influences are not “out-of-the-world”— they are part of the ordinary social world in which we live—but they likely are not fully determined by physical laws (see the section “Determinism, Causal Completeness of Physics, and Free Will,” below).


  

  (5.) R3 is advanced in O'Connor ( 1993a, 209). Finch and Warfield (1998, 522– 25) point out that R4 cannot be used to derive the rule of agglomeration and also avoids indeterministic counterexamples to rule R2 set forth in Widerker (1987) and Vihvelin (1988). Of course, these counterexamples do not achieve what a compatibilist might hope, namely, a demonstration that R3 fails in a deterministic universe, a point emphasized by McKay and Johnson (1996, 118). See also, a criticism of R3 in Blum (2003) and the convincing response by Schneider (2008, 114).


  (5.) In this book, Balaguer ( 2010) argues that, if what he calls a torn decision (where the person in question has reasons for two or more options and has no conscious belief as to which option is best and decides without resolving this conflict; 71) is wholly undetermined at the moment of choice (in the sense that the moment-of-choice probabilities for the options are roughly even and the choice occurs without any further causal input; 78), then the decision is free in the sense that it is not only undetermined but also appropriately nonrandom (i.e., subject to the agent's authorship and control, and just one of the alternatives that could have been arrived at by exercise of that authorship and control). In my view, he does not deal adequately with the possibility that such a decision is determined by a random nonmental neural event that is part of the decision process (see 85–6, 109–10). This is not excluded by his stipulations, and it would I think undermine the contention that the decision is conscious, intentional and purposeful in such a way as to make it appropriately nonrandom.


  (5.) Another important part of the neurophilosophy of free will is the question how authorship and origination (i.e., the third component) is realized by the brain. The best work on the experience of authorship can be found in the work of Thomas Metzinger. For an accessible presentation of his view and the latest research, see Metzinger (2009).


  

  (5.) It is perhaps true that we are not in control of the probabilities in this case. We are not choosing to make the chance 95 percent that we enter the center of the labyrinth at noon. But certainly, as noted in more detail below, having some chance of failure is not inconsistent with acting freely. Certainly I freely break the plate when I smash it to the floor despite the fact that this requires cooperation at the quantum level. Nonetheless, for those who find this unconvincing, we concede that even these small chances of failure are incompatible with freedom in “The Endorsement Argument” and show that freedom is in fact compatible with indeterminism.


  (5.) The partial validity of compatibilism does not reduce the need for illusion so much as it complicates and adds to it. This follows from the need to guard the compatibilist concerns and distinctions, in light of the contrast and dissonance with the ultimate hard determinist perspective.


  (5.) I will leave this formulation of will as is, though Frankfurt's (1971) formulation is slightly misleading: An agent's will might well be frustrated such that something impedes an agent from acting on it (20). Thus, it is not quite right to describe it as an effective first-order desire, one that in fact does move an agent all the way to action. Frankfurt might formulate what he has in mind this way: An agent's will is either her effective first-order desire, or one that, in the absence of external impediments, would be effective. I am indebted to Ishtiyaque Haji for calling this to my attention. I will gloss over this in the discussion below.


  (5.) Shabo (forthcoming) calls it “compromising” source incompatibilism. He argues for the superiority of an uncompromising source incompatibilism over a compromising one (as do those cited in the previous note), though in the end (unlike those others) Shabo rejects incompatibilism altogether. Timpe (2008), whose book is the most comprehensive study of source incompatibilism available, opts, like me, for a “wide” view.


  (6.) Among the more extreme and interesting positions on physical laws is that of Nancy Cartwright, who argues that our conception of nature as a seamless web of causal law-like connections is mistaken. Although short on details, John Dupré (1996), drawing on Cartwright's work, argues against the idea that every event is governed by some quantitatively precise law, so that the causal order turns out to be partial and incomplete. He conceives of human agents as sources of causal power and order acting in this partially complete causal web and bringing order to this web. Necessary to such an account is the realization that physical laws are quantitatively precise because they represent idealizations away from the larger context of myriad physical influences (e.g., a horribly complicated environment) as well as all such laws ignore the perspectives and agency of embodied beings (e.g., they take no account of human agency or interventions). Though Dupré (1996, 400) does not propose a positive account of agency, he suggests that clarifying human agents as causal sources of freedom and action requires viewing agents as embedded in the languages and practices of society, which means broadening the context for discussions of free will and agency beyond the idealizations assumed in physical laws (e.g., Bishop 2007; Richardson and Bishop 2001).


  

  (6.) The average educated person's casual working assumptions about the cosmos still resemble the Democritean account, and philosophers traditionally rely on nothing more sophisticated when exploring the implications of determinism and indeterminism, causation and possibility.


  Our suggestion that possible worlds simply are functions of the appropriate form may seem disturbingly reductive, particularly when one contemplates the particular function(s) that correspond to the actual world; accordingly Lewis takes pains to distinguish possible worlds from their mathematical “handles.” However one wishes to address these ontological scruples, nothing in the following discussion hinges on them.


  (6.) Michael Slote ( 1980) pointed out that not all modal operators are closed under consequence, e.g., epistemic and deontic operators as well as the alethic modality of “nonaccidentality.” Such modalities are selective inasmuch as they hold only relative to certain circumstances, say, as an obligation holds relative to a particular promise, but not to others. Perhaps unavoidability is similarly selective. For example, a particular event in the past may be unavoidable relative to our present desires, beliefs, skills, and dispositions, yet relative to these same factors we might be able to do other than what we are caused to do (19–20). These are rich suggestions if the ability needed for practical thinking and responsibility is “selective” as Slote suggests, especially if it includes epistemic elements, as urged in Dennett (1984, 148–49), Slote (1985, 328), and Kapitan (1989). Unfortunately, Slote's largely promisory remarks have left his essay open to criticism (van Inwagen [1990], O'Connor [1993a, 212–14]; Fischer [1994, 40–44]).


  (6.) In some versions of the mind-body identity theory, there may be no difference between the causal basis of the desire to A and the desire to A. It is even then not incoherent to have conflicting desires (and bases). But the causal basis of trying, because it is an action, must be distinct from trying, for I cannot try to do A and try to do ~A at the same time.


  

  (6.) It may sound a little odd to say, “I am not now able to lie tomorrow.” For that matter, it may sound odd to say, “I am not able to lie tomorrow.” The oddness of both sentences is due entirely to the fact that lying is not— at least in any normal case—an action that requires some longish sequence of preliminary actions. We can certainly say, “I am not able to meet you in Phoenix tomorrow” (meeting you in Phoenix tomorrow might well require a longish sequence of preliminary actions), and this is essentially the same assertion as “I am not now able to meet you in Phoenix tomorrow” (that is: it's now too late for me to do all the things needed to accomplish this end) —although in the latter case the hearer might not be sure what pragmatic function the semantically redundant adverb “now” was supposed to be performing. In any case, there is nothing puzzling about the function of “now” in the assertion, “Yesterday, on Monday, I was still able to meet you in Phoenix tomorrow (Wednesday), but I am not now, on Tuesday, able to do that.” Or if someone said to me, “Lie for me tomorrow,” the reply “If I were now to promise to lie for you tomorrow, I'd be making a promise I was not able to keep” would not sound at all odd.


  (6.) I suspect that the results are influenced by framing effects (i.e., by how determinism is described). A positive version of compatibilism might induce other effects.


  (6.) Telling the truth is not a basic action, so it seems reasonable to believe that, in general, as she performs the action of telling the truth the chances of the sequence being completed are increasing. It is difficult to see how the chances of completing the sequence wouldn't be increasing. Let the action of telling the truth be the sequence of events S = {e0, e2, …, en}. Certainly after e0-en-1 are completed the chances of S equal the chances of en. And the chances of en are in general greater than the chances of e0, e2, …, en.


  (7.) See Kapitan ( 2002, 157, n. 15). Given the demonstrable equivalence of closure principles for ability and unavoidability, it is not surprising that objections to Unavoidability Closure will carry over to Ability Closure and that attempts to support the former by the latter will be looked upon as “question-begging.” For example, Erik Carlson (2000, 284) defends his version of R4 by means of an argument that uses the following transfer principle for ability: “If (i) p and q are true, (ii) S is able to act so that q would be false, and (iii) for any agent and any way of acting so that q would be false, if the agent acts in that way then p would be false, then S is able to act so that p would be false.” Carlson admits that he has no defense of this principle (285). Expectedly, anyone with doubts about Unavoidability Closure and who grasps the equivalence of the closure principles will be equally skeptical of Carlson's principle.


  

  (7.) Try to imagine that you intend to eat some pie now while also intending not to eat it now. What would you do? Would you reach for it with one hand and grab the reaching hand with your other hand? People who suffer from anarchic hand syndrome sometimes display behavior of this kind (see Marcel 2003, 76–81). Sean Spence and Chris Frith (1999, 24) suggest that these people “have conscious ‘intentions to act’ [that] are thwarted by … ‘intentions’ to which the patient does not experience conscious access.”


  (7.) This notion of “acting on one's own” is closely related to Derk Pereboom's notion of agent's being the ultimate source of his act. See Pereboom (2001, 4–5). A state of affairs E is nomically determined by a temporally prior state of affairs F just in case E is entailed by the conjunction of F and some causal laws, and is not entailed by either conjunct alone. A state of affairs E is nomically determined (simpliciter) iff E is nomically determined by some temporally prior state of affairs. By “caused” I mean either deterministically or indeterministically caused. A state of affairs (event) F indexed to a time T indeterministically causes a later state of affairs (event) E just in case F causes E, and it is causally possible (relative to T) that F does not cause E. There are, of course, various accounts of indeterministic causation. Here I am focusing on an account according to which the obtaining of the causal relation is not within the agent's control, meaning that if E indeterministically causes F, then once E obtains, its causing F is not something that is up to the agent. On this point, see van Inwagen (1983, 144) and O'Connor (2000, 29).


  (7.) Since we are restricting ourselves to the scientifically old-fashioned Democritean worlds, we would have trouble specifying the contents of Ф precisely—and besides, of course, we do not yet know all the laws of nature! —but we can pretend that we know, and hence we can pretend that in most cases one can judge whether or not a particular world f accords with natural law.


  John Horton Conway's Game of Life can be viewed as a particularly simple pseudo-Democritean universe, eliminating one spatial dimension and quantizing time. (See Dennett 1991, 27–51 or Dennett 1995, for an introduction to Life.) The set of all possible sequences of bitmaps is then Ω, and the single (deterministic) rule of Life “physics” applied to every “initial” state gives us the subset Ф of Ω. Every variation on Conway's “physics” generates a different subset Ф.


  

  (7.) It is not always clear what sense of “will” is had in mind by writers who urge free agency theorists to direct attention to the problem of freedom of the will, viewed as separate from freedom of action. Kane's usage of the term “will,” for instance, explicitly is not univocal (Kane 1996, 2002a, 2007a). On Kane's view, the efforts of will central to accounting for directly free actions are exertions of will, as the power to act. When Kane emphasizes that the will of a person should be formed by her, if she is to be its ultimate source and so if she is to be able to be ultimately responsible for her acts, he treats the will not as a faculty or power, but as itself a complex of attitudes.


  (7.) More exactly: Let t2 be the moment at which the question will be asked, and t1 be an earlier future moment; a similar argument will show that I am not now able to lie at t2, provided that (a) at t1 it will be undetermined whether I shall lie at t2, and (b) if between the present moment and t1 I were to promise to lie at t2, it would (still) be undetermined at t1 whether I should lie at t2.


  (7.) Some multiverse theories permit scenarios in which different universes have the same laws but different conditions, or even universes that have different. Such scenarios can give new meaning to considering possible worlds where the past was different because either the laws or the conditions (or both) were slightly different than in our universe. A further complication arises from considering the possibility that new properties arise in physical systems that are not implied by L and P, but are due solely to the organization of the components of the systems in question (Beckermann, Flohr, and Kim 1992). A strong emergentist might argue that among these emergent properties are causal powers that, although not fully constrained by L, P and the constituents of the physical system, nevertheless are able to influence or manipulate the physical system in question. Jaegwon Kim (e.g., 1999, 2005) has argued forcefully against this strong emergentist possibility. There are, however, numerous counterexamples to his arguments in physics and chemistry in phenomena such as temperature, chemical potential, chirality, and fluid convection (Bishop 2008c, 2010b, 2011; Bishop and Atmanspacher 2006; Primas 1998). What these counterexamples mean regarding the fixedness of L and P is an open question.


  (7.) Given this definition, it is possible to construct a proof for the sometimes controversial “power entailment principle”:

  (PEP) If it is in A's power to bring it about that P, and “P” entails

  “Q” and “Q” is false, then it is in A's power to bring it about

  that Q.


  

  The following is an informal sketch of the proof: According to (BA), if A, by causing it to be the case that X, were to bring it about that P, and “P” entails “Q,” then by that very same action A would bring it about that Q, provided that ~(H => Q). But if “Q” is in fact false, it cannot be entailed by H, so “~(H => Q)” is true. So if A by causing it to be the case that X would bring it about that P, and P => Q and ~Q, then A by causing it to be the case that X would bring it about that Q.


  Now suppose that A has the power to bring it about that P by causing it to be the case that X. It follows, trivially, that A does have the power to cause it to be the case that X. But it was shown above that A's causing it to be the case that X would bring it about that Q—always assuming, of course, that P | Q and ~Q. Which is to say: If it is in A's power to bring it about that P and “P” entails “Q” and “Q” is false, then it is in A's power to bring it about that Q. Q.E.D. (Hasker 1999, 291f.)


  (7.) I consider the possibility for exceptions, which I call “Unillusioned Moral Individuals” (UMIs), in Smilansky (2000, sec. 10.2). See also the related discussion of the problematic role of philosophers in sec. 11.4).


  (8.) These circumstances extend from the onset of the IRR-situation (= the time at which the agent's the deliberation process begins) until T. Typically, the reason why a given Pi is inaccessible to S, is either because S does not know how to bring that Pi about, or because (in the circumstances) S's having the power to realize that Pi is contingent upon the obtaining of a state of affairs (event) that is inaccessible to him in the circumstances.


  The “T” in “deciding-to-V at time T” refers to the time at which the decision is made, and not to the time at which the act of V-ing is performed.


  (8.) I contend that the New Promising Argument can be generalized so as to apply to all pairs of moments that satisfy the conditions specified in the previous note. I concede that this contention faces an obvious “practical” difficulty: it takes a certain amount of time to make a promise.


  (8.) Underlying these intuitive responses may be a tendency to assume (presumably implicitly) that a complete causal explanation of phenomena Z in terms of X can leave no room for any other causal contribution from Y. In the “horizontal” direction, this “single explanation assumption” (SEA) takes the form: If X at time t1 is causally sufficient for Z at time t3, then Y at time t2 plays no causal role in bringing about Z. Of course, this is poor reasoning when X brings about Z by causing Y to cause Z (e.g., lighting the fuse makes the bomb explode by causing the fuse's burning to detonate the bomb). In the “vertical” direction, SEA may take a form that looks something like Jaegwon Kim's (1998) “causal exclusion argument”: if Y supervenes on X (such that X is sufficient for Y) and if X is causally sufficient for Z, then Y could only causally contribute to Z by overdetermination.


  

  (8.) We do not intend a commitment to possible worlds or similarity-based semantic for counterfactuals. If quantum occurrence worlds are as similar as worlds in which quantum events fail to occur, we should conclude that possible-world/similarity-based semantics for counterfactuals is mistaken. See Hawthorne (2006).


  (8.) Kilner, Vargas, Duval, Blakemore, and Sirigu ( 2004, 1299) produce evidence that, as they put it, “the readiness potential (RP)—an electrophysiological marker of motor preparation—is present when one is observing someone else's action.”


  (9.) The pattern of choice in Buridan's Ass cases would appear random even in deterministic worlds where each decision is caused. Fair coins are flipped in deterministic worlds, for instance, and the distribution of heads to tails is even over time. But see Schaffer (2007). Some have argued that such phenomena as fair coins displaying random patterns of heads and tails in deterministic worlds is evidence that chance and determinism are not incompatible. Compare Eagle (2004). Schaffer argues for the incompatibility and maintaining the familiar distinction between epistemic chance and objective chance.


  (9.) Bypassing might help to explain the intuitive appeal of conditional analyses of the ability to do otherwise. Such analyses say that if the agent had thought, wanted, or decided differently, then she would have acted otherwise, which entails that bypassing is false if we take bypassing to mean that the agent would have done what she did regardless of what she had thought, wanted, or decided.


  (9.) Lewis 1973, passim.


  (9.) It is easy to see that such “indetermination of determination” cases are possible. Imagine a deterministic mechanism that displays a red bulb and a green bulb. Imagine that there is inserted into the works of this mechanism a smaller, indeterministic mechanism that will, in its indeterministic way, at 11:58, turn a switch in the deterministic mechanism either to the right or to the left. And imagine that if the switch is turned to the right, the red bulb must light two minutes later and that if it is turned to the left, the green bulb must light two minutes later. Then at every moment between 11:58 and noon, it will either be determined that the red bulb will light at noon or else determined that the green bulb will light at noon—although it will be at 11:58 (as at all earlier moments) undetermined which of these alternatives will be the one that is determined after 11:58.


  

  (9.) Although the sufficiency claim expressed in OFW is clear enough from Frankfurt's writings, it is difficult to pin the necessity claim on him. That is, it is difficult to find a place where Frankfurt plainly commits to the proposition that acting from the will one wants* is necessary for acting of one's own free will. Other critics have attributed the necessity claim to Frankfurt (e.g., Haji, 2002, 211). I agree. In my estimation, this makes the best overall sense of his writings.


  Here is a passage that comes close to confirming my reading: “The unwilling addict's will is not free. This is shown by the fact that it is not the will he wants” (Frankfurt, 1971, 15). Is Frankfurt saying that not having the will one wants is sufficient for unfreedom? That would turn the trick. I think he is, but it is not obvious (“shown by the fact” is less than ideally clear). Another reason for thinking Frankfurt commits to the necessity claim has to do with his claim that desires with which one does not identify are external, are not truly the person's own, and so, one is then acted on by them (1976).


  Perhaps Frankfurt only means to claim that an agent who acts contrary to the will she wants* is not free only if she was unable to act as she wanted*. This would allow for an agent to act freely contrary to the will she wants*, so long as she was able to act on it. The trouble is that this would conflict with a wellknown Frankfurtian claim that an ability to do otherwise is not necessary for moral responsibility, nor for the freedom implicated in being responsible. So this appears to be a dead end for Frankfurt. (I am grateful to conversations with Alfred Mele on this point.)


  (9.) N = 41 students in introductory philosophy class. The data were analyzed using a 2 x 2 ANOVA, with zoom (zoomed-in versus zoomed-out) as a between-subject factor and action type (choice-cause versus emotioncause) as a within-subject factor. The results showed no main effect of zoom, F(1, 39) = .13, p = .7, though there was a main effect of action type, F(1, 39) = 5.5, p 〈 .05. Most importantly, there was a significant interaction effect, F(1, 39) = 14.9, p 〈 .001, indicating that the impact of action type is larger for the zoomed-in case than for the zoomed-out one.


  

  (10.) In opting for revisionism about morality, Friedrich may be unsure about whether he is committed to connotational revision or denotational revision. As I noted above, ordinarily available evidence may insufficient to tell us which characterization is true. Consequently, Friedrich might accept a kind of “semantic agnosticism,” if he were unsure about how to parse questions of whether his old, problematic beliefs about divine command theory were connotational or denotation. For him, the important thing is that, either way, he accepts a revisionist account.


  (10.) It might be argued that Buridan's Ass cases simply beg the question against van Inwagen's conclusion. We advance the case to elicit intuitions about free action. After all, van Inwagen's counterexample is also designed to elicit intuitions about free action. That our behavior displays a random distribution does not seem to entail that we are not choosing freely in such cases.


  (10.) Note that certain philosophers hold that if the prior sign (say Jones's furrowing his left eyebrow at t1) causally determines his choice at t2, then he cannot be morally responsible for it. Of course, this is precisely what is at issue, and so it is not available at this point in the development of the dialectic. Moreover, it is important to see that the conclusion of the argument —(5)—is completely compatible with the contention in question. (5) does not state that causal determination does not rule out moral responsibility; rather, it makes a conditional claim. This shows that, if one were to contend that the prior sign's causally determining the subsequent choice rules out moral responsibility for that choice, this would be no objection to my argument here; at this point in the dialectic, I have no horse in that race.


  (10.) Of course, X can vary in practice, as already observed, so that we must treat assumptions of transitivity with care. But notice that the Guidelines (G) tend to yield the same set X for the two sentences φ ⇒ y and ~y ⇒ ~φ; hence the rule of contraposition is in general reliable.


  (10.) In setting out the rollback argument, van Inwagen does have it claim that the undetermined decision is just a matter of chance. But since he seems to accept that despite being undetermined by prior occurrences this event can be a decision, he should not have the argument make this claim. A better claim, which he also has the argument make, is that it is just a matter of chance whether the agent decides one thing or another.


  (11.) Note that the simple indeterminist makes a structurally similar move in contending that choices are simple events that are controlled by the agent in virtue of simple intrinsic qualities, variously described as “actish phenomenal quality” (Ginet 1990), “spontaneity” (McCann 1998), or the (noncausal) “power of freedom” or “choice” (Pink 2004; Goetz 2002a). The agent causationist's objection to this move is not that the mere fact that it posits a primitive but that the posit conflicts with the deeply intuitive judgment that the idea of control is tightly bound up with the idea of causation. Positing that control is primitive and noncausal in nature is mysterious, and the agent causal theory seems to provide the necessary correction: control does flow from the intrinsic character of choice, but that character has causal structure.


  

  (11.) The defects of the traditional conditional analysis have been described in Lehrer (1964, 1968), Chisholm (1966), van Inwagen (1983), Mele (1992, 94–94), Kane (1996, 52–58), Yaffe (2000, 207–209), and McKenna (2009). For a recent variant of the analysis see Perry (2004). For discussion of recent attempts to revive the traditional conditional analysis in free will debates, see the essay of Berofsky in this volume.


  (11.) The chances of telling the truth are .5. The chance of endorsing her decision to tell the truth is some positive n. So the chance of the sequence telling the truth and endorsing the decision must be less than .5.


  (12.) Notice that Nichols and Knobe's “affective biasing” interpretation has difficulty explaining the results of Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer, and Turner's results in the cases that involved positive actions (e.g., an agent's saving a child, returning a wallet, or giving to charity) and neutral actions (e.g., an agent's going jogging). For more detailed critiques of Nichols and Knobe's studies, see Nahmias (2006), Turner and Nahmias (2006), and Nahmias and Murray (forthcoming).


  (12.) One often hears the complaint that an example such as BrainMalfunction-W is of a recherché sort, and hence is uninteresting. I disagree. For all we know, neuroscientists may discover in the future that humans sometimes do undergo the kind of neurological change described in that example.


  (12.) Pereboom ( 2009a) has argued that the characterization of revisionism depends partly on the picture of concepts involved. Notice, though, that revisionism (whether denotational or connotational) is largely neutral about the characterization of concepts. The salient issue is whether what is being revised is connotational or denotational in its significance. So long as we can render this distinction in your favorite view of concepts, we have all that we need to capture the main contours of what is significant about revisionist accounts.


  

  (12.) A vast amount of ink his been spilled arguing that the direction of causation is either independent of or logically prior to the direction of time, and to address the matter here would require too lengthy a digression. So we merely note the issue, and tentatively take the direction of time as a given (originating ultimately in the Second Law of Thermodynamics) from which the direction of causation derives.


  Gasking ( 1955) raises a number of interesting cases in which cause and effect appear to be simultaneous. For instance, if a piece of iron attains a temperature of, for example, 1000°C and thereupon starts to glow, we still distinguish the former as cause and the latter as effect. But this apparent exception to the rule has a ready explanation that Gasking himself hints at: When a speaker refers to the iron “reaching 1000°C,” she is envisioning this event as the endpoint in a lengthy heating process. The heating process does precede the glowing, and so the latter is considered an effect.


  Another category of “exceptions” includes diseases and their symptoms (e.g., a cold and sneezing), which might sometimes arise simultaneously. Yet often enough diseases do precede their symptoms, whereas symptoms (by definition) never appear before their diseases. Accordingly we grant diseases the status of “cause.”


  (13.) Notice that we do not, in the above clauses, make any provision to ensure the transitivity of causation. Lewis (2000, 191–95), among others, feels it important to guarantee transitivity by making “causation” the ancestral of “causal dependence.” But Lewis himself provides many examples of transitivity's counterintuitive consequences. For instance, suppose that agent A wants to travel to New York. Agent B, hoping to thwart A, lets the air out of the tires on A's car. In consequence, A takes the train instead and reaches New York only slightly behind schedule. If causation is transitive, than B has “caused” A's successful arrival, despite the fact that the two sentences “B lets the air out of A's tires” and “A arrives in New York” satisfy none of our more crucial conditions. Lewis finds the awkward implications of transitivity acceptable; we remain unpersuaded.


  Hall ( 2000) goes to even greater lengths defending transitivity. His account would seemingly imply that a pebble on the train tracks south of Paris that minutely alters the course of the Orient Express is a “cause” of the train's arrival in Istanbul several days later. Paul's (2000) “Aspect Causation” suggests a possible diagnosis for Hall's willingness to countenance such bizarre conclusions, as stemming from an overeager acceptance of the premise that causation is a relation between “events” (however this problematic term may be defined). At any rate, notice that on our account one can consistently consider false the sentence “Pebble p's lying on the tracks south of Paris caused the train's arrival in Istanbul,” while accepting “Pebble p's lying on the tracks south of Paris caused the train's arrival in Istanbul via a minutely altered course in France.”


  

  (13.) On David Lewis's local miracle approach it is not necessary that Roni's disobedience would itself be a law-breaking event nor cause a law to be violated. Rather, the law may be broken by some “divergent miracle” occurring shortly before his action (Lewis 1981, Fischer 1994, 69). Lewis's approach has been criticized by many, e.g., Kapitan (1991c), Huemer (2000), Beebee (2003), and van Inwagen (2004), but defended in Oakley (2006) and Graham (2008). That a compatibilist might endorse the backtracking conditionals and challenge the Fixity of the Past is noted in Greenspan (1976), Narveson (1977), Foley (1979), Fischer (1983, 1994), and Horgan (1985). Perry (2004, 251–52) accepts the backtracker though without adopting the broad sense of ability. Choice of either alternative partly depends upon one's favored truth-conditions for counterfactuals and upon one's similarity metric for worlds. Although the backtracking theory requires the entire past to be substantially altered in order to retain the laws, the local miracle approach alters the laws and requires only a slight adjustment of the past.


  (13.) Johnson ( 2009) argues that in order to preserve libertarian free will, it must be the case that future events do not exist, and neither do truthmakers for propositions about those events. This, he claims, should lead us to adopt presentism as a temporal ontology and to deny bivalence for future contingent propositions. Theists, furthermore, should adopt open theism if they wish to preserve free will.


  (13.) As noted above in endnote 12, the pattern of choice in Buridan's Ass cases would appear random even in deterministic worlds where each choice is deterministically caused. Fair coins are flipped in deterministic worlds, for instance, and the distribution of heads to tails is random over time. The random distribution of choices in deterministic worlds obviously does not entail that the choices are chancy. We are claiming here that the random distribution of actions in Buridan's Ass cases is consistent with agents being in control of their actions and choosing freely. Compare Schaffer (2007).


  

  (13.) There are a number of important recent works explaining how such complex dynamical systems may be used to account for human agency and action, including among others, McKay (1991), Juarrero (1999), Usher (2006) and Murphy and Brown (2007). Juarrero emphasizes the Aristotelian roots of these modern theories. Usher, while defending a compatibilist view, nonetheless concedes that a dynamical systems approach to agency can accommodate indeterminism. He says “in agreement with Kane and Mark Balaguer…, I believe that indeterminism does not undermine the fact that, when an agent performs an action and that action is probabilistically caused by her intentional states…, the agent [can bear] responsibility for her action” (208). Murphy and Brown (though they do not endorse my approach to free will), note that it is congenial to complex dynamical systems approaches to human agency. Their book is an excellent overview of the resources and sources for dynamic systems approaches to agency and action generally.


  (13.) Sometimes it is claimed that events such as a radioactive atom's decay are random in the sense of being lawless. This would be a misunderstanding of QM, however, as the probabilities that such decay events fulfill are governed by laws (sometimes called statistical laws).


  (14.) If unavoidability is not agglomerative, then the correlated notion of ability is not disjunctive-distributive. Thus, even if Roni is able to bring about ~(P0 & L), hence, (~P0 V ~L), it would not follow that he is able to bring about ~P0 or able to bring about ~L. But then one must either defend the claim that the truth of (a) does not require the truth of one of (b) or (c), or avoid interpreting unavoidability in terms of broad ability.


  (14.) Obviously, a sentence like “Drugs or aliens caused Elvis's premature demise” abbreviates the cumbersome “Drugs caused Elvis's premature demise or aliens caused Elvis's premature demise”—a disjunction of two separate causes, not a single disjunctive cause.


  (14.) One might wonder about another potential regress here. If the plural efforts or volitional streams that might lead to one or another choice are themselves to be free and responsible actions of the agent, do we not need to postulate further SFAs to initiate each of these efforts or volitional streams, and so on backwards indefinitely? The answer is no. The plural efforts or volitional streams might be initiated by further SFAs in some cases, e.g. where we may be conflicted about whether even to begin to deliberate about a difficult choice that we have an aversion to thinking about. But this need not always be the case and will often not be the case. The plural volitional streams preceding self-forming choices will normally be causally initiated by the confluence of the agent's conflicted will plus the agent's recognition of the situation he or she is in. When the businesswoman sees the assault in the alley and sees that no one else is currently present to help, that information is filtered through the present state of her will, including her conflicting desires. Deliberation thereby commences, causally initiated by the recognition of her situation and the awareness of a conflict in her will; and the competing volitional streams commence as well, for they are parts of the larger deliberative process. The agent must of course have some kind of control over each of the volitional streams once initiated that might lead to an SFA. But the control the agent must have over each volitional stream is not plural voluntary control (as in the case for the SFAs themselves), which would lead to a regress. The control required over each stream is rather what Marius Usher (2006) has called “teleological guidance control.” Such control, Usher argues, is necessary for any voluntary activity and he interprets it in terms of dynamic systems theory (see the preceding note). The behavior of a complex dynamical system exhibits teleological guidance control when it tends through feedback loops and error correction mechanisms to converge on a goal (called an attractor) in the face of perturbations. Neuroscientists Miller and Cohen (2001) argue that such cognitive (guidance) control in human agents stems from the active maintenance of patterns of activity in the prefrontal cortex that represent goals and the means to achieve them. These patterns provide signals to other brain structures whose net effect is to guide the flow of activity along neural pathways that establish the proper mappings between inputs, internal states and outputs. In saying all this, however, it is important to point out, as Usher does, that teleological guidance control of such a kind (unlike plural voluntary control) is compatible with determinism. Thus, it is important to emphasize regarding my view that the control agents exercise over each of the endeavorings or volitional streams that may lead to SFAs (as opposed to the SFAs themselves) is only a compatibilist kind of control. It is akin to what Fischer and Ravizza also call “guidance control.” (Note, for example, that each effort or volitional stream is “reasons-responsive” in something like Fischer and Ravizza's sense to the specific reasons that motivate it, e.g., moral reasons for the effort to make the moral choice, and ambitious motives for the effort to make the ambitious choice.) But, equally importantly, as Usher also points out, while teleological guidance control is compatible with determinism, it is also compatible with indeterminism. A dynamical system can exhibit teleological guidance control, tending through feedback loops and error correction to converge on a goal, even when, due to presence of indeterminism, it is uncertain whether the goal will be attained. Indeed this is the condition of the assassin and husband. It is because they exercise such teleological guidance control over their efforts and succeed in attaining the goals they were voluntarily aiming at, despite the probability of failure, that they can be responsible when they succeed. And so it is with the businesswoman when she succeeds in her endeavor to make the moral choice or the ambitious choice, despite the possibility of failure. Note therefore where we thus arrive: Two parallel goaldirected cognitive processes (volitional streams) simultaneously exercised by an agent, over each of which the agent has only “one-way” or singular voluntary (teleological guidance) control, together make possible “morethan-one-way” or plural voluntary control, since the agent might succeed in attaining the goal of either of the processes at a given time voluntarily, on purpose and for reasons. Or, putting it in another way, two cognitive processes, over each of which the agent has what Fischer and Ravizza call (“one way”) guidance control, exercised simultaneously and in parallel, give rise to what Fischer and Ravizza call regulative control, the ability at a time to bring about a choice by attempting to bring it about, and the ability at that same time to bring about an alternative choice by attempting to do so. This is a further illustration of something for which I have often argued, namely, that incompatibilist freedom and control presuppose compatibilist freedom and control. We cannot get to incompatibilist freedom in one fell swoop in the real world. That is one leap too far. We must get there step-wise, by exercising compatibilist guidance control over cognitive processes aimed at making choices, and thence, through parallel processing, to incompatibilist regulative control over the choices (SFAs) that result from these cognitive processes.


  (14.) Libertarianism in this sense—libertarianism about free will—is not to be confused with the political doctrine of the same name. In free-will contexts, libertarians are those who believe in the existence of a traditional anti-determinist or incompatibilist free will, which does not necessarily commit them to political beliefs about freedom associated with political libertarianism.


  (15.) In Kapitan ( 2002), I argued that the closure of causal ability under entailment is false and that Roni-type counterexamples stand even if Ns, t p is read as strong unavoidability (see note 4). I also pointed out that although causal ability is closed under the makes it the case that relation, causal unavoidability is not (145–56). See also Schneider (2004, 422–23).


  

  (15.) One has indirect (responsibility-relevant or obligation-relevant) control over something just in case one has control over it by way of having control over something else. One has direct control over something just in case one has control over it that is not indirect. Likewise, one is indirectly responsible for something just in case one is responsible for it by way of being responsible for something else; one is directly responsible for something just in case one is responsible for it but not indirectly so. And one is indirectly obligated regarding something just in case one is obligated regarding it by way of being obligated regarding something else; one is directly obligated regarding something just in case one is obligated regarding it but not indirectly so.


  (16.) Planning conceptions of intentional agency are developed in Bratman (1987), Mele (1992), and Mele and Moser (1994). I borrow the term “undertakes” from Roderick Chisholm (1976, ch. 2) who also uses “endeavors” as a synonym. Undertaking is not identical to intending; intending can be a passive state that need not involve an attempt to act, whereas undertaking involves attempting or trying to do something. An undertaking is typically prompted by a volition, though not always, for example, as in immediate reactions to perceptual stimuli, such as ducking when a stone is thrown at one's head, reactions that are caused by past policy decisions (intendings). Bratman (1987, 133–38) distinguishes intending, endeavoring and intentionally doing an action and allows that one can endeavor (undertake, try) to A without necessarily intending to do A.


  (16.) See, e.g., Bratman ( 1997, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2007). By including Bratman's work in a section on compatibilism about free will and moral responsibility, I take some liberties. Bratman (2005, 51) rather understands his treatment of identification to speak to the topic of autonomy and explicitly indicates that caution is needed to infer from conclusions about this topic similar conclusions about morally responsible agency and the contested freedom it requires (2005: 51). Nevertheless, it is natural to see how Bratman's work could be appropriated to the problematic both Frankfurt and Watson address regarding freedom and responsibility.


  (16.) Dean Zimmerman ( 2009) has argued that given a certain sort of outcome for the CCFs (an outcome that may be improbable but seems to be possible), God would be metaphysically incapable of creating free creatures —a possibility that, Zimmerman suggests, casts doubt on the adequacy of Molinism's conception of omnipotence.


  

  (16.) Woodward ( 2003, 106) also builds his “manipulationist” notion of causal explanation on interventions of this sort; interestingly, he is avowedly unperturbed by the threatened circularity of basing an account of causality on such an undeniably causal notion as intervention.


  (16.) Blackburn ( 1993) makes a similar argument against error theories in metaethics. He argues that claims that there is widespread error in reference should ordinarily lead us to think that the theorist has simply misunderstood the core feature of moral language. Neither Hurley nor Blackburn say much about how we should accommodate fictional objects in these pictures of reference, nor do they seriously consider sophisticated forms of fictionalism about morality in general or responsibility in particular.


  (17.) Does this make reference change too easy, ruling out the very possibility of eliminativism? I do not think so. Consider what we can say about the Christian God, if we were convinced of atheism. If God does not exist, presumably this is because there is no candidate for denotational revision, even if the concept serves some practical purpose, precisely because there is no thing or property that plays even most of the main roles associated with God (e.g., creator of the universe and omnibenevolent agent and omnipotent and perfect, etc.). In contrast, with free will there are several candidate properties (think: what compatibilists point to) that do the primary work of the concept (e.g., licensing praise and blame, distinguishing between free and unfree action, warranting the reactive attitudes). Practical interests alone are not always sufficient for reanchoring reference, although they are in this case because free will has a fundamentally practical dimension to it that God and, for example, phlogiston do not. (N.B.: One could be a thoroughgoing instrumentalist or pragmatist about all the relevant concepts, but I do not mean to commit myself to such a view.)


  (17.) The point here is subtle. On Lewis's preferred approach to abilities, we conceive of the difference in the past of the relevant comparison world as occurring because of a small “divergence miracle” that takes place at this world just before t, rearranging things such that I am not hungry at t. This divergence miracle is an event that occurs not in the actual world (that would make it a real miracle, and there are not any of those) but in the alternative world wherein the laws of nature permit such rearrangements. This is to say that the event is only a miracle in the sense that it would have been a miraculous violation of a law of nature had it occurred at the actual world.


  (18.) Knobe and Nichols’ insightful discussion in the previous chapter (28) similarly suggests that people's intuitions about the self and free will are not sensitive to determinism per se but rather to bypassing of certain features of the self. I agree with their general approach, though I think it is more accurate to treat people's conception of the ‘executive self’ as a subset of the ‘psychological self’ rather than as a distinct entity or level of analysis, one that, for instance, commits them to substance dualism or agent causation. Depending on people's perspective (or ‘level of zoom’), they may treat some desires or emotions as external to the self, but this does not entail that they treat a person's conscious deliberations, reflective beliefs, and endorsed desires as part of a non-psychological self (and I don't think Knobe and Nichols’ experimental results support this model for a folk theory of a non-psychological, or supra-psychological, executive self).


  

  Combining our views, it may be that what people count as bypassing depends on their ‘level of zoom’, but typically it is bypassing of specific features of an agent's psychological self, broadly construed to include conscious and self-reflective mental processes, that will be perceived as a threat to free will. It is precisely because modern neuroscience is often presented as demonstrating that our brains cause behavior in a way that bypasses these conscious mental processes that it is taken to threaten free will. I predict that most people will not interpret neuroscience to threaten free will if neuroscience (plus a good philosophical and scientific theory of consciousness) turns out to help explain how conscious mental processes work, rather than explaining them away.


  (18.) To reiterate, this is not Frankfurt's approach when he emphasizes higher-order volitions as central to our autonomy. It has more affinity to Watson's approach in his 1975. One might, for instance, have an initial inclination toward becoming department chair, but after subjecting that desire to some thinking about the value of time for reflection and writing, and the time constraints of administrative meetings, one might, in fact, form a preference not to become chair.


  (19.) The idea that practical thinking requires only a type of epistemic openness, is championed by Dennett (1984, ch. 5). He writes that it is this “epistemic openness, this possibility-for-all-one-knows, that provides the elbow room required for deliberation” (113). In Kapitan (1986b, 238–39), I argue that this formulation will not do as it stands because different ways of reading the scope of “all” vis-à-vis “knows” make the phrase “possibility-forall-one-knows” ambiguous. Some have argued against such a requirement. For example, Erik Carlson (2000, 283) writes that the proponent of the Consequence Argument should deny an “epistemic requirement” according to which if S has a choice about p then S must know (or, at least have a true belief about) how to falsify p. He argues that this requirement implausibly allows Nq to be false even if Np and N(p ⊃ q) are true so long as an agent knows how to falsify q. However, his example does not preclude Nq from being true for reasons other than the agent's knowing how to falsify q. Otherwise, because the epistemic requirement is reasonable, we would have a counterexample to the closure principles.


  

  (19.) Fischer concedes, however (in his typical irenic spirit) that the “local miracle” compatibilist is able to force a dialectical stalemate with the incompatibilist. Van Inwagen comes to a conclusion very similar to that of Beebee (2003). He argues that freedom in a deterministic world “strictly implies the ability to perform miracles.” For him, this is too high a price to pay for compatibilism, but he admits to having no knock-down argument against paying it.


  (20.) The Fixity of Laws premise remains plausible even on a regularity view of laws (see, for example, Berofsky [1987] and Beebee and Mele [2002]). A strict ability to break the laws requires both a conception of laws (regularities) and possession of a reliable strategy linking one's undertakings to a breaking of laws. Neither of these are conditions that are met by finite beings like ourselves despite our abilities to do other than what we do in a determined universe. I thereby disagree with van Inwagen (2004, 349–50), who claims that the compatibilist “must grant that in a deterministic world, freedom is freedom to break the laws.” Perhaps an omniscient being would have the ability to break the laws, but I have argued elsewhere (Kapitan 1991c) that an omniscient being has no ability to act intentionally whatever, hence, no strict ability.


  (20.) Other centered EC views have since been defended by others, including Balaguer (2004, 2010), McCall (1999), and Hodgson (1999, 2007a) (see note 2 of my essay later in this volume, chapter 19, for further references), and they are now very much a part of current debates. John Searle (2001, 2004) argues in several recent works that an account of free will fitting our ordinary experiences of free choice and scientific (including neurobiological) requirements would have features of a centered EC view (though he does not use this terminology). Searle does not develop such a view, however, and raises questions about whether it can be coherently developed.


  (21.) Dana Nelkin ( 2008) has recently argued in defense of Wolf's asymmetry thesis, defending both the claim that blameworthiness requires a compatibilist construal of the ability to do otherwise, whereas praiseworthiness does not.


  

  (21.) We are restricting our attention to programs that do not require or accept input from the external world, which could, of course, be random in any of several senses. The easiest way to ensure that there is variation in subsequent runs of a program is to have it call for inputs of these sorts: the time taken from the computer's clock, the presence or absence of a pulse from a Geiger counter, the last digit in the latest Dow Jones Industrial Average as taken off the Internet, etc.


  (21.) Other philosophers who have emphasized the importance of this “ultimacy” condition for free will include Paul Gomberg (1975), Galen Strawson (1986, 2002), W. S. Anglin (1990), Martha Klein (1990), Derk Pereboom (2001), and Eleonore Stump (2003). Kevin Timpe (2008) offers the most comprehensive recent study of views that emphasize this condition, often now called source incompatibilist views.


  (22.) All this is independent of whether or not either chess program can “learn from its experience,” which is another way their internal state could change over time to guarantee that no two games were the same.


  (23.) Another influential writer on free will of the past twenty years, Richard Double, also emphasizes the point that notions of freedom and free will do not have one single and clear meaning in ordinary language. Double further argues that what people designate as free will and moral responsibility do not represent objective properties of agents or actions, but rather express our subjective moral and evaluative attitudes toward persons and their behavior. Double (1991, 1996) calls this view, free will subjectivism and he has defended it in a number of influential works as well as in an essay in the first edition of The Oxford Handbook of Free Will (Double 2002). Regrettably, Double was not able to contribute to this second edition due to a debilitating illness.


  (24.) Shaun Nichols ( 2007b) argues that there are good reasons for agents to have and express retributive impulses, and that these reasons hold independent of whether we are libertarian agents. If so, then revision away from libertarianism would not necessarily entail a loss of retributive attitudes, even if one thought that as a matter of ordinary course we maintain that only libertarian agency would suffice to support retribution. (See the essay of Knobe and Nichols in this volume [chapter 28].)

  (24.) One possible way to resolve the impasse regarding the determinism/ indeterminism of quantum mechanics is through nonlocality, as in the violations of Bell's inequalities (see Hodgson's essay this volume, specifically the section “Nonlocality”). On the one hand, special relativity forbids any faster-than-light signaling. On the other hand, in experiments quantum mechanics consistently violates the Bell inequalities. Roughly, these experiments seem to call into question a commonsense assumption about locality: If a pair of simultaneous measurements is made in two distant regions of an extended system, the two measurements should be independent of each other by special relativity's faster-than-light signaling prohibition. Thus, it appears that these violations have to be due to the nonlocal nature of quantum mechanics (Gisin 2008, 2009a 2009b; Popescu and Rohrlich 1994). However, if quantum mechanics is nonlocal, the only way to maintain the no faster-than-light signaling restriction of special relativity is if the outcomes of quantum measurement events are indeterministic (Gisin 2008, 3–5; Popescu and Rohrlich 1994).


  

  (25.) The probabilistic understanding of a chance event is evident in van Inwagen's Rollback Argument concerning the decision of an agent, Alice, over whether to tell the truth or to lie. As we reset the universe to the moment prior to her choice and watch the replays, we observe that sometimes she lies, and sometimes she elects to tell the truth, in a ratio of about 50/50. Van Inwagen (2000, 15) writes: “ … each of the two possible outcomes of this [727th] replay has an objective, “ground-floor” probability of 0.5 … this, surely, means that, in the strictest sense imaginable, the outcome of the replay will be a matter of chance.”


  (25.) There are two other lines of argument regarding the relevance of quantum mechanics to free will worth mentioning, one by Roger Penrose (1991, 1994, 1997), the other by Henry Stapp (1993). Penrose argues that conscious acts of thinking and choosing are tied directly to the processes of resolving quantum superpositions of potentialities to one actuality requiring a kind of large-scale quantum coherence be present in the brain. Stapp's approach focuses on the nonlocal correlations exhibited in the EinsteinPodolsky-Rosen experiments of Bell's inequalities (Einstein, Podolsky, and Rosen 1935; Aspect, Dalibard, and Roger 1982a, 1982b; Bell 1987, 14– 21; Stapp 1993, 5–9). Stapp (1993, 2005) argues that nonlocal holism exhibited by these so-called EPR experiments implies quantum effects play an important role in consciousness and decision making in which QM provides the basis for a Heisenberg-Whiteheadean ontology for reality, which is neither dualist nor physicalist, but, instead, involves a kind of psychophysical interactionism implying an underlying unity. I should point out that Stapp's (1993, 91–92) view is ultimately deterministic in that he construes quantum indeterminism to be due to our ignorance.


  

  (25.) If we exclude such variation, then trivially, castling in the second game was not “open to B,” to use Ginet's terminology. Recall that Ginet requires that “nothing that exists up to that moment stands in the way of my doing next any one of the alternatives.” The narrow method has the effect of treating the precise state of B's contemplation of the option of castling as something external, as something that can itself “stand in the way” at the moment of choosing, guaranteeing that nothing about B could explain B's choice, whatever it is. As Dennett (1984, 143) notes, “If you make yourself really small, you can externalize virtually everything.”


  (26.) Like PAP, PAE is not meant apply to cases of derivative culpability (see note 2). By “morally reasonable” in PAE, I mean morally reasonable for someone who is morally competent and knows all the relevant nonmoral facts pertaining to the situation the agent is in.


  An alternative formulation of PAE would be the following: An agent S is morally blameworthy for performing a given act V only if in the circumstances, it would be morally reasonable to expect of S not to have done it, or in case S could not have avoided performing V, it would be morally reasonable to expect of S to have so acted that he would have been causally determined to perform V.


  (27.) Although I am unaware of anyone actively exploring this direction in the literature, there is a proposal related to, and indeed influenced by the Brussels-Austin work, by John Polkinghorne (1991, 34–48) that the randomness in macroscopic chaotic models and systems be interpreted as representing a genuine indeterminism rather than merely a measure of our ignorance. He shares a deep skepticism that the interpretive difficulties of quantum mechanics raised in the section of this essay entitled “Routes for Amplification: Chaos and Nonlinear Dynamics,” will be overcome soon, casting doubt, in his mind, on whether this is the right source for the openness or indeterminism he thinks important to the free will and action we experience (40–41). Polkinghorne argues that the physical world must possess openness (causal creases or joints, if you will) for human free will to operate in the sense we experience (as well as for God to be active in the world; see Polkinghorne 1988, 1989). In essence, the sensitivity to small changes exhibited by the systems and models studied in chaotic dynamics, complexity theory, and nonequilibrium statistical mechanics is taken to represent an opening at the ontic level in the physical order for human choice to cause physical changes (e.g., bodily changes such as beginning to walk). However, the sensitivity upon which Polkinghorne relies would also be open to quantum influences, whether deterministic or indeterministic, according to the sensitive dependence arguments discussed in the section “Routes for Amplification: Chaos and Nonlinear Dynamics,” above. (For a critical discussion of views like Polkinghorne's, see Bishop 2011, §3.2).


  

  (27.) Imagine that we take a snapshot of the universe at the moment of Kennedy's assassination, then alter the picture in some trivial way (by moving Kennedy 1 mm to the left, say). Then, following the (deterministic) laws of physics in reverse, we can generate a movie running all the way back to the Big Bang, obtaining a world in which σ0 subtly fails.


  (29.) Likewise, Deep Blue, in spite of its being a deterministic automaton, authored the games of chess that vanquished Kasparov. No one else was their author; Murray Campbell and the IBM team that created Deep Blue cannot take credit for those games; they did not see the moves. It was the vast exploratory activity of Deep Blue itself that was the originating cause of those magnificent games.


  (30.) Fischer ( 2005a) attempts to sidestep the argument in this Appendix by formulating a definition of causation solely in terms of sufficiency, thus revitalizing premise (3). He admits that this definition does not “capture some ordinary, commonsense idea” and that on this reading “I have it in my power to render it true that the sun continues to shine.” We concede to Fischer that this curious conception of causation would keep the Consequence Argument alive, but only barely. Fischer's parting shot in his discussion is to formulate a new version of what he calls the Basic Argument based on “the extremely plausible and intuitively attractive Principle of the Fixity of the Past and Laws: an agent has it within his power to do A only if his doing A can be an extension of the actual past, holding the natural laws fixed” (32) This principle is simply an affirmation of the narrow method of interpreting possibility, repeating Austin's mistake. Once this mistake is recognized, much of the literature of incompatibilism loses its foundation. As Dennett (2005) observes, “We wouldn't want to say farewell to something as much fun as the Basic Argument in an appendix would we? Well, yes.”


  (30.) Pritchard's account has both a significance condition and a modal condition. The latter is as follows: If an event is lucky, then it is an event that occurs in the actual world but which does not occur in a wide class of the nearest possible worlds where the relevant initial conditions for that event are the same as in the actual world (Pritchard 2005, 128).


  

  (31.) Some theorists suggest that we make an appeal to agent-causation in order to avoid problems concerning chance and luck. It is not clear that this helps. O'Connor's (2000) account itself seems to require a solution to the problem he lodges against event-causal libertarian accounts, because one might allege that the following fact is itself a matter of luck: in World 1, an agent S exercises his agent-causal power to causally determine his choice at t to A; yet in World 2, the agent S exercises his agent-causal power to causally determine his choice at t to B. The agent-causal account developed by Clarke (2003) may face a similar difficulty, because the following fact may be alleged to be merely a matter of luck: in World 1, S exercises direct active control at t in X-ing, whereas in World 2, S exercises direct active control in Ying. For discussion, see Mele (2006a), chapter 3.


  (33.) Note that this account of blameworthiness would be also congenial to a compatibilist, though, of course, the latter would construe such notions as “acting on one's own,” and “could have done otherwise,” in a compatibilist way.


  (47.) Here is a problem that I leave to those sympathetic to an FF-L account of blame to consider: There are certain attitudes/sentiments that are closely associated with the notion of blame. For example, we believe that


  If S is aware that the he acted culpably, it is appropriate for S to express remorse for his behavior.


  Note, however, that according to an FF-L account of blame this rather intuitive assumption would be false. To see this, suppose that, after having broken the promise to his uncle, Jones were to discover that the situation he was in was an IRR-situation, i.e., that he could not have avoided deciding to break the promise. Reflecting upon his deed and being inclined to express remorse for it, Jones would immediately realize that it would be irrational for him to do so. For the belief that he should not have acted as he did—a belief essential to the expression of remorse—would be defeated by his other belief that in the circumstances he lacked an actionally accessible alternative. The proponent of the FF-L account is thus left with the problem of having to explain why, if Jones acted culpably, it is inappropriate for him to express remorse. This objection attests to how deeply entrenched the PAP-intuition is in our conception of blame.
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