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Abstract

Philosophical tradition locates questions abowt &l and agency within a debate
characterised by deep cognitive tensions and ailing sense of stalemate. Evaluating the
most promising libertarian account of free willedw Robert Kane, confirms the
compatibilist worry that inserting indeterminismiarmoments of volition undermines claims
of agency; while testing the prospects for comjilain in a deterministic universe confirms
the libertarian suspicion that free agency is mahgatible with global determinism. An
alternative setting for the exploration and defeoicee agency is proposed, located closer
to Psychology, and framed by the images of the Agetomaton (AA) and the Hyper-
rational, Hyper-reflective Agent (HHA). Giving pdyalogical substance to the threat of the
AA helps provoke fresh explorations and defences aitinctively human, conscious free
agency; while the evidence against, and questibostahe normative desirability of our
being HHAs argue against securing claims of freenag by making empirically and
normatively unreasonable demands on our capabutiesflection, cool reason, and control.
The project of explicating and defending a psychwially-informed conception of free
agency, exploiting degrees of freedom in our imat@m and externalised aspects of mind, is
given positive substance and direction, includirsppeculative hypothesis for locating a

freedom-friendly variety of indeterminism in proses of imaginative generativity.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

During my honours year in psychology, while busynpteting a course on psychopathology,
| once asked a Christian friend in the class hodahere they thought manifestations of evil
might be accommodated within the secular view oflimegs and mental illness provided by
psychiatry and clinical psychology. | did not meéewil’ in the sense associated with the so-
called problem of evil in theology; nor did | melay ‘evil’ the many and varied ways in
which human beings show themselves capable of dradepartures from ethical behaviour.
| meant ‘evil’ in the sense in which | imaginedheist of a certain variety, believing not only
in the existence of a god but also in the existericpernatural forces of evil, would be
committed to the existence and manifestations biirethe world. (I don't recall receiving a

satisfying answer.)

Years later, as a philosopher teaching in a Psggyallepartment, | found myself wondering
about the place of free will in psychology. At leaem my point of view, this puzzle (unlike
my puzzle about evil) was of a secular varietye fngll being philosophically mysterious but
not, as far as | could see, because of any supeaha@dimensions to the puzzle. The parallel
to the question about evil was rather one of wandexhere and to what extent free will was
factored in to psychological theory, whether bésig. cognitive) or applied (e.qg. clinical/
therapeutic). Any first year textbook might telleothat the Humanistic-Existentialist ‘school’
in psychology places great emphasis on human freghot such an answer is neither
sufficiently general nor terribly illuminating. Tthe extent that psychology is in the business
of articulating predictive and explanatory theoiéfiuman behaviour, in what ways (if at

all) are notions of human freedom built in?

At the same time, my interdisciplinary position eaaged asking questions about the
influence of psychology on philosophical treatmeoftthe problem of free will. My
undergraduate introduction to analytic philosoplogatemporary debate was steeped in
compatibilism — Frankfurt, Watson, Davidson, Dehretvith a sceptical spanner in the
works being offered by the likes of Honderich araléd Strawson. But my memory was of a
debate carried out almost exclusively in the vo&atywof an abstract belief-desire
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psychology typical of the philosophy of mind — absted, that is, from too many (messy?)
empirical details about human deliberation, deaisiaking and real-world activity. My
sense was that, for a phenomenon whose first-p@tsemomenology of occurent, conscious,
lived volition and action plays such an importasierin sustaining the conviction that we
have free will, there was a lot being said in tbeabulary of reasons, causes and
propositional attitudes without much evident attétoprelate or accommodate to the details
of the occurent psychology of real-world agentswheould things look, | wondered, if the
data and empirically-inspired theory of psycholaap allied disciplines of the mind were

brought to bear on philosophical treatments of Wwédkand agency?

In one of life’s little accidents | was browsing through some issue#\aferican
Psychologisthat had been discarded by a departing professenwstumbled across a series
of articles in which some psychologists were exgyi@ddressing themselves to questions
about free wilf. They were, in effect, bringing the data and eioglly-inspired theory of
Psychology to bear on questions about free wilte€hhings struck me about these artitles
First, they tended to pay little homage to, andensamsequently minimally constrained by,
the parameters of the traditional philosophicaladebSecond, most (if not all) of the
contributors seemed to think that psychologicagsce is an explanatory programme that
doesnotaccommodate free agency — at least, not to tlemettiat such agency is to be
identified withconscioushuman agenéy And, third, it was not immediately obvious (at
least, not to me) what a philosopher steeped itr#titional debate might say about these
views from within psychology, other than perhapplgpg labels such as ‘incompatibilist’
and, perhaps, ‘hard determinist’, in such a watpaseatly slot the proffered views, opinions
and data into a well-organised taxonomy of pretagsviews on free will.

Since this accidental encounter, a steadily growitgydisciplinary literature on free will has

come to my attention, including volumes with a moeeiroscientific (Libet, Freeman &

1| will have more to say about life’s little acciuts in the penultimate chapter of this thesis.

2 Issue 7 of Volume 54 (1999) Aimerican PsychologisThe articles comprising the special issue orcteyre
Bargh and Chartrand (1999), Wegner and Wheatle99) %Gollwitzer (1999), and Kirsch and Lynn (1999)
% More specifically, | was struck by these aspeéthe contributions by Bargh and Chartrand (199%) a
Wegner and Wheatley (1999).

* Bargh and Chartrand (1999, p464): “Given one'swstdndable desire to believe in free will and-self
determination, it may be hard to bear that mostailfy life is driven by automatic, nonconscious ta¢n
processes—but it appears impossible...that consconisol could be up to the job.”; Wegner and Wheatl
(1999, p480): “...psychological science suggestsadhdtehavior can be attributed to mechanisms that
transcend human agency.”
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Sutherland, 1999) and a more psychological (Baaufidan & Baumeister, 2008)

orientation. Some of this literature intersectethvaind extended my interests and concerns;
other parts of it left me unmoved. What crystadi$e®m my engagement with this literature,
together with various revisitings of the philosaggiidebate, was a pair of questions that
called for an answer: (i) What place does and shfsak agency have in Psychology? and (ii)
What place do and should psychological views omegencluding free agency, have in a
more philosophical debate about free will? Thesestjans provided the immediate impetus
for the current project.

A philosophical project intent on somehow answefmrg more modestly, beginning to
answer) these questions cannot, however, avoichgdnomage to the traditional debate in
the way that the contributors #gonerican Psychologistaw fit to. Not only would the
parameters of the traditional debate need to Heedtin order to better locate and respond
to the questions and challenges being raised bgrtigrically-inspired literature on free
agency; the traditional debate itself would neelddaevisited in order to consider and
evaluate the available positions, and the possdslfor potential (perhaps, optimistically,

decisive) movement and progress within that debate.

The cumulative effect of these inspirations, infloes and considerations on the shape of this
thesis will be the subject of the latter partsho$ introductory chapter. Before laying out the
plan and rationale of the project in greater debaiivever, it is necessary to begin the process
of situating the discussion within the parametérhe philosophical debate we have been
alluding to above. Having first offered variousiops for sketching what we could call the
‘problem space’ of traditional philosophical wosiabout free will, | will then outline the

basic claims of the three dominant positions in tiedaté: libertarianism, hard determinism
and compatibilism. | will then offer a preliminagdyagnosis of the state of play in the debate

— a stalemate — before laying out the plan forthiesis.

Cosmic Re-runs, Consequences and Sceptical Dilemmas
Philosophical concerns about determinism and fileare perhaps most easiljighlighted

by way of thought experiments designed to provakéam intuitions about the nature of

® Bearing in mind that finding truly common commitnte across different theorists is difficult beyahdse at
more general, position-defining levels.
® If potentially misleadingly...
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human agency. The following is one such thoughedrment:

Imagine running the ‘experiment’ that is our uniserall over again, right from the
(hypothesized) Big BaAgf deterministiis true, your life — all your beliefs, desires,
emotions, values, projects, experiences, choicesnsy doodles, actions, everything — would

turn out exactly as it has done in this world.

This (brief and under-described) ‘cosmic re-rurgught experiment is supposed to raise a
number of concerns about the implications of deit@sm for our views about our own
agency. | list these in no particular ortdfirst, the experiment suggests an image of ohesel
— of any human agent — as a very small cog in y lvigrmachine, whose behaviour
represents a mere ‘unfolding’ of a miniscule parthe grand cosmic experiment. This
intuition might not only undermine the sense ohgigance that we tend to attach to our
lives and our real (or potential) contribution be tworld, but it further portrays that life as a
small series of inevitabilities — miniscule turngngf our tiny cog that are just some product
of many other turnings of many other cogs, bothr aed remote in time and space,
relentlessly chugging along on the courses thatwakrset by the relevant initial conditions
of the entire system, plus the laws of the univer$gs, in turn, easily suggests some further

possible intuitive responses to the thought expemim

The idea that the course of our lives is/was i, all the essential parameters having
been laid down and fixed through a combinatiorheflaws of nature and the initial
conditions and events in our universe, offendsregjaiur sense that it is we — especially in
our take on the world and the choices we make-inwho are the owners and originators of a
significant part of what we contribute to the caudd its history. We feel that such

‘originations’, these meaningful individual contuifions to events that unfold around us, are

’ Since the focus of the experiment is on the outofra single lifetime, starting the re-run at Big Bang is
unnecessary. Any time before the birth of the agfeattis the focus of our attention will do.

8 A lot of ink could be spilt over defining deterrism. For my purposes, | am happy to follow van Igesm
(1975) who sees determinism as a conjunction ofdlaimns: “(a) For every instant of time, there is a
proposition that expresses the state of the warlbad instant; [and] (b) If A and B are any propioss that
express the state of the world at some instares, ttie conjunction of A with the laws of physicsegls B.”
(van Inwagen, 1975, p186). In a later article, ramagen (1989, p400) provides this simpler defomiti
“Determinism is the thesis that the past and the laf nature together determine a unique futuie, dhly one
future is consistent with the past and the lawsatire.”

°| also list them without paying any special atiemto the myriad qualifications that (especialnpatibilist)
philosophers might prefer to have inserted fromahset. The point of the thought experiment inscsetting,
whether or not the scene thus set involves impbadarissions and/or ‘tricks of light’ of various kis.



Chapter 1 5

in some way crucial to our sense of agency andwreership of our actions. That such
contributions were already ‘in the cards’ long lvefave were born does not sit comfortably

with our claims of agency and ownership.

That the course of our lives should turn out idwaily if they were to be ‘run’ all over again
also offends against a different set of experiecesbeliefs we tend to hold dear — our sense
of the open-endedness that appears to accompartyahoar experience, including our
experiences of having to make choices and decismothe face of life’s challenges. Far from
being predetermined and inevitable, many of ouiagsohave the feel of either being ripe
with possibilities for creativity and novelty, of lseing weighed down by a sense of what we
might call ‘agentic vertigo’ — a feeling of not kmwing how to proceed, or of being torn
between multiple potential paths of action, withawdlear conviction about which way we
should proceed. No matter how ‘determined’ ourre$t8in these situations, no matter the
degree to which we eventually achieve a level ofvaxion in these decisions, this apparent
open-endedness does not square well with a vigiveolvorld in which it was inevitable that
things should have turned out thus and so.

Further, this notion of inevitability is difficuto square with our experiences on occasions
when our sense of agency is perhaps most stradrethe one hand, when we succumb to
weakness of will, we tend to have an experienagf &aowing how things should have
turned out but for the intervention of some interfg influence. This experience often
incorporates a feeling that things would have kdifarent under only marginally (even
trivially) different circumstances, as well as ttenviction that things really ought to have
been different but for a more or less chance hapgef some kind, or a lack of sufficient
effort on our part. On the other hand, when ouf iwiWveak but we succeed in our ends, the
sense oéffort that attaches to these instances of successiahagems at odds with the
notion that thinggust would have turned out as they dithdeed, in the context of the

experiment, that they would repeatedly turn outstu@me way — no matter what.

Finally (though much more could, of course, be sdit thought experiment can easily lead
us towards worries about notions of responsib#ifyersonal, moral and legal. The picture of
a life determined in all its vagaries and complesitong before it has even begun, a life with

%1n the sense of our determination and effort.
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no real alternative branching paths open to itlided off its singular determined track,
suggests a stromgima faciecase against attaching any meaningful degree of areblame

to the actions that issue from an agent.

These apparent threats posed by determinism atiseut/the need to articulate any
particular account of free will or agency, althowsgime characteristics of and assumptions
about agenthood are at work here, including: tgeistance of issues of origination,
ownership, control, and alternative possibiliti@sgd a basic phenomenology of choice,

decision and effort/‘perseverance’.

A Classic Argument for Incompatibilism

This cosmic re-run thought experiment, along with tdeas and worries extracted from it,
make for a useful if largely unsophisticated and-technical starting point in coming to
grips with the nature, content and parametersaafitional philosophical worries about free
will and determinism. Yet the debate itself is arentechnical affair, and it is crucially
shaped by a range of arguments that have been tosewmrk up one or more of the
abovementioned ideas and worries into somethingerfike a proof that determinism and

free will are not happy companidns

Ideas about events preceding our birth, the lawsatdire, the importance of alternatives in
choice and action, and the incompatibility of frgdl and determinism that these might be
used to suggest, are perhaps most well developiir(vhe last 50 years or so of free will
debate) in Peter van Inwagen’s so-called Consegu&rgument?. As originally formulated,
van Inwagen (1975) asks us to consider a casenodra— a judge] — refraining from a
particular action after due rational deliberatiord alecision. Specifically, we are asked to
imagineJ (at timeT) refraining from raising his hand where, as a gidghis country, raising
his hand would have been effective in waiving tkeatt penalty for a particular criminal. In
deciding to not raise his hand,thus decides not to use his powers of clemency,the

criminal is put to death.

™ Questions about the compatibility of free will andeterminism will be visited below.
12See van Inwagen (1975, 1983).
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Since, unlike the ‘cosmic re-run’ experiment aboxes Inwagen asks us to look at a specific
case of an individual and their action, it is imjpot to add a few more details abdwnd his
decision. For van Inwagen’s purposes, we shouldjineathatJ:

...was unbound, uninjured, and free from paralys$iat he decided not to raise his hand anly
after a period of calm, rational, and relevant lwiiation; that he had not been subjected to any
‘pressure’ to decide one way or the other abouttinginal's death; that he was not under the
influence of drugs, hypnosis, or anything of that;sand finally, that there was no element in his
deliberations that would have been of any speaigrést to a student of abnormal psychology.
(van Inwagen, 1975, p199)

On the surface, then, we are presented with aafesenan whose status grants him the
power to save another man, who chooses at a giverTt and after due consideration in the
absence of any duress or compulsion or other &abfiagency, not to exercise this power.
We are clearly being invited to say.bfhat hecould have raised his hand at @ven though
he did not.

With this background, van Inwagen (1975) then afighat he calls his ‘main argument’, as
follows:

(1) If determinism is true, then the conjunctiorPgfandL entailsP.

(2) If J had raised his hand &t thenP would be false.

(3) If (2) is true, then il could have raised his handTat) could have renderdéfalse.

(4) If J could have renderdéfalse, and if the conjunction &, andL entailsP, thenJ
could have rendered the conjunctiorPgfandL false.

(5) If J could have rendered the conjunctiorPgfandL false, therd could have
rendered. false.

(6) J could not have renderédfalse.

O (7) If determinism is true] could not have raised his handlat

The logical machinery behind the argument is reddyi straightforward. Given timé&,, a
time some time before the birth §fP, is the proposition expressing the state of thddvatr
this timeT,. P, then, refers to the proposition expressing taeegif the world at tim& — the
time at which] refrains from raising his hand. Finallyjs a proposition containing the

conjunction of all the laws of physics.

The critical step in the argument can be statesllasd of dilemma. 10 could have rendered
P false, he could have rendered the conjunctidd,@ndL false. But then, eithercould
have rendered false a proposition relating to anstances in the world pre-dating his

existence, or he could have rendered a proposibambining the laws of physics false.

13 That is, van Inwagen (1975) wardto bear all the more obvious hallmarks of compliitfreedom/s.
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Neither option in the dilemma sounds especiallygilale, and both sound like they might

require a lot more than the ability to raise oreis.

On van Inwagen’s (1975) original version of theusngnt, he takes it thdtcannot rendel,
false, which leavek as the part of the conjunction Bf andL thatJ could make false if he
was to have raised his arm. But in premise 6, kertsthafl could not have renderédfalse.
For van Inwagen (1975, p193), it is premise 6 d@ldonnection that it makes between the
concepts ‘can’ and ‘law’ that lies “at the root tife incompatibility of free will and
determinism.” The idea behind the premise is singieugh: if any person can render a
given proposition false, then that proposition ® @& law of physics. Complexities and
gualifications aside, the laws of physics just dreandidates for being rendered false. If a
proposition purporting to be a law of physics wasdered false, it would not become a law
that turned out to be (or somehow became) faldeveuld be disqualified from being a law
at all. Faced with this impossibility of renderibdalse, van Inwagen thus asks us to deduce
the incompatibility of the truth of determinism a¥d being able to raise his handTaand,
with that, conclude that free will and determiniane incompatiblé?

In An Essay on Free Wilvan Inwagen (1983) presents us with a less teahtuverview’
version of the argument, this time calling it thenSequence Argument, and stated (in the
first person plural) in terms of what is and wtsahot up to us:

If determinism is true, then our acts are the cqusaces of the laws of nature and events
in the remote past. But it is not up to us whattwenbefore we were born, and neither is
it up to us what the laws of nature are. Therefbeeconsequences of these things
(including our present acts) are not up to us. (maragen, 1983, p16/56)

Here, the explicit emphasis in the argument is ¢esthe conflict between determinism and
our having alternative possibilities in action, andre on the idea that our acts shouldipe
to usif we are to claim them as free. That is, thera shift towards questions about the
ownership and control of action, in the place of ferhaps, just with less emphasis on)
issues of alternative possibilities. To claim ociisaas free, to claim the kind and level of
ownership and control over them that we think catibp@awith our having free will, requires

that these acts are up to us. But the force o€thresequence Argument is to claim that the

14 Since | am using van Inwagen’s argument primddtyexpository purposes, | will ignore the variatioof the
argument presented in van Inwagen (1983). | walbagnore the counterexample developed by McKay and
Johnson (1996), acknowledged by van Inwagen (2880¢ndering his original argument invalid. Van &gen
(2000) offers a repair to the relevant principlatfthe claims, saves the argument; he further sléat others,
including McKay and Johnson themselves, have madiadle similar ‘repairs’. | will not evaluate tbe
claims here — see van Inwagen (2000) for details.
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truth of determinism would make it such that ousare not up to us — not because we do
not feature in the story of these acts at all lmalise, viewed from the right perspective,
they are evidently the consequences of statedaifsaathat took place before we were born,
combined with the laws of nature — neither of wHmbk like things that could possibly be
up to us. This conclusion is similar to the conasiised earlier about ownership and
origination on the basis of a cosmic re-run; bug ffered to us without the machinery of a

thought experiment.

The two arguments from van Inwagen presented ataptire nicely three central themes
running through classical or traditional philosagattidebates about free will: themes of
ownership, control and alternative possibilitieack of these themes was, in turn, evident in
one or more of the reactions to the cosmic re-speement. So far, however, our puzzles
and problems about free will have been framedrmgeof a tension between determinism
and free will. An additional element of the classior traditional debate involves raising the
stakes, or deepening the mystery, by introducimgesalleged problems with indeterminism

into the mix.

Problems with Indeterminism

One version of this tactic involves framing a saggtdilemma where, on either horn, free
will looks to be in trouble. For example, Petertoip offers the following route in to an
appreciation of the traditional problem of freelwil

First, everything that happens in the world is@ittletermined or not. Second, if everything is
determined, there is no free will. For then evertyam would be fixed by earlier events, indeed
events that took place before the actor was bdrindTif on the other hand not everything is
determined, then there is no free will either. ifathis case any given action is either determined,
which is no good, or undetermined. But if what ylmuis undetermined then you are not
controlling it, so it is not an exercise of fredlwi [Clonclusion: there is no free will. (Lipton,
2004, p.89)

This sceptical dilemma combines worries about deateésm already at work in the cosmic
re-run experiment and in the Consequence Arguméghtaxnew worry: that if things don’t
look promising for free will under determinism, thihey don’t look terribly good either if
events in the world are not determined. Specifycdiie claim is that if an action of yours is
not determined, it is undetermined, and that da@’'good news for free will because

undetermined acts are not under your (or anyomeisiyol.

15 And thus, it is presented without the apparergahof being accused of priming or manipulatingimtition
pump’ (to borrow Dennett’s phrase).
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In essence, and leaving technicalities and quatibas aside, Lipton’s (2004) sceptical
dilemma combines an underlying worry in the Consege Argument with an underlying
worry at work in what van Inwagen (1983, 2000) atiters have called thdind argument
against libertarianism. This latter argument castéed as follows:

If indeterminism is to be relevant to the questidrether a given agent has free will, it must be
because the acts of that agent cannot be freesuthie (or perhaps their immediate causal
antecedents) are undetermined. But if an agentssasie undetermined, théowthe agent acts on
a given occasion is a matter of chance. And if hovagent acts is a matter of chance, then the
agent can hardly be said to have free will...[iflagent is faced with a choice between[, for
example,] lying and telling the truth, and if itasnere matter of chanaghich of these things the
agent does, then it cannot be up to the agent wdiittiem he gic) does. (van Inwagen, 2000,
pl10; italics in original)

The conclusion of th#ind argument is stated in terms of things being upstor not, while
Lipton’s dilemma states the problem in terms oftoainbut, at this stage in our discussion,
that difference is not all that important. The eeslult of constructing a sceptical dilemma, or
of combining the Consequence Argument about detesmiwith theMind argument about
indeterminism, is a kind of dual or ‘*hard’ incomipdtsm: free will appears incompatible

with the universe turning out to be deterministiégndeterministic. Our claims to having free

will are, from this perspective, in a lot of troabl

Traditional Positions and Responses

Within the confines of the classical or traditiopailosophical debate about free will, the
positions that emerge in the face of, and in respadaq, these apparent problems and
challenges tend to fall neatly into a relativelganl set of categories. At a fundamental level,
these categories are defined by (i) views abouéexigtence or otherwise of free will in
human agents, and (ii) views on the potential torflict between free will and the possible
truth of a determinist thesis about the world. @Gieer introductory foray into the debate, we

can also consider (iii) views on the compatibibfyfree will and indeterminism.

Views under (ii) break down broadly into compaigiiand incompatibilist positions, since
(historically) questions about compatibilism haeatred on (ii) not (iii). Compatibilists hold
that some form of free will is compatible with ttnath of determinism, whilst
incompatibilists hold that free will and determmisannot coexist in the same universe.
Combining these positions with potential views un@egives us the following taxonomy of

positions within the traditional free will debate:
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* Incompatibilism plus determinism true — ‘hard’ deténists, who hold that because
determinism is true in our world, and because nrgdui free will is not possible in a
deterministic universe, we do not have free will.

* Incompatibilism plus determinism false — libertasawho typically hold that we
have free will, that free will is not compatiblettvithe truth of determinism, and that
the story of how it is that we have free will inves some form of indeterminism in
our choices and action.

» Compatibilism and determinism true (or potentiatlye) — so-called ‘soft’
determinists or, more commonly, compatibilists, wiodd that (at least one or other
variety of) free will that is worth havif@is compatible with the truth of determinism,

and we have such free will

Each of these three major positions — ‘*hard’ deteism, libertarianism and compatibilism —
will be briefly discussed below in terms of its cak promise and its most evident costs
and/or weaknesses. As with the introductory argusneffiered earlier, the objective will be
to provide a rough-and-ready sketch and assessyheath position, rather than a detailed,

nuanced and carefully qualified examination ofrolsiand implications at stake in each case.

‘Hard’ Determinism

So-called ‘*hard’ determinists, being a varietyrefampatibilist, tend to agree with much of
what libertarians want to say about the natureesd fvill, even if only to the point of

agreeing that a libertarian conception of free githe conception of free will that is at stake
in the debat¥. They further tend to agree that a free will vitike kinds of features desired by
libertarians is incompatible with ours being a @nge in which determinism holds true.
Where the hard determinists and libertarians iaéWtpart ways is on the issue of the truth
of determinism: hard determinists think determinisrtrue, at least in the only ways that
matter to the world of humans and their activitielsus we have no free will, all appearances

and beliefs to the contrary notwithstanding.

' To borrow and adapt another phrase of Dennett’s.

"t is not strictly necessary for a compatibilistthink that we have free will. A compatibilist ddwargue for a
variety of free will that is compatible with theuth of determinism while leaving it open (or evenubtful) as to
whether or not human agents qualify as having &aehwill. But then, if the point of the debater(fbose who
are not hard determinists) was to save or defendlaims to having free will in the face of the plems we
have touched on above, it is not clear what thevawbn for such a compatibilist position would tesides
comprising a challenging intellectual exercise.

18 This need not be the case — a hard determinisitrhigld that all notions of free will are deeplgaherent,
and thus not at all worth saving via either coniphst or libertarian strategies.
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Hard determinism is not a popular position, no donlpart because it is a deeply sceptical
position with potentially far-reaching revision@ginsequences for both our self
understanding and for a variety of social practibesh micro and macro in scale. Like many
sceptical positions, however, it is not easily dssad, even while the traditional debate is
dominated by compatibilist and libertarian voidesorder to avoid a protracted discussion
and evaluation of hard determinism, it is thus Wwalisentangling a number of theses, and

dealing with each as economically as possible.

Many of the assumptions made by hard determinsistadeterminism, causality, and laws
of nature are shared with compatibilist positicarsg] so will not be singled out for criticism
here. What marks a position as being one of haelménism is a commitment to (i) a
sceptical or hard incompatibilism about free wathmbined with (ii) determinism. The
commitment to (ii) is more easily open to criticihhan the commitment to (i). Some of our
most respected scientific theories (especiallyghmmcerning quantum phenomena) tell us
that our universe contains real indeterminacyh#t sense, determinism of the global kind
articulated in our earlier thought experiment exading to these theories, literally false. At
some level, then, our best scientific theories ssgthat hard determinists are wrong to claim

that our universe is deterministic.

The hard determinist is likely to respond that deieism is, in some senseye enoughof

the realm of human affairs for the above criticienioe deflected. Quantum micro-
indeterminacies, if there are such things, may aléBettle down into sufficiently
deterministic macro-patterns at levels of matesrganisation relevant to human behaviour.
Moreover, the hard determinist is likely to holatlft is far from obvious how
indeterminacies at the level of microphysics arbawee relevance to the realm of human

action, let alone to securing free will and resjiolesagency.

However reasonable this response may seem, itlmeustuntered that the hard determinist’s
conviction about the truth of determinism, evefestls of phenomena more obviously
relevant to human behaviour, far outstrips any @wi@ that can be offered in defence of such
a position. Our state of knowledge, both empirarad theoretical, in psychology,
neuroscience, and the interdisciplinary sciencabefind in general is simply inadequate to

justify the claim that real (as opposed to epist@nmdeterminism has no place in the
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description and explanation of human actitityAt this level, the hard determinist’s
commitment to determinism has the feel of a proamssote that many feel will not —

perhaps cannot — be delivered®n

It is the hard determinist’'s commitment to a sagdtor ‘hard’ incompatibilism (of the
variety highlighted in the sceptical dilemma we @mnttered earlier) that is more difficult to
dismiss: freedom is incompatible with determinigndindeterminism. This brand of hard
incompatibilism violates not only our intuitionsali the nature of human agency, but also
the phenomenology of being such an agent. Undér swmew, whole swathes of human
experience are rendered illusory and misleadirtgerextreme. Hard determinism thus
typically implies a radical revision of our undenstlings of deliberation, decision, choice and
action, and with these the notions of personalatamd legal responsibility that play a
significant role in structuring the social and gsyiogical world we inhabit. And yet, while
this means that the stakes are high, and whileitldvseenprima faciethat the probability
of such widespread and pervasive error and illugioald be correspondingly low, such
sceptical incompatibilism cannot be dismissed @s¢hgrounds alone.

In the context of introducing the traditional deband its main positions, however, | will for
now set aside sceptical incompatibilism (and, withard determinism) based on the
following strategic considerations. The two traatithl non-sceptical positions on free will
(libertarianism and compatibilism) both try to sdalie phenomenon of free agency, and our
most valued intuitions and beliefs about such agenovays that provide much of the bite
or impetus for engaging in the traditional debatkat is, the debate is strongly driven by
those trying to save the appearance of freedomeda@r, these non-sceptical accounts are
so many and varied that it seems a reasonabladértain) bet that we will be able to save
something of the phenomenon, rather than be fadbde prospect of sceptical and radical

revisionisnf? | will, however, briefly return to the threat séeptical/ hard incompatibilism

19 See van Inwagen (1983); Mele (2006).

2 A flaw that it arguably shares with Eliminative Maalism and its sceptical take on folk psycholagyl folk
psychological explanations.

1| say ‘typically’ because it is possible to arghat we can and/or should maintain certain illusiohagency
because, for example, human agents and societjunidtion better, or with greater cooperation amtige, etc.
if certain illusions of individual freedom and ressibility are sustained.

22 Again, Mele (2006, p202) is helpful here: “Givéme tassumption that compatibilism is true, it isyver
plausible... that human beings sometimes act fremllyase morally responsible for some of what they do
Given the assumption that incompatibilism is trugr, empirical knowledge is not up to the task dflisg the
issue whether it is more credible that there ae &nd morally responsible human agents or theg tire no
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after we have engaged in greater detail with a $awithese positive positions on free

agency?®

Libertarianism

The chief virtue of libertarian positions on fredls that they appear to take our lay notions
of freedom and agency, and the intuitions provdikedeterministic thought experiments,
most seriously. That is, libertarians generallyjkseeaccommodate as much as possible of
what we assume to be true of our agency and ownsobdf freedom into a view of the world
that is free from the apparent tyranny of deterstiaiinevitability. There are many different
libertarian positions, and not all of them emphafsislise the same features of freedom in
action to make their arguments. The apparent \artigeed below are thus not shared by all

accounts.

Most libertarians take very seriously our senserifination for the actions that we
paradigmatically regard as free. Humans, they aagypriginators of sequences of events that
are not predetermined by unfolding patterns anéhshat events in the world. The sense
given to this notion of origination varies on dié@t accounts (e.g. agent-causation accounts,
event-causal accounts, etc), but the essentialrEsatend to be the same. Libertarians object
to a view of the human agent (when acting freetya anere link in a deterministically
unfolding causal chain. Rather, human agents doe &een as originators of causal
sequences not already determined by other causadeatents. This origination is more than
just the ownership of action that tends to be effesn compatibilist accounts — e.g. owning
an action as freely chosen because it is consigtigimour desires. Libertarian origination is,
instead, supposed to capture the sense of spaiytarreativity, and novelty that

accompanies (at least some of) our actions, arelastrong interpretation to our intuition
that our freely chosen acts are ones that woulthaaé come about were it not for this

creativity, novelty and spontaneity.

A second collection of intuitions that libertariaccounts take seriously are those relating to
alternative possibilities in acts that are helthédree. Libertarians take it that our experience

of having a range of choices open to us in a daeisiaking scenario is indicative of real

such agents.” This suggests something of non-sz@pdilemma’ about free agency — on one horn, ek g
compatibilism and, on the other, we get an openigtapquestion; but, either way, we don’t havef&ignt
reason to opt for sceptical incompatibilism.

% See Chapter 5.
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potential for choice amongst possibilities; and theterministic thought experiments like the
cosmic re-run, or the circumstances outlined inGbasequence Argument, are incompatible
with the reality of alternative possible choicesr Ehe libertarian, re-running certain choice
situations would produce, on some occasions, éifteoutcomes despite identical
circumstances. So the libertarian is opposed tadisee that determinism could be true whilst
it is also true that we have real choice amongsdtakernatives. Determinismla a
deterministic thought experiment or the Consequémgement would render the availability
of alternative possibilities an illusion. Libertamns will thus seek to secure the reality of
alternative possibilities, even at a cost of intrcidg indeterminism into the process of

deliberation and choice (I say ‘cost’ because iical comments to follow.)

At a most general level, libertarian positions sdxmst positioned to do justice to the
phenomenology of action and our intuitions aboe fwill by promising a variety of

accounts on which (if the accounts are successtuljree choices are real choices (amongst
real, accessible alternatives) that are reallyoupst(both because of novelty/origination and
the causal indeterminacy of prior conditions). #os reason alone, such positions are

arguably to be preferred to incompatibilist altéives like hard determinism.

However, the cost of all this accommodation camsigeredibly high, depending on the
moves made in attempting to secure freedom of theAwmnumber of stock objections to
various libertarian positions warrant notice hereef if they do not all apply, or apply

equally, to all such positions).

First, in pursuit of a more meaty sense of origoraand ownership than compatibilists might
promise us, libertarians regularly risk replacimg @et of puzzles (about freedom) with
another set of potentially more mysterious theBesexample, strong positions on
origination (such as can be found, for examplehwitertain agent-causation accounts of
free will) raise questions about the interpretépitif actions that emergex nihilg and about
agents who might well be described as unmoved rsoat only do such agents and their
actions create puzzles of psychological interpi@tednd explanation; but (in the absence of
a more general critique of the causal picture eflorld that tends to accompany more
deterministic approaches) these agents threatstiamd outside the general causal order on

which they nevertheless have considerable cautiatirce.
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Such causal puzzles are best highlighted by mantgiane particular tactic used by many
libertarians in presenting the case for freedomamely the introduction of indeterminacy
into volitional processes. As many critics have aekad, it is not clear how adding
indeterminacy to a causal process like volition daranything other thameakerthe link
between an agent, their choices and their ensuitigna’™. Leaving aside questions about
determinism, it seems a not unreasonable prerégdisian action to be the product of a free
will that it first be the product of a wil that is, in at least one sense of the word
‘determined’, a free action must first be an actioat has been determined according to the
will of an agent. And to be determined by the willan agent, as opposed to issuing from
whim or flight of fancy, the action should presunyafiave appropriate relations to the
antecedent psychology of the agent. Adding any anaofundeterminacy into this mixture,
whether in the actual process of deliberation dradoe @ la agent-causation or Searle’s
recent views) or in preceding psychologically fotiveevents’ (a la Kane), seems to

threaten or undermine such links.

Relatedly, certain libertarian accounts may bermec to suggest an unreasonable degree of
autonomy for human agents — specifically, autonasyegards the influences of culture,

personal history, and individual psychology.

A patrticular concern for many would-be defenderf@é will is the amount that is conceded
to hard determinism by the libertarian. On one hamaokst libertarian accounts appear to
imply that it is ultimately the truth or otherwisé determinism that will determine the fate of
our freedom. A particularly stark example of thislohn Searle’s recent take on free3yiih
which he makes it clear that it is up to neurosmeto discover the requisite form(s) of
indeterministic brain process that he envisagéare required for free will — or else... Itis
the ‘or else’ aspect of such a claim that bothemayrdefenders of free will, especially those
of a compatibilist leaning. It is not that sciermasnot be accorded its due place in telling us
how the world really is, perhaps even despite agpeas. It is more that the experience and

social significance of free agency is such thatweeld prefer not to have to wait on the

%4 Here and elsewhere in this thesis, | use pluratigeneutral pronouns in the place of singulardgeed
pronouns, for generic individuals such as the ageder consideration here. | adopt this usage ish wwere
a widely followed convention — both in order to &lthe clumsiness of his/her and she/he locutiagsyell as
because the practice is one way in which issugender are simply avoided altogether, with onlynals
grammatical price to be paid.

% That are, at least in Kane’s case of SFAs, instsoé choice and decision in themselves. See Ghapte

% See, especially, Searle (2001a, 2001b, 2007).
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pronouncements of science before we can decideeoseinse in and degree to which we are
free. Libertarians appear to put great faith inwaeacity of our experience of free will; yet
they make concessions to determinism (in terméafexl incompatibilist convictions) that
seem to concede the possibility that such expezgenould be exposed as illusooyt court
This raising of the stakes in the debate looksdilkkegh price to pay for securing quima
facieintuitions about freedom. Might we not, insteakfer a safer bet of exploring versions
and degrees of freedom that we might lay claim ¢oenor less independently of how the
deterministic chips may fall?

Compatibilism

The answer to this rhetorical question providesi@ges the most reassuring rationale for
pursuing a compatibilist approach to free will € tbea that, if we succeed, we will have
made sense of and secured a place for human femeygo matter what science (or
metaphysics) have to tell us about determinismh@lgh particular compatibilist positions
may require some, and perhaps some quite substaviisions to our ideas about free will,
compatibilismper sepromises to nevertheless secure a meaningful ébrfineedom even in a

deterministic universe.

Moreover, compatibilism promises something thagriérian positions seem to stumble upon
time and again — namely to secure a meaningfubnaf free will based on an appropriate
sense in which the psychology (and other releveatiufes) of the agent (proximally)
determines their actions. Such a determining iatiip is not only plausible on
compatibilism, but is indeecquiredin order that a position be truly compatible wath
globally deterministic causal framework. Thus thisreo need and no room for mysterious
gaps in the causal process, and no possible pueziesthe contribution and role of
indeterministic processes. In fact, a subtle corbjiam, that allows for the universe turning
out to be far less deterministic than our initigwaments and thought experiments assume,
may well need to outline the place of indeterminigithin the framework of human action,

and explain how such indeterminism might constbaihnot undermine free agency.

More generally, compatibilism seems to provide @asgn which the constraints on human
volition and action can be acknowledged and appaitgly emphasised without the constant
fear that recognising such constraints could exposdlusory status of free will. The

complex historical, cultural, social, physiologieald psychological determinants and
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constraints on behaviour are to be accommodatddnnan account that nevertheless makes
evident the various ways in which humansadare not free. In principle, such a complex

and realistic approach to human agency and freegddobe applauded and encouraged.

Compatibilism represents more of a general comnmtprather than a detailed thesis about
determinism, free will, and how precisely the twight fit together. The account of free will
(and of determinism) that emerges within any paldéiccompatibilist project will depend on
the details of the account produced. In this wagisng and critiquing compatibilist
accountsn generalis a challenging exercise. Having just praisedcergain potential virtues
of a compatibilist position, it should be notedtthat all such accounts will share these
virtues to the same degree. Specifically, many @iijist accounts may eventually, for
example, concede too much to determinism (and/scince) and be too willing to live with

a rather anaemic conception of free agency.

Rather than deal with detailed criticisms Kérewill instead comment on what | take to be
some more general problems with compatibilism. Agious place to start is the intense
dissatisfaction that compatibilism has provoked agsb its critics. Kant famously called it a
“wretched subterfuge” and “a petty word-jugglerikapnt, 1788/2010, p96), as in the quote
below:

This is a wretched subterfuge with which some pessuill let themselves be put off, and so think
they have solved, with a petty word-jugglery, tdéficult problem, at the solution of which
centuries have laboured in vain, and which carefoeg scarcely be found so completely on the
surface. (Kant, 1788/2010, p96)

The particular word juggling subterfuge that Kantaferring to here is the idea of settling for
a mere “comparative notion of freedom” in the fat¢he threat posed by determinism:

According to this, that is sometimes called a &Hect, the determining physical cause of which
lies within the acting thing itself, e.g., that whia projectile performs when it is in free motion,
which case we use the word freedom, because vihdéni flight it is not urged by anything
external; or as we call the motion of a clock fre&tion, because it moves its hands itself, which
therefore do not require to be pushed by exteorakf so although the actions of man are
necessarily determined by causes which precedm@ e yet call them free, because these
causes are ideas produced by our own facultieselih@lesires are evoked on occasion of
circumstances, and hence actions are wrought doga@our own pleasure. (Kant, 1788/2010,
p96)

One gets the sense that, for Kant, this strategwlbs$tituting real freedom for mere

comparative ‘freedom’ is so woefully inadequate angerficial as an attempt to grapple

27 As we will see below, | intend to evaluate thegpects for compatibilism in Chapter 3, and develserious
challenge to it in Chapter 4.
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with the problems posed by determinism that heutsaged and deeply offended on behalf of

all those who have struggled and laboured in vaigenerate proper solutions.

The brand of compatibilism that Kant is most obgiguargeting here is the variety that
emphasiseregativefreedomé&® — freedom from various constraints and compulsiéos
Kant, suchmerecomparative freedom cannot be adequate to esbapbreat to freedom
posed by our actions being “a necessary resulteofietermining causes in preceding time”
(Kant, 1788/2010, p96). But it is not just a negattonception of freedom to which Kant is
objecting, not merely the absence of external cdsigu or constraint that is insufficient to
the task at hand. For Kant, it seems, no amouimt@fal deliberation and judgement, or
facts about the internal generation of action, @ddad up to the task of securing freedom in
the face of a backward-extending chain of necdssitaetermining causes:

“...it matters not that these are internal; it metnot that they have a psychological and
not a mechanical causality...; they are still datemg principles of the causality of a
being whose existence is determinable in time,thacefore under the necessitation of
conditions of past time, which therefore, whenghbbject has to act, are no longer in his
(sic) power” (Kant, 1788/2010, p97).

Leaving aside some of the more peculiarly Kanteaminology (and preoccupations), Kant’s
objection seems simple enough: whatever compatibibffers, however much it locates and
highlights processes internal to the agent, andeewmuch it succeeds in establishing and
contrasting a distinctively psychological mode afisation with other merely physical,
mechanical modes, yet still what we will have hain of causation extending backwards in
time that necessitates any given action of thetagenh that the principles of causality at
work when the agent acts cannot be said to beeirfipower. The challenges posed by
determinism are not to be so easily avofdeotherwise (as Kant reminds us) the puzzles are

hardly likely to have survived so long.

Moving on a century or so, James famously rebrardetpatibilism as ‘soft’ determinism,
and proclaimed it a “quagmire of evasion”. Moredfically:

...we have aoftdeterminism that abhors harsh words, and, repudiétality,
necessity, and even predetermination, says thegatsname is freedom; for freedom is
only necessity understood, and bondage to the sighélentical with true freedom...

8 gee Chapter 3 below for a discussion of compiatitribnceptions of negative freedom/s.

2 As per my earlier footnote, the non-gendered plumanoun is my preferred method for stating geruastral
claims, even for single subjects (as in this cdse)l take it that, from this point on, any graratical oddities
arising from the mix of single subjects and plyainouns have been adequately explained.

% This is not to suggest that the work of constng-tiny given compatibilist account is easy. Ihis t
overarching logic of the compatibilist ‘move’ oidgstep’ that is being put forward as ‘petty woudglery’.
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Now, all this is a quagmire of evasion under witloda real issue of fact has been entirely
smothered. Freedom in all these senses presergl/simproblem at all. No matter what
the soft determinist mean by it, - whether sie)(mean the acting without external
constraint; whether he mean the acting rightlywbether he mean the acquiescing in the
law of the whole, - who cannot answer him that siomes we are free and sometimes we
are not? (James, 1897/2006, p149)

Once again, not unlike Kant, James here appedms tpite fundamentally unsatisfied with
the primary compatibilist move of sidestepping dqioes about determinism. The types or
senses of freedom that the compatibilist/ softrdetast would like to tell us about are, for
James, simply not problems for us to be troublimfy \Whe compatibilist can have these

freedoms, and still the fundamental puzzles andties about freedom and determinism

remain.

Rather than continuing this review of famous csitamd their dissatisfaction with
compatibilism, let us instead note that a simitamaession to compatibilist notions of
freedom was made in van Inwagen’s (1975) settingfups ‘main’ argument for

incompatibilism. Recall that, in the case of outgaJ, we were to allow that:

...was unbound, uninjured, and free from paralys$iat he decided not to raise his hand anly
after a period of calm, rational, and relevant lwiiation; that he had not been subjected to any
‘pressure’ to decide one way or the other abouttinginal's death; that he was not under the
influence of drugs, hypnosis, or anything of that;sand finally, that there was no element in his
deliberations that would have been of any speaigrést to a student of abnormal psychology.
(van Inwagen, 1975, p191)

What is this except a long and, one assumes, noteaious list of external and internal
conditions for agency — freedoms of a sort, as $asaems willing to call them — that all
sides to the debate can agree must be in placesb&écan begin to ponder whether or not,

in the face of determinism, agents likean be said to be acting freely?

This kind of deep and fundamental dissatisfacticth wompatibilism is the obvious converse
to the dissatisfaction that non-libertarians fded#t the prospects for securing free agency by
somehow adding indeterminism into moments of vaiitiBut the libertarian critic of
compatibilism is likely to point out that at ledley (the libertarians) are taking seriously the
problem posed by determinism, and are grappling thié resulting puzzles and challenges
that arise from trying to break the hold of the kvaard-extending chain of causality
highlighted by Kant, van Inwagen, Lipton, and sagnathers. From this perspective, the
compatibilist response represents a failure to askedge that there is a problem, even if

everyone else thinks there is.
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The critics’ dissatisfaction is not limited to thempatibilist refusal to see significant
problems arising out of the backward-extending cledinecessitating causation. Non-
compatibilists tend to be equally discontent with tompatibilist attitude towards alternative
possibilities where, at best, these are interpratexdg conditional lines such that (again, as
far as critics are concerned) the puzzles arisioig fdeterminism are not given their full
force or, at worst, alternative possibilities gpedifically deniedany special significande

For most non-compatibilist believers in free whilving alternative possibilities means
having real, accessible, open, branching pathshoice and action extending into the future.
On determinism, that future is unique, fixed andlterable without going back to the initial
conditions of the universe, or altering the lawglysics. As James put it, in typically
evocative terms, determinism:

...professes that those parts of the universe alriEadylown absolutely decree what the
other parts shall be. The future has no ambiguossibilities hidden within its womb:
the part we call the present is compatible wittyamle totality. Any other future
complement than the one fixed from eternity is isgble. (James, 1897/2006, p150)

As James puts it a little later in his lecture daterminism there is necessity and
impossibility and nothing else. For the criticgstls the appropriate perspective from which
to think about alternative possibilities in relatito determinism and, therefore, tieghe
problem of free will, at least viewed through tked of issues of alternative possibilities.
Such critics find the compatibilist suggestion tbanditional readings of alternative

possibilities can make this problem go away deapbatisfactory.

The State of Play: Stalemate

The above should serve adequately as an overvigheddasic positions in the classical or
traditional debate. It is, as far as philosophd=ates go, a relatively highly charged affair
where the stakes are high: these are not merebtiqne of metaphysics and philosophy of
mind, but questions about, and with potential igdions for, ethics, law, politics, education,

and, most generally, our conceptions of ourselgeselves and agents.

31 Compatibilist views on alternative possibilitiéscluding Frankfurtian and Dennettian attemptseéaydtheir
significance, will be discussed in detail in Chagle

32 Neither the critic nor anyone else need find noi@an what compatibilists have to say in their ditional
accounts. The critic is just not convinced thatthimg could be said along these lines that wiletakoper
cognisance of the original problem.
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What, then, can we say about the state of plalyariraditional debate in advance of
exploring the questions posed earlier about therpay between free agency and
psychology>? Writing in 1986, Thomas Nagel admitted to chagdiis mind every time he
thought about the problem of free will, and asskettat nothing that might resemble a
solution to the problem had yet been propd$ekhis combination of a philosopher’s
confession with a blunt and pessimistic assessofdéhe state of play tells us, I think, two
important things about the traditional debate alb@# will. First, the problem (and the
resulting debate) seems to involve a deep cogriision that, for mariy, has something

like the effect of the transition between differgestalts in an ambiguous figure. Second, it is
easily possible to feel and pronounce profoundaditsimction withall the apparent options
and extant positions in the debate without thisatisfaction being motivated by excessive
scepticismt. With the exception of a small minority of hardefeinists, everyone agrees
that we have free will, but many just don’t knowatlhey can sensibly and consistently say

about it.

The deep cognitive tension just mentioned is Wieltrated in form, if not necessarily in
content, by Kant's presentation of the Third Antmpof Pure Reason in tiritique of Pure
ReasonThe thesis of freedom is presented (physicallypgside the antithesis that would
deny the existence of freedom and only allow caoisah accordance with the laws of
nature, as are the proofs offered for each, anddghenents that folloW. It is as much in this
physical presentation of the antinomy as in anglalse that Kant says about it (and the
other antinomies of pure reason) that we are bemguraged to acknowledge the pull of
each — the seeming inevitability of each — in dismntradistinction to each other. We must
somehow be committed to thesis and antithesiseagdme time, and yet we cannot see how

this could be.

% That is, the questions: (i) What place does awndilshfree agency have in Psychology? and (i) Witate do
and should psychological views on agency, includieg agency, have in a more philosophical debateita
free will?

3| quote Nagel (1986) directly, and more extensiveh these issues in Chapter 4.

% | say ‘for many’ because there are those commijiaticipants to the debate for whom the tensidescribe
has been somehow resolved — they no longer festlarowledge the pull of the alternative perspediiestalt)
one can take on the problem.

% perhaps consciousness represents one rival taviider generating philosophical pessimism in tigsence
of scepticism. Here, for example, is Fodor’'s agsess of the state of consciousness studies inahg 80s:
“Nobody has the slightest idea how anything maktedald be conscious. Nobody even knows what it levdne
like to have the slightest idea about how anytmiragerial could be conscious. So much for the pbpby of
consciousness” (Fodor, 1992, p5).

37| suspect the presentation varies in differenti@us, but my understanding is that the presentaifcthesis
and antithesis in parallel columns of texts is Kaimtended format of presentation. See, for examphges
405-411 of Kant (1781/1787/2007).
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Nagel’'s confession to changing his mind every tiraawells on the problem of free will can
equally be understood as a tension between two ellingy indeed apparently necessary
perspectives, as in my gesture towards shiftsarptrception of ambiguous figures. The
problem of free will in the face of determinismaigguably best appreciated from a global
(even universal) perspective: cosmic re-runs, chafrcausation extending back to before
one’s birth (or to the big bang), a universe witle @and only one path into the future. An
obvious antithesis here is one best appreciatadraich more local, individual level. At the
level of our experience of own agency, especiallthe space of choice and impending
decision, it seems obvious, compelling, beyond toieshat thingsare up to us, and ripe

with possibilities, in ways that have somehow dpssgyed from view at the global
perspective — much as the vase disappears as W perceptual gestalts to the two faces in
the Rubin vase/face figure. As a Kantian mightipwas agents we cannot but act under the
idea of freedorf.

As should be clear at this point in our discussibris, deep tension, framed in this manner,
motivates different responses amongst participaritse debate. Libertarians find the
antithesis compelling and so, in so far as thew\lee truth of the thesis as incompatible
with the antithesis, they reject the thesis ané @k the burden of making sense of free will
while rejecting determinism. Compatibilists alsodithe antithesis compelling, but seek to

account for its truth in ways that resolve any appaconflict with the thesis.

At the same time, compatibilists and hard deterstsnjor sceptical incompatibilists) reject
the libertarian move by pointing to a differentdiof deep cognitive tension at play in the
debate: the tension highlighted in the sceptidahaiina discussed earlier (Lipton, 2004).
From this perspective, the libertarian is claimethidve nowhere to go since the only
alternative is indeterminism, and the undetermiagd of an indeterministic form of agency

are rejected as candidates for securing an adegease in which things could be up to us.

The result of these deep cognitive tensions — tdesp metaphysical tensions — is, | think, a
stalemate. It is a stalemate that is not necegsaflected (either historically or
contemporarily) in the numbers of thinkers who nbiglaim allegiance to one or other of the

¥ See, for example, Allison (1990).
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main positions in the debate — in the absencetaildd survey data, it seems fair to say that
hard determinism is represented by a very smalbritiy while compatibilism probably
enjoys a comfortable majority (especially in thedam era), perhaps almost to the point of
orthodoxy in late 28/ early 2£' century Anglo-American philosopffy But, certainly, it is a
stalemate in terms of any decisive, widely acceptedle to promote or undermine either of
the two primary positive positions (compatibilismddibertarianism). It is this stalemate that,

arguably, both underpins and is so well capturetllagel’s frank confession.

Prospects for Movement, Prospects for Change

Diagnosing a stalemate in the traditional debateifvee will is, on the surface, a
pessimistic if unsurprising evaluation based ondbresiderations and arguments touched on
thus far. But pessimistic evaluations, in the cengé this brief introduction and assessment
of the debate, are useful to highlight because kedty provide a dual motivation for the
current project: (a) they motivate a revisitingloé contemporary debate in order to evaluate
the prospects for movement and progress, givena@vents over the last ten to twenty
years; and (b) depending on the outcome of (ay, itieey motivate a search for fresh
perspectives, data and arguments that could pronaement, the promise of progress,
and/or (at the very least) directions for reseantliree agency that have tended to be
neglected within the parameters and constraintsadftion. In broad terms, it is the
challenges pointed to in (a) and (b) that thisgubjntends to take up.

In Part I, | take up the task pointed to in (agaging with certain significant parts of the
traditional debate over the last two decades, tupkor signs of movement beyond the
stalemate sketched above. | begin (in Chapter 2pbgidering the work of Robert Kdfle
whose attempts to develop an event-causal bralioeofarianism have done much to revive
interest in positive/ constructive incompatibilstcounts of free will — perhaps most notably
because his event-causal account, his occasionaiignmegard to the critical events that he
thinks might secure an agent’s ‘Ultimate Respofigthiand the general clarity and
transparency of his account, have done much teelbikp air of mystery so often encountered
surrounding the crucial parts of agent-causal fédsean accounts. | defend Kane against the

critique of his work developed in Dennett’s (2063¢edom Evolvesn part because | think

39 See Nichols (2007) for an interesting take orride of compatibilism, and a quantitative approtcthe
history of philosophy.
0 See especially Kane (1996, 2002a).
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that Kane’s account cannot be easily dismissethercharge of ‘chance is just chance’ that
compatibilist thinkers (in particular) are so fomidemploying against libertariafts

However, in my own critical assessment of Kanegua that he has not done enough to
persuade us of undetermined Self-forming ActiorfsAS, and conclude that the
compatibilist suspicion about the problems thaeafiom inserting indeterminism into

critical moments of volition appears largely cotrec

In Chapter 3, I turn to the difficult task of evating the prospects for compatibilism —
difficult because, unlike the relatively clear dimin between agent- and event-causal
accounts under libertarianism, it is much moreicift to propose a neat taxonomy of
compatibilist accounts that would help simplify bohe presentation and evaluation of
contemporary compatibilist thinkifig Nevertheless, | argue that there is much goosestn
be found in aspects of compatibilist thinking abagéncy and volition, especially as long as
one is focussed on the more local level of how @®and actions relate to and flow from the
character and psychology of the agent. | conclbhdechapter by noting a number of lingering
guestions and concerns about which non-compat#iisght remain uneasy.

The real work of evaluating the prospects for catibbgesm, however, is done in Chapter 4,
where | consider, develop and defend an argumeret t@Mele, 2006) — the zygote argument
— against compatibilism as an adequate accoumeefdgency. As already flagged in our
introductory discussions of compatibilism, detensim and free will, the real threat posed by
determinism is best seen at a global level. Inressehe zygote argument is an attempt to
expose or reframe the difficulties posed by glaleerminism, about which a committed
compatibilist is evidently unconcerned, through aldéition ofmanipulationof an agent that
(if the argument is successful) respects notioroipatibilist freedom and autonomy. |
defend the zygote argument against a series of atibilst objections and replies, and
conclude that compatibilism fails because it alldles possibility of agent manipulation
despite an agent being able to lay claim to corbpigti freedom. The incompatibilist
suspicion that one cannot secure freedom in a tsewghere determinism reigns also, then,

turns out to be correct. This concludes Part hefthesis.

*I That is, the ideas about chance, randomness deteiminism typically at work in the thinking bedithe
Mind argument discussed above.

“2 For example, as we will see in what follows, oma distinguish ‘structural’ and ‘genetic’ compalitti
accounts, but the differences in their synchronit diachronic emphases need not translate interdiftes in,
say, their views on alternative possibilities.
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| begin Part Il by revisiting the diagnosis of tineditional debate developed in this
introduction, and argue that the stalemate destiabéhe outset looks more like a chronic
and unproductive impasse in the light of the fatuof Kane’s event-causal libertarianism, as
well as the autonomy-focussed brand of compatihilisrgeted in the zygote argunint
There are insights to be had on either side regaitlie nature of human agency, but those

insights are enslaved to and constrained by thielgmospace of the traditional debate.

Thus, in Chapter 5, | propose setting aside thedrmork of the traditional debate in order to
consider questions about free agency through amalive set of lenses. There are issues
raised by both sides of the traditional debate diegerve our attention, and the state of
impasse and stalemate makes the prospect of stidbeaddressing these concerns seem
dim. My proposal, adverted to earlier in this imluation, is that we look to the psychological
literature to help both in reframing the key issirethe debate, as well as in generating
movement and progress towards a more empiricalgrimed, but also philosophically and
theoretically defensible account of free agencye &mpirical literature stemming from
psychology and allied sciences of the mind may hslpgluminate some of the key concerns
about free agency that are at stake in the trawditidebate while also pointing to avenues we
could explore to address these concerns, even dons® without resolving the traditional

debate itself.

The alternative perspective | propose involves midifeg our free agency against the claim
that we might be some kind Afjent Automatonhilst at the same time resisting the threat
(or temptation) of securing our claims to freedoyrpbesenting ourselves as variants of
Hyper-reflective, Hyper-rational Agent&/e do not need a thesis of global determinism in
order to pose and appreciate threats to our clafrfree agency — empirically-inspired claims
about automaticity, the timing of conscious intenfiand puzzles and illusions of conscious
willing are both locahnd sufficient for us to appreciate potential threatsur claims of
agency, independent of any convictions about detésm/ indeterminism and
compatibilism/ incompatibilism. That is, some haweed to the empirical sciences to

suggest that we may be much more Bigent Automatonthan is consistent with an idea of

“3 While the zygote argument, as we will see, doesgtrongly on autonomy-based compatibilist actun
there is good reason to think that it can generdtizess-demanding compatibilist accounts, esfhgcia
structural/ hierarchical accounts.
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ourselves affee agentsand these threats require a response irrespedtee’s libertarian

or compatibilist leaningé. And yet, since the challenge posed more or lessacross the
lines of the traditional debate, it is not cleattthe traditional camps within that debate are
well positioned to respond to the challenge. Walrteday claim to our status as free agents
with something more than, and something more eogliyi nuanced than, moments of agent-
causation, SFAs, or reason-sensitive agency. Shigeifirst context in which Psychology
and allied empirical sciences of the mind promissh perspective on questions about free

will.

At the same time, certain philosophically- and emoplly-inspired insights into the nature of
real-world conscious, reflective, deliberative agejointly warn against grounding our
response in claims about reflective rational ageghay cannot be sustained in the light of the
facts. If we are to wrest claims of ownership aadtool of our lives as agents back from the
sceptics who would portray us Agent Automatonsve dare not risk doing so by suggesting
that we are, or that we aspire to bigper-reflective, Hyper-rational Agent$his is a second
context in which the empirical study of the mindlagency provides fresh perspective on
both the nature of, and constraints on, our ageéntat we need are directions for exploring
and articulating the form/s that our real-worldsien of conscious self-governance might
take while steering clear of these extremes. Herénd a third context in which Psychology
and its allied disciplines promise not only fregngpective but also positive avenues for
constructing accounts of free agency that move dveawy classic libertarian and

compatibilist frameworks and desiderata.

In pursuing these goals in Part Il, | begin (in Giea 6) by laying out the alleged threats to
free agency posed by empirical work on automatititg timing of conscious intention, and
illusions of conscious willing. While some share oonviction that psychology and
psychological research might allow us to make pFsgin our attempts to make sense of
agency and freedom, there are others within ansidribf psychology who think some of its
results make free agency seem more unlikely thatradi arguments about freedom and
determinism. The experiments and data discuss€thapter 6 have been used to pose just

such sceptical arguments about our agency. Thetogedognise and respond to these data

4| take it that hard determinists are unlikely ®tbo concerned about the claim that we are aggabetons —
this just adds more (empirical) grist to their mill
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and arguments forms a significant part of my caseléveloping a more psychologically-

informed account of agency.

In Chapter 7, | begin responding to these emplsidaised sceptical arguments with a few
significant correctives and clarifications that ive diffuse at least some of the apparent
threat to our agency. However, the central questiaised by the sceptical arguments of
Chapter 6 involve issues obntrol, and these cannot be adequately addressed ondegpo
to without considering in some depth the varietied forms of control that we might find, as
a matter of empirical fact, in complex biologicgsgems like human bodies. This task is

taken up at length in Chapter 8.

While Chapter 8 argues that we should expect whrinultiple forms and systems of control
at work in human agents, including a variety ofafgralised and distributed systems of
control, we nevertheless do make claims as toigmfisance of distinctively human forms

of control — specifically, conscious control — ower lives, and these claims are critical to
our free agency. In pursuit of a realistic and emogily-informed account of such self-
governance might look like, Chapter 9 begins tasktoy (perhaps paradoxically) sounding a
number of cautions about avenues we should avsidnie fall for the trap of claiming and/or

aspiring to be hyper-rational, hyper-reflective age

With these cautions in mind, Chapter 10 takes egptbsitive challenge of exploring less-
travelled avenues down which we might seek to ttaé distinctively human forms of
generation, ownership and control of action thatise and justify our claims of free agency.
Specifically, | examinémaginationand variougxternalisecaspects of mind as promising
spaces in which to explore, locate and defend fsigimt degrees of freedom in human
agency. | also bring the discussion full-circletbliging up a challenge raised in Chapter 5 by
those who remain committed to the framework oftthditional debate — namely, the
guestion of where (given the incompatibilism imgligy my arguments of Chapter 4) | think
indeterminism might fit into an account of humaeefragency, given my rejection of

traditional libertarian attempts to insert it immments of volitiof?.

> More precisely, | expand on and defend my speigelgroposal in Chapter 10, having outlined itésponse
to the challenge when it was first raised in Chapte
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Finally, Chapter 11 summarises the conclusionscantributions of each chapter, of Parts |
and Il as significant portions of the whole, andhaf thesis as a whole, before
(re-)advertising what | take to be the most prongsavenues for further work stemming

from the arguments and claims of the current ptojec



Chapter 2

A New Voice for Indeterminism: Kane’s Account of Ee Will

The introductory discussions of the previous chagiiggest that the topography of the free
will debate within philosophy is a relatively widaversed and mapped-out landscape,
populated by and organised into a stalemate of fi@eions without much obvious prospect
for movement. Yet the diagnosis of a stalemate @@ made or maintained simply on
historical grounds using well-worn arguments trandt necessarily address themselves to
the details of particular extant accounts. It ishte task of a more detailed examination that

we must, therefore, now turn.

As | indicated in the Introduction, Robert Kane’srwin developing a strong and clear
event-causal libertarian account of free will heguably done much to revive interest in
positive incompatibilist accounts of free agencis elvent-causal approach is less mysterious
than the agent-causal accounts offered by manjsditertarian counterpaffs and his
occasionalism regarding the frequency of his residity-grounding self-forming actions
makes it such that there is less indeterminisnettobnd in his overall picture of the free
human agefif. Evaluating his account therefore presents perbapbest opportunity to

judge the prospects for progress within traditidiedrtarianism.

| begin the chapter by outlining the important dstaf Kane’s account. | then present Daniel
Dennett’'s extended critique of Kane in his 2003kbreedom Evolvesand defend Kane
against the bulk of Dennett’s criticisms. Finallglevelop my own argument against Kane’s
account, specifically claiming that his indetermstida moments of causal regress-stopping
within self-forming actions (SFAs) cannot do therkwbe needs them to do in distinguishing
genuine SFAs from non-SFAs. Despite a valiant gffus attempt to secure a libertarian
account of free will by inserting indeterminismdrthese special moments of self-forming

choice fails.

“° See, for example, Clarke (2003a, 2003b) and O'Go(995a, 2000).
*" The significance of this occasionalism is discdssedue course below.
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Ultimacy, Ownership, and Self-Forming Actions

The emphasis in Kane's the8tys, from the outset, on notions of creativity gimation,
ownership, and associated notions of responsibilitg can see this clearly in his preferred
definition of free will:

[Free will] I define as “the power to be the ultimareator and sustainer of one’s own ends and
purposes.” (Kane, 2002a, p.223)

It is also worth noting the emphasis that has p&red on ends and purposes. While ends
and purposes must clearly be manifest in choiceaatidn, Kane'’s initial emphasis is on the
creation and sustaining of ends and purposes. Asillveee, this shift of emphasis from

choice and action to responsibility for ends angppses will do a fair amount of work within

the theory.

This shift in emphasis is again evident in the Wat Kane sets up his account in contrast to
much that has been written in the incompatibitiatlition. In particular, Kane holds that the
condition of alternative possibilities (AP) typibaemphasised by incompatibilists, and the
source of some of the most long-standing arguniegtiseen incompatibilists and their
compatibilist opponents, is insufficient to makeaae for the incompatibility of free will

with determinism. Instead, Kane offers us his cboadiof ultimate responsibility (UR) as the
crucial principle at stake in the argument betweampatibilism and incompatibilism:

The basic idea [behind the condition of ultimatgpansibility or UR] is this: to be ultimately
responsible for an action, an agent must be regiglerfer anything that is a sufficient reason
(condition, cause or motive) for the action’s ocig. If, for example, a choice issues from, and
can be sufficiently explained by, an agent’s chi@raand motives (together with background
conditions), then to beltimatelyresponsible for the choice, the agent must beast lin part
responsible by virtue of choices or actions volthtgerformed in the past for having the
character and motives he or she now has. (Kana2@0224)

We can immediately see, in the formulation of URttKane is making room for the
possibility that any given choice may be sufficlgmxplained — and, in this sense,
determined — by an agent’s character and motivgether with various relevant background
conditions. That is, his indeterminist theory appes the outset to have shifted focus from
any and all choices (where we might ask in evesg @bout the availability of alternative
possibilities) to some subset of “choices and astiwoluntarily performed in the past” that

“8 | use Kane (2002a) as my primary source becaubethfits clarity of presentation, as well as beesiti
reflects a version of his account that has beepeshhy responses to Kane (1996).
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played some significant role in establishing améigecharacter and motives, and (if Kane’s

account is to succeed) for which we can attacheaiapkind of responsibilify/.

Kane thus thinks that UR should be the focal pofrthe argument between compatibilists
and incompatibilists. But compatibilists are clgan the business of providing accounts of
how responsibility of the right kind can be attadhe choices and actions in the right way so
that agents become responsible for acts of their fose will in a context where determinism
holds sway. So Kane needs to say something mord &k, and how it functions within his
theory to produce a substantive clash betweenrdetesm and free will — an argument that
traces the source of incompatibility to somethitigeo than a general problem about the
availability of alternative possibilities. The cavethe argument for incompatibility becomes
something like the following:

If agents must be responsible to some degree fdhiag that is a sufficient cause or motive for
their actions, an impossible infinite regress dftf@ctions would be required unless some actions
in the agent’s life history (SFAs [Self Forming Axsts/ Self Forming Choices]) did not have
either sufficient causes or motives (and hence wedetermined). (Kane, 2002a, p.225)

As Kane acknowledges, this line of argument in taiees serious difficulties about, for
example, how we can talk of free and responsikierEwhen these actions are said to lack,
in some significant sense, either sufficient causesotives. He further thinks that
incompatibilists are charged with the task of expig how such actions can be
accommodated in the natural order of things. Thtairclaim, however, is simply that this is
where the significant work must be done, rathen gherpetuating a stalemate in the debate

about alternative possibilities.

The focal issue has thus now shifted to one of twoget the buck to stop with the agent
without conceding that all such character-formihgices and actions adeterminedy who

the agent is and what they do, and yet despitdabisof determination of character

formation, the whole thing is nevertheless stif) to us’ in some significant sense. The issues
involved comprise what Kane calls the ‘intelligibylquestion’: if free will is not compatible
with determinism, how is it any more compatiblehwitdeterminism? As noted in my
introductory survey of the terrain of the traditbfree will debate, a central problem for

indeterminism has always been the problem of emigihow the addition of indeterminism

“9 By limiting the need to posit special momentsrafdterminism to a subset of choice situations, Kane
favouring what | have been calling an ‘occasionatisand of libertarianism; whereas agent-causertiarians,
and Searle’s (2001a, 2001b, 2007) recent advocaanfindeterministic account of freedom, tendee s
indeterminacy as a regular feature of choice sanat
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into the mix of character, motivation, deliberatemd choice can make for action that is
more, and more freely, the product of the agenifls Kane has a rather low, and candidly
expressed, opinion of incompatibilist or libertar@ttempts to address what he calls the
intelligibility question.

Realizing that free will cannot merely be indetarisin or chance, they [libertarians] have
appealed to various obscure or mysterious fornagehcy or causation to make up the
difference... Many...respectable philosophers contiouaelieve that only some sort of appeal to
mind/ body dualism can make sense of free will...[JAth@ most popular appeal among
philosophers today is to a special kindagent- or immanent causatidhat cannot be explained

in terms of the ordinary modes of causation in geafevents familiar to science... | call these
familiar libertarian strategies for making senséreé will “extra factor” strategies. (Kane, 2002a,
pp.226-227, italics in original)

Kane thinks that libertarians would be on much &rrmground if their theories were
constrained, from the point of view of ontology,exactly the same kinds of entities, states
and processes that need to be posited in comjisttéxdicounts. Rather than postulating causal
factors and modes of causation that are not toled elsewhere in science, Kane is going to
make a thorough go of producing an indeterminisbaat that draws, as far as possible, on
what we already know about the world describeddgrge. In this sense, at least, it will be a

naturalistictheory of free will that is nevertheless libergarin its outlook and conclusions.

As already intimated above, one of Kane’s mostigant departures from the indeterminist
tradition — one that allows him a special concesstocompatibilists — is that he does not
require indeterminism for every action, or in eviergtance of choice.

...[llndeterminism does not have to be involved iraats done “of our own free wills” for which
we are ultimately responsible... Not all such acteehta be undetermined, but only those by
which we made ourselves into the kinds of persomsitg, namely “self-forming actions” or
SFAs...[T]hese undetermined self-forming actions BASoccur at those difficult times of life
when we are torn between competing visions of weashould do or become. (Kane, 2002a,
pp.227-8)

Identifying self-forming actions and choices asyombkubset of (potentially infrequent, if not
rare) events in an agent’s life in which indeterismm needs to play a role has a number of
important implications. First, while Kane is, bystdwn admission, as committed as any other
indeterminist to it turning out (empirically) to liee case the relevant kind of indeterminism
required by his theory is in fact to be found ie thorld (specifically, in the functioning of

the brain and body), his theory will require coresably less indeterminism than is required
by most other libertarian or indeterminist theorikgent-causal theorists who postulate a
special kind of agent-causation in most if notredtances of human choice and action will

require just that many ‘gaps’ in the explanatooyiss that can be told in terms of the
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‘ordinary modes of causation’ encountered elsewhreseience. John Searle, in his recent
indeterminist forays into the free will deb3teacknowledges that his account requires
neuroscience to find the relevant and frequentterdanistic gaps in neural functioning that
will make space for, or map onto, the numerous ¢jagishis phenomenologically-driven
account seems to point to. Kane, by contrast, reg@omething of a smattering of genuinely

undetermined life choices for which we need to fiedl indeterminacy in the world.

A second related implication is that Kane is ndéhg an account of free will that attaches
indeterminism to the phenomenology of deliberatmmice and actiom general The
account does not, it seems, offer anything obvibaswe might use texplain for example,
the ‘gappiness’ that Searle sees as the centrirexpda in his account of rational agency
and free wilt*. Kane will talk about deliberation, conflicting mtion, and effort; but while
these may be of quite general relevance to humbiiowoand action, Kane’s theory only

locates a significant role for indeterminism in SFA

A third implication, anticipated in my comments ldane’s principle UR, is that Kane can
explicitly allow for important life choices beirdpterminedy an agent’s character and
motivational set without running into the kindspsbblems that other libertarians might
encounter. Kane specifically discusses Dennetésmpte of Martin Luther proclaiming
“Here | stand. | can do no other” when he refusecetant his heretical views. Libertarians
who see indeterminism everywhere in human choim&, @ whose theories require
alternative possibilities for any given actiontifd to qualify as free, are justifiably
uncomfortable when confronted with this kind of&aBut the case presents no problem for
Kane — at least as long as he can say something abdetermined SFAs in Luther’s life
history that can ground an attribution of ultimegsponsibility. More generally, Kane’s
account allows that ‘snap’ decisions and choicedawathout deliberation can sensibly
qualify as acts of the agent’s free will, againcomdition that such choices issue from a
character and motivational set that is appropyagedbunded in undetermined SFAs.

As is becoming clear, it is these self-forming @es and choices that form the centrepiece of

Kane’s theory. We need to be very clear on exaetisit Kane thinks is going on when an

0 See Searle (20014, 2001b, 2007).
*Libid.



Chapter 2 35

agent finds themselves in one of these speciakkifidhoice situations. His description is as
follows:

There is tension and uncertainty in our minds aldnét to do at such times, | suggest, that is
reflected in appropriate regions of our brains lmvement away from thermodynamic

equilibrium — in short, a kind of “stirring up ohaos” in the brain that makes it sensitive to
microindeterminacies at the neuronal level. Thesuwainty and inner tension we feel at such soul-
searching moments of self-formation is thus reéidah the indeterminacy of our neural processes
themselves. What is experienced internally as taicgy then corresponds physically to the
opening up of a window of opportunity that tempdyascreens off complete determination by
influences of the past. (Kane, 2002a, p.228)

We are asked, then, to think of choice situationshich we face a conflict of motivation,
characterised by tension and uncertainty abouthwtil@ction or path we should take.
Kane’s proposal is that this tension, conflict amdertainty is, in some way, echoed at a
neural level in a “stirring up of chaos” that makles brain sensitive to microindeterminacies
— i.e. quantum indeterminacies — somehow amplifigtie non-linear dynamics of the
functioning brain. We will return to the role plad/by quantum indeterminacy and the
mathematics of chaos in due course. For the momenteed to get more clarity on the kind
of choice situation an agent might be facing whemfronted with one of these special

opportunities for self-forming choice and action.

Kane’s favoured example is that of a businesswomalking her way to work where she has
an important meeting to attend. On her way, sheesges an assault taking place in an alley
leading off the street she is walking along. Kaslesaus to imagine her conscience or moral
convictions inclining her to stop and, at leasl, fca help; whereas her career ambitions and
commitments to her work tell her that she cannaisithhe meeting. If she stops, she will be
late for the meeting; if she waits till she gethé&r office to make a phone call for help, she is
unlikely to be of much assistance to the assaatimi Her options, in terms of action, are
mutually incompatible; her motivations for eith@ucse of action, Kane suggests, are based
on different and incommensurable reasons. Kanedifrdascribes the example in a morally-
laden manner, setting up a struggle between hexcegamce’s demand that she stop and help
and the “temptation” to go on to her meeting. Btale it that the more important aspect of
the case, from the point of view of setting up aareple of self-forming choice, is the
incompatibility and incommensurability just deseh and the associated internal conflict

experienced by the businesswoman.
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In a significant sense, the central task for Kani®imake the argument that the
indeterminacy involved in SFAs — indeterminacyiagsout of a conflict of motives — can
issue in choices that are nevertheless willedtherovords, Kane needs to make the
argument that the choice or decision involved irs&#A which, by his own lights, is
undetermined, can nevertheless be an expressibe @fill of the agent, and thus an action
that is properly considered rational and volunt&ane wants to make the following claim

plausible:

When we... decide in such circumstances, and theédndenate efforts we are making become
determinate choices, weakeone set of competing reasons or motives prevait others then
and therdby deciding (Kane, 2002a, p.228)

But just how can we make sense of the businesswameaing’ one set of reasons prevail,
and ‘deciding’ what to do, when there is indeterisrminvolved? This kind of question has

always been something of an Achilles heel for iadatnistic accounts of free will.

Kane has a number of examples that he uses to tin@kequired argument. First, he uses
two examples — that of an assassin and of an dngplyand — to try make plausible the claim
that intentional doing and responsibility can ‘suev the intervention of indeterministic
processes in the performance of an action. Heris idescription of the case of the assassin:

Consider an assassin who is trying to shoot thagminister, but might miss because of some
undetermined events in his nervous system thatlezal/to a jerking or wavering of his arm. If
the assassin does succeed in hitting his targepjtdehe indeterminism, can he be held
responsible? The answer is clearly yes becausgdmionally and voluntarily succeeded in
doing what he wasying to do — kill the prime minister. Yet his actionllikg the prime minister,
was undetermined. (Kane, 2002a, p.229)

As an alternative example, Kane asks us to conthidegxample of a husband who flies into
a rage while arguing with his wife. He swings hisialown onto his wife’s favourite glass-
topped table, intending to break it. Kane askousonsider the following possibility:

Again, we suppose that some indeterminism in higaog neural pathways makes the
momentum of his arm indeterminate so that it isat@cmined whether the table will break right
up to the moment when it is struck. Whether théblod breaks the table or not is undetermined
and yet he is clearly responsible if he does bitegKane, 2002a, p.229)

We have, then, two candidate examples of actiorasse/isuccess in achieving their
intentional outcomes is, according to Kane, undeiteed because of the hypothesised
indeterminacy that arises in the relevant (motegral processes; and yet we would hold
each agent responsible for their actions shoulg shheceed (and, certainly in the case of the
assassin, even if they didn’t). Kane goes furtheransidering either agent offering an excuse
like the following: “I'm not responsible. | didnto it — chance did!” Kane invites us to agree

with his judgement that we would reject this excogeof hand. Both agents succeeded in
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doing what they were voluntarily intending to dohN& the indeterminism in their neural
pathways made the outcome of their efforts undetexdt the indeterminism constituting a
potential obstacle or hindrance to their succebei successful actions achieved their

intended objective, and we would hold them respgmesiccordingly.

Kane has a further example in mind — one involvintgrnal’ activity rather than externally
directed action. He asks us to imagine ourselyasgrto solve a mathematical problem.
Again, he postulates some degree of indetermirmaoyi neural processes that forms “a kind
of chaotic background.” (Kane, 2002a, p.229) Scetivér we solve the problem or not is, by
his lights, undetermined because of the potenttatierence of the postulated “distracting
neural noise.” Kane asks us to share his interfioetaf this cognitive scenario:

...If you concentrate and solve the problem nonddabg we have reason to say you did it and are
responsible for it even though it was undetermwmvidther you would succeed. The
indeterministic noise would have been an obstdeeyou overcame by your effort. (Kane,

2002a, p.229)

Again, we are being asked to consider that theessfal outcome of our efforts in the face of
indeterminism does not undermine either our ownprshthe success we achieve — we did
what we were trying to do — or our responsibility that success. Intentional action, and the
responsibility attendant on success in intenti@ation, would appear to survive the

‘intervention’ of indeterministic processes thatk@mauch success undetermined.

Kane is cognisant of the fact that these three plesrare not isomorphic with the case of the
businesswoman, or with SFAs more generally. Ini@agr, the case of the businesswoman
requires that she have willed, and is responsdleeither outcome; whereas we would be
inclined to say that if the assassin or husbariddan their respective actions, that they failed
“by chance”. Kane nevertheless argues that ifndke case of the assassin and the husband,
indeterminism or changeer sedoes not remove or reduce responsibility for ttts a

involved, then he can make a stronger case foe theing will and responsibility in instances
of SFAs:

Imagine in cases of inner conflict characteristiSBAs, like the businesswoman'’s, that the
indeterministic noise which is providing an obsgsid her overcoming temptation is not coming
from an external source, but is coming from her ovilh since she also deeply desires to do the
opposite. Imagine that two crossing (recurrentyaleuetworks are involved, each influencing the
other, and representing her conflicting motivation§he two networks are connected so that the
indeterministic noise which is an obstacle to hakimg one of the choices is coming from her
desire to make the other, and vice versa — thad@naénism thus arising from a tension-creating
conflict in the will... In these circumstances, wtedther of the pathways “wins” (i.e. reaches an
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activation threshold, which amounts to choiceyiit be like your solving the mathematical
problem by overcoming the background noise prodigetthe other. (Kane, 2002a, pp.229-30)

Kane thinks that we can say of the businesswonergatual action that she did it, and that
she is responsible for it, whichever of the twaaw is chosen. He thinks he can escape any
charge that the actions of the woman are merelyaian) inadvertent, accidental, etc.,

because either act has been willed by the agemé&sions that the agent endorses; and in this

sense, what is done is done on purpose.

But Kane needs to make a further claim plausikilee-idea that the agent under such
circumstances is in control of their actions. Hacaules that, for SFAs that are
undetermined, agents do not control which outcomieoacur before it occurs. Yet he thinks
that this does not preclude our saying that antagmrirols or determines the outcome when
it occurs — that is, in the moment of deciding. \Whgents experience a conflict of
motivation characteristic of SFAs that sets upkiine of indeterministic interference
described above, they can be said to have what alle“plural voluntary control” over
their options:

...they are able to bring abowhicheverof the options they williwhenthey will to do so, for the
reasons they will to do so, on purpose rather #rmentally or by mistake, without being
coerced or compelled in doing so or willing to @ ar otherwise controlled in doing or willing to
do so by any other agents or mechanisms... The ¢onslitan be summed up by saying, as we
sometimes do, that the agents can choose eitheravajll. (Kane, 2002a, pp.230-1, italics in
original)

So Kane thinks we can get intention, voluntarinessfrol and responsibility for
undetermined SFAs because:

...whichever way the agents chodisey will have succeeded in doing what they weyag¢ to do
because they were simultaneously trying to makk blobices, and one is going to succeed. Their
failure to do one thing is notraerefailure, but a voluntary succeeding in doing thieeo... And
when [they succeed] in doing one of the thingsy[thee] trying to do, [they] will endorse that as
[their] resolution of the conflict in [their] will, voluiarily and intentionally, not by accident or
chance. (Kane, 2002a, pp.231-2, italics in original

Kane argues that we are, in a significant sensagag against many well entrenched habits
of thought in trying to comprehend choices that byehis own lights, undetermined. On one
hand, there is an association between somethimvimg indeterminism and it being a mere
matter of luck or chance. Indeed, we can easihktbi strong associations between various
classic (if nevertheless debatable) examples @terchinistic processes — coin tosses, rolling
of dice — and various decisions or games of chanedich such ‘indeterministic’

mechanisms are used. Kane wants to get leveragedeisuch ordinary uses and
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associations by insisting that ‘indeterminism’ ieahnical term that is to be used simply to
discriminate certain causal processes — nondetetigior probabilistic ones — from
deterministic causal processes. As applied toriffiecausal processes, ‘indeterministic’
simply picks out processes in which the outcomthefprocess is not inevitable or uniquely
predetermined by prior conditions. As such, it imiatake to associate ‘indeterministic’ and
‘undetermined’ with ‘uncaused’. We do not have bBeemce of causation in such cases, but

rather the presence of nondeterministic causaltios causation nevertheless.

On the other hand, Kane wants to take issue wiitibét of thought that seeks to impose a
certain parsing of events, and an associated Kilidearity, on the hypothesized
indeterministic decision he is describing. The allemage is one where the agent makes an
effort to have one motivational set preside oveompeting set, only for indeterminism or
‘chance’ to take over at the last minute and ‘de'cide issue (and, we might want to add,
‘decide’ the issue at random). But Kane arguestthatis a mistake, specifically in so far as
the indeterminism he has in mind gets separated the efforts of will involved:

One must think of the effort and the indeterminesrfused; the effors indeterminate and the
indeterminism is a property of the effort, not sdimmey separate that occurs after or before the
effort. The fact that the effort has this propertyeing indeterminate does not make it any less
the [agent’skffort... [The] whole process is [the agent’s] effort oflwaind it persists right up to
the moment when the choice is made. There is n@ pbwhich the effort stops and chance
“takes over”. (Kane, 2002a, pp.232-3)

(This is perhaps where Kane’s account has its gieshct advantage over what he labelled
‘extra factor’ theories such as agent-causal adsodthe latter libertarian accounts being
inclined to ‘place’ the indeterminism at the endhaleliberative process and, esp. in the case
of agent-causal theories, implicitly buy into thenes compatibilist view of choice as decisive

determination of the will — hence the need for aimeefactor.)

Kane considers four further potential criticismshef account. First, he asks if it might be
guestioned whether, because they are undetermirgedan properly consider the efforts of
an agent (such as the businesswoman) as choiatsTte line of questioning could draw on
a distinction between happenings and doings: cantevthat are undetermined be properly
considered adoings— choices and actions — or should they rathee@arded as things that
merely happen? Kane thinks this line of criticisnguestion-begging in that it assumes that
choices and actions are things that must be detetninstead, we should think of a choice

as:
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... the formation of an intention or purpose to dmething. It resolves uncertainty and indecision
in the mind about what to do. Nothing in such acdption implies that there could not be some
indeterminism in the deliberation and neural preesf an agent preceding choice
corresponding to the agent’s prior uncertainty albdhat to do... Self-forming choices are
undetermined, but not uncaused. They are causttelggent’s efforts. (Kane, 2002a, p.234)

While Kane’s response must await further critiosdlaation, at least the charge of begging
the question seems fair. There does indeed sebmadendency within the compatibilist-
dominated traditional debate for notions of cha@oe action to be unpacked in such a way
that anything less than determination by the agerdunts to a move away from the domain

of choice and action proper.

Which brings us to the second criticism discusseldne. If the above argument is sound,
such that indeterminism does not undermine somgthbyeing a choice, might not the
indeterminism nevertheless undermine any claimtti&thoice is thaif the agert That is,
we might ask (as many compatibilists have done)thdreghe insertion of an element of
indeterminism in the decision-making process majiy serve to impinge on the extent to
which we can consider the outcome of that processanoice made and ‘owned’ by the
agent. Kane thinks this criticism misses the marlweall. He wants to insist, in the example
of the businesswoman, that her eventual choiceri®Wwn because it results from her efforts
and deliberations, and these are in turn influernaegsally by her reasons and intentions:

And what makes these efforts, deliberation, reasams intentionéersis that they are embedded
in a larger motivational system realised in heirbmaterms of which she defines herself as a
practical reasoner and actor. A choice is the &g&rtten it is produced intentionally by efforts,
deliberation, and reasons that are part of thfsdgfining motivational system and when, in
addition, the agergndorseghe new intention or purpose created by the chiatcethat
motivational system as a further purpose to gtudigre practical reasoning and action. (Kane,
2002a, pp.234-5)

Thus, ownership of choice and action stems fronrekeion between these and the agent’s
motivational system and deliberative efforts. Novehis it implied that this relation needs be
one of determination. We have seen that, on Kaaxsunt, the indeterminism involved in
SFAs stems from the very make-up of the agentsvatdnal set, and in that sense is an
expression of who and what the agent is. And Kaaetsvto add a prospective view too —
that agents can not only endorse a particular tenchéned) choice as their own, done
intentionally for reasons, by way of expressing prstifying ownership of that choice, but
they further endorse their new intention by factgnt into future deliberations. One might

ask how much more evidence of ownership one cakda than all this?
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One thing that could be asked for, however, isafoexplanation of how all of this relates to
the important issue aontrol. The third criticism considered by Kane concenmeisely how
much control an agent, such as the businessworaarhecsaid to have over choice and
action in a SFA. Specifically, can it not be chatgfeat the presence of indeterminism in
SFAs must, at the very least, diminish the degfem®wtrol that agents have over such
actions and choices, even if it is allowed thatéhare choices and actions owned by the
agent? For Kane (2002a, p.235), this amounts tortheism that “indeterminism, wherever
it occurs, seems to behandranceor obstacleto our realising our purposes and hence an

obstacle to (rather than an enhancement of) oadén®.”

At this point, Kane makes an interesting concessttanthinks we should concede that
indeterminism does diminish control over what agettt, and that it is a hindrance to agents
realising their purposes. Yet this concession tgtm®admission of defeat that it might
otherwise appear to be. Kane, unlike most othertéians, has argued that indeterminism
need not be a general feature of deliberation &néte, but only a crucial feature of self-
forming choices and actions. So, for a start, Keagcount does not imply some quite
general reduction in control of agents over thboices and actions. More significantly,
though, Kane sees the indeterminism arising in S&Aarising from the agent’s own will.
The indeterminism does constitute an obstacleradrhnce to the achieving of a certain
purpose, but it is a hindrance arising out of tlegivational structure of the agent themselves
in so far as they have competing and mutually ingatible purposes, each backed by their
own incompatible (and typically incommensurabld¥ s reasons. There is indeterminism
because there is a conflict of motivation, the tondf motivation implying that each of the
conflicting purposes in some sense is standingenstay of the achievement of the other
purpose. But this just seems to make the diminufarontrol involved in SFAs an
anticipated, if not a necessary, feature of whatatins for us to be capable of genuinely

undetermined, self-forming actions that place owed on fresh trajectories.

It is worth considering, in some detail, what Kao@siders as the consequences of
entertaining anything other than his embracinghdeterminism in the context of SFAs,
again referring to his example of the businesswoman

If there were no such hindrance — if there wereasastance in her will — she would indeed in a
sense have “complete control” over one of her aystid here would be no competing motives that
would stand in the way of her choosing it. But tlaso she would not be free to rationally and
voluntarily choose the other purpose because sludviiave no good competing reasons to do so.
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Thus, bybeinga hindrance to the realisation of some of our pseg, indeterminism
paradoxically opens up the genuine possibilitywlping other purposes — of choosing or doing
otherwisein accordance with, rather than against, our itguntarily) and reasons (rationally).
To be genuinely self-forming agents (creators gbelves) — to have free will — there must be at
times in life obstacles and hindrances in our vafishis sort that we must overcome. (Kane,
2002a, pp.235-6)

| think it difficult to underestimate the importanof this move by Kane. He hasjma facie
managed to side-step many of the most well-rehdamsgcisms of indeterministic accounts

of free will, through a combination of making tmeleterminism in SFAs agxpressiorof the
agent’s own motivational structure, and then tugrtimre consequences of this indeterminism
(diminution of control, the presence of a hindrancebstacle to the will) into an important
feature of what it means to be free, in so fahadink between freedom and self-formation
has been successfully established. And he appealsénsible-enough sentiment — that when
we are faced with incommensurable motivations asdlting conflicts of will, we are in an
important sense less in control of the directionlde will take, as compared to the level of

control we might experience when we unequivocdhow what to do’.

Kane finally turns to a fourth potential criticiswne that he considers to be perhaps the most
telling against his account. The criticism is, siypphat undetermined self-forming choices
are, in the end, arbitrary: “A residual arbitrasaeseems to remain in all self-forming choices
since the agents cannot in principle have sufftoxgroverridingprior reasons for making

one option and one set of reasons prevail oveotiiner.” (Kane, 2002a, p.236) Again, Kane
makes an interesting concession in acknowledgingedouth to this claim; but he thinks it is
a truth that reveals something important aboutileand self-forming actions. Kane thinks
that undetermined self-forming choices are therb@ggs of what he calls ‘value
experiments’. As the connotations of ‘value’ shosijgest, these choices amount to a
commitment to how one’s life will and should bele future. In the absence of prior
sufficient or overriding reasons at the time of mgkhe choice, the choice is not dictated or
fully prescribed by the agents past and their eunpsychological make up; and a more
complete justification of the choice must lie ir tluture, depending on how the ‘experiment’

of setting off down the particular chosen path suont.

Rather than side-stepping the charge of arbitrasin€ane sees himself as returning to the
conceptual and linguistic roots of the word ‘ardiyr. He reminds us that medieval

philosophers referred to free will alfberum arbitrium voluntatis— free judgement of the
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will. And he further reminds us of an associatetiamo— that of an arbiter — in a pithy

summary of his view:

...[Agents] who exercise free will are both authdirsued characters in their own stories all at
once. By virtue of “self-forming” judgements of thdl (arbitria voluntatig (SFAs), they are
“arbiters” of their own lives, “making themselveslit of a past that, if they are truly free, does
not limit their future pathways to one. (Kane, 280@.236)

At first glance, it appears that Kane has pullddsomething remarkable. He has given fresh
life to indeterministic libertarianism as a pogition the question of free will. He has done so
without postulating any mysterious extra factorsecial causal relations — indeed, by his
own lights, without postulating any ontological ies or relations not already required in
non-libertarian accounts of agency and free wilelsewhere in science. And he has offered
ways out, using both arguments and ‘conceptuaafherof some of the most notorious
libertarian sticking points, including accusatiaishance/ randomness, loss of control, and

arbitrariness. The question is: does Kane’s accaatly work?

Evaluating Kane’s Libertarianism

Robert Kane’s theory comprises one of the frest@stributions to the traditional
philosophical debate on free will. As such, it has escaped notice and considerable critical
attention. In Kane’s (2002a) article that | haveduas my primary source alone, he spends
the latter part of his paper considering and redpmnto criticisms that have been offered by
what we might otherwise think of as his libertaraies — specifically from proponents of
agent-causal theories. | will, as far as poss#ilejd a review of these criticisms and Kane’s
responses, for two reasons. First, | am sympathet#@ne’s argument that agent-causation
theories and, more generally, what he calls ‘efector’ theories, tend to boil down to a
problematic dualism that we should avoid if atpabsible, given the well-rehearsed
difficulties with dualism. Second, | think that Kars right in trying to restrict himself, as far
as possible, to an ontology and a psychology th@irican be) shared by compatibilists and
libertarians alike — at least for the purposesesfegating movement in the traditional debate.
Kane calls this a commitment to naturalism; andh&extent that the term ‘naturalism’ can
be understood in a sufficiently open-minded waypped of some of its more problematic
associations with physicalism, | will share thatneoitment to naturalism for present

purposes.

The more interesting sources of critical intertsn, will come from the compatibilist camp.

This is especially the case because Kane has agtlydreen able to make important
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concessions to compatibilism, notably by restrigtime role of indeterministic processes to a
subset of life choices — SFAs — and thereby allgwirat many important life choices and/or
actions, such as Luther’s refusal to recant, cannglerstood as determined, and thus lacking
in availability of real alternative possibilitieEhe latter example, of course, comes from
Dennett, and it thus seems pertinent to turn totbisee how convincing he finds Kane’s

theory.

Dennett on Kane: ‘A noble failure’

In his bookFreedom EvolvedDaniel Dennett (2003) obliges by offering a catidiscussion
of Kane’s account which, in Dennett’s opinion,hg best attempt so far to construct a
positive indeterministic theory of human choicertiéthe reason for Dennett’s high opinion
of Kane comes from a shared commitment to natumadiSthe kind | have described above.
Dennett frames Kane’s project as follows:

The challenge Kane faces is to describe a wappparentdecision-making could beal
decision-making, and he wants to do this withowgtplating any supernatural entities or
mysterious forms of agency. He is, like me, a radist; who assumes that we are creatures of the
natural order whose mental activity is dependertheroperations of our brains. (Dennett, 2003,
pp.102-3)

In the context of the project of Dennett’s book thiaks that he has exposed the illusion that
determinism renders decision-making oapparentdecision-making, and he thus entertains
Kane’s theory as something of an exercise in se@ingthe mistakes of the best of the
opposition can further illuminate what needs tsaiel about freedom from within Dennett’s
compatibilist framework. In discussion Dennett’gigue of Kane, | will (as far as possible)
try to be more open-minded about the possibiligt thane is onto something important,
remain neutral on the prospects of compatibilisma, @ my best to defend his account

against Dennett’s attack.

Dennett (2003) makes two central claims in his eatabn of Kane’s theory: (i) that the
indeterminism Kane wants to insert, and thus tdeterministic/ libertarian aspect of theory
as a whole, is unmotivated; and (ii) that such sadeenuine indeterministic choice would,
in any event, be undetectable. The criticisms ufijlgio to the heart of the disagreement
between a compatibilist like Dennett and an incabpist like Kane; those under (ii)
address both the plausibility of Kane’s accounival as the practical (including legal and

moral) utility of the theory in making judgementsresponsibility.
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The crucial argument for (i) draws on what Dengetisiders to be a fallacy of looking for
regress-stopping tokens (objects or events) toreamur classifications of those tokens. His
chosen illustration is the case of looking for arfie Mammal'. Consider the following
argument:

(1) Every mammal has a mammal for a mother.

(2) If there have been any mammals at all, there haea bnly a finite number of mammals.

(3) But if there has been even one mammal, then byh&)e have been an infinity of mammals, which
contradicts (2), so there can’t have been any mdsiita a contradiction in terms.

(Dennett, 2003, p.126)
The problem in the argument seems clear enouglddi¢ need to be able to draw a distinct

line in the ancestry of mammals in order for ib®the case that there are, and have been,
undeniable cases of mammals. On Dennett’s diagribsiproblem lies with the pursuit of a
regression-stopping case; and he points out tleatltiess often leads to something equally
troublesome — essentialism. You don’t need a (acchrding to Dennett, evolutionary
biology shows us that there is no) list of esséfti@ures for something to be a mammal in
order that there are mammals. So far so goodnktbennett is right about this as a
problematic tendency within (and outside of) plalplsy, and | share his anti-essentialist

views on the matter.

How does this argument relate to Kane’s accouifrieafwill? Dennett correctly notes that
Kane has set off in pursuit of regress-stoppingagsoand actions in the lives of human

agents. He directs us to the following quote froam&

If an infinite regress is to be avoided, there nagstctions somewhere in the agent’s life history
for which the agent’s predominant motives and tileom which the agent acts wenet already
set one way(Kane, 1996, p.114)

As we have already seen, this is the means by w{acte thinks we can locate ultimate
responsibility within an agent: postulating thest&nce of regress-stopping SFAs in the life
history of agents. If we did not find these undetieed SFAs — if we were to find sufficient
cause for all an agents actions and choices — vdvie led endlessly backwards towards
events that predate the existence of the agenthathreatening regress would undermine
any claim to be, in Kane’s terms, the “ultimateatog and sustainer of one’s own ends and

purposes” (Kane, 2002a, p223).

However, we cannot find fault with Kane just be@hbe has argued for the importance of
finding buck- and regress-stopping events in otdeecure ultimate responsibility for

agents. Looking for a prime mammal might be wrangen absurd, but that surely does not



Chapter 2 46

render problematic all attempts at regress-stogpihbclaim citizenship of a country based
on my ancestry, my claim will rest on various fagt®ut my ancestors such as when and
where they were born, whether, when and wherewesg married, when and how they were
naturalised as citizens of the country of my birttould not contest a refusal to grant me
citizenship on the grounds that the authoritiescaraplicit in committing a logical fallacy
akin to searching for a prime mammal. And enougipfeehave been concerned about the
regress that determinism appears to give risertagdo think that this might be a case of a
regress worth stopping.

Much of Dennett’s (2003) discussion is dedicatedemonstrating how, by his lights, Kane’s
account won’t work. That is, he pays most of hisraton to the epistemic and practical
difficulties of detecting SFAs — criticisms | hagkosen to segregate under (ii) (above) and
will discuss in due course. When he eventually esksl#s Kane’s central concern (which
derives from an incompatibilist conviction abougeets needing to be up to the agent in a
way that determinism does not seem to allow), D#rsuens up his criticism as follows
(referring to a simple example of a choice to gstay):

We can now recognise that [the incompatibilist amgat] commits the same error as the
fallacious argument about the impossibility of maasnEvents in thdistantpast were indeed

not “up to me,” but my choice now to Go or Staysto me because its “parents” — some events
in therecentpast, such as the choices | have recently madere-uwp to me (becautigeir

“parents” were up to me), and so on, not to inginitut far enough back to give mglfenough
spread in space and time so that therem@#or my decisions to be up to! The reality of a ador
me is no more put in doubt by the incompatibiligftement than is the reality of mammals.
(Dennett, 2003, pp.135-6)

Whilst this may sound sensible enough as a stateafi@ncompatibilist position on what it
means for my decisions to be up to me, it is noh@diately clear exactly how Kane’s
argument has been rebutted. Compatibilists liken@#rmay be willing to live with varieties
of freedom (and responsibility) that are compatibith determinism, and they are
consequently charged with producing an accourh@tircumstances under which we can
sensibly talk about choices being ‘up to me’ in saelevant sense. Kane, however, might be
unmoved by all of this. Indeed, it sounds a lot like stalemate | described in over-viewing
the state of play in the traditional philosophidabate about free will. Incompatibilists want
one kind of responsibility; compatibilists denytitas available, and make do with
something else. Merely pointing to the good reasbatexist for avoiding excessive regress-
halting (and essentialism) doesn’t establish thaieis wrong to want to stop this particular

regress.
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It seems to me, then, that Dennett’s criticismsaur{ — that Kane’s resort to indeterminism
is unmotivated — cannot really be separated fronn(which he wants to argue that the
kinds of indeterministic choices Kane offers us atemately, undetectable. We can, | think,
see this in Dennett’s explanation as to just whashould be suspicious of in Kane’s
positing of SFAs:

...one should be suspicious of the demand that theesn event — an SFA — that has some
special, intrinsic, local feature that sets it &jfr@mm its nearest kin and explains its capacity to
found something important. Is it plausible thatagent who hadn’t yet experienced one or more
of these very special events (but only near migse=jdo-SFAs) would simply not be responsible
for any acts performed? (Dennett, 2003, p.128)

This quote follows a comparison, suggested to DietuyePaul Oppenheim, between SFAs
and so-called speciation events in evolution. Sevey birth involves small differences in
offspring that make them different, and every ddfece could turn out to be something that
eventually shapes a new species, every birth enpiatly a speciation event. But speciation
events can only be identified retrospectively, aedshould not look for anything special at

the time of a birth that will turn out to have besespeciation event.

It would seem that the notion of parentage is daithgf of work in Dennett’'s assessment of
Kane’s SFAs. As we have seen, Dennett’s brand mipadibilism favours an accumulation
of ownership and responsibility for choices overdj a building up of choices that are ‘up to
me’. In contrast, Dennett wants to suggest thesemething suspicious, if not something
risky, about specifying and trying to identify spg@vents in the life of an agent whose
presence will be the grounds of the responsibiligycan attribute to them. We are invited to
share his view, expressed in his rhetorical questtat it is implausible to think thanly
agents who had experienced one or more undeterr8iR@d would be held responsible for
the actions they perform. As an empirical claim¢adirse, this seems right — we certainly
don’t go searching for SFAs (as defined by Kanegnvattributing responsibility. Nor do we
descend into the murky depths of quantum physisgtite such questions by testing for the

requisite indeterminism in the brain.

Yet Kane, as we know, is aware of the fact thatte®ry requires some degree of empirical
proof, at least to the point of finding evidencarafeterministic and chaotic activity of the
right kind in the functioning of the brain. He rsthe same boat as any other indeterminist —
proponents of agent-causal theories, Searle, etbo+require that it turn out to be the case,
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empirically, that the brain’s functioning is nottiealy deterministic. Where Kane has some
advantage over these other accounts is that h@estgssindeterminism; and he can
plausibly allow for determined ‘considered’ lifeaibes (Luther) as well as for snap decisions
determined by our settled dispositions while retegnndeterminism as the grounds for the
responsibility we attach to such choices. Denttiks there is a fundamental problem with
the role Kane wants SFAs to play, but it is notglearr what that problem is, beyond the
obvious point that compatibilists will (obviouslgd about the exercise of assigning
responsibility in a different way.

We can get closer to the issue if we look at Ddfmattempt to examine the case of Luther
through the lens of Kane’s theory. Kane thinks thaher can only be ultimately responsible
for his (determined) refusal to recant if there evelnoices and actions in his history where he
could really have done otherwise. Dennett ask® tisen consider our carrying out the
requisite study of Luther’s life history, and malkls following claims:

...nothing we could discover about such macroscogiail$ would shedny light at allon the
question of whether or not Luther had had any gem8iFAs during this period. We could
certainly discover that episodes of conflict andls®arching occurred on various occasions, and
we might even confirm that these occasions sethbpdtic” opponent processes in the neural
networks from which his decisions eventually emdrg®hat we could not discover, however,
was whether these tugs-of-war had the benefit nfigely random, as opposed to mere pseudo-
random, sources of variability. The price liberas must pay for sequestering their pivotal
moments in subatomic transactions in some prividggace in the brain (at tintgis that they
render these all-important pivots undetectabledt the everyday biographer and the fully
equipped cognitive neuroscientist. (Dennett, 2@p3128-9)

Dennett's central argument in this passage appedns an epistemological one: he thinks
there is nothing that biographers or the most wellipped neuroscientists could do to find
the indeterministic events Kane posits as undenpgntihe undetermined outcomes of SFAs.
Yet on the one hand, Kane’s claim (as Dennett kedlws) is both metaphysical and
empirical. It is not clear how Dennett’'s argumetdi@sses the metaphysical claim, and it is
not exactly self-evident how Dennett can be schfaght in his dismissal of the empirical
claim. Why is it so obviously problematic for indemninists like Kane (or Searle) to think
that neuroscience can be charged with the empiasélof discovering genuine

indeterminism in the brain processes underpinnimdgtermined free choices?

The answer seems to lie in Dennett’s views on ramaiss, and his discussion of random
versus pseudo-random processes. To put the pamevgbat bluntly, Dennett has an axe to

grind. When he hears talk about ‘special powerd ‘apecial cases’, he puts his engineer and
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cognitive scientist hats on and proceeds with afecr two about how, if people only
properly understood notions like algorithms, chapgntum randomness, pseudo-
randomness, and neural networks (to name a fewyyawdn’t land up in all the kinds of
trouble that Kane (and others) would have us get indeed, his discussion of Kane’s theory
is peppered with mini-lectures on each of theseepts, yet in such a way as to not always
make it clear exactly what it is abdgane’stheory Dennett finds so objectionable. | will do

my best to extricate the argument as it applidsaioe from all the rest.

From a functional, engineering point of view, tharay be any number of reasons for
wanting to insert a degree of randomness into engprocess. Dennett (2003) refers to the
example of computer programming where, at variaistp, an application might ‘call out
for’ a random input; and this is typically donedhgh a ‘request’ to a random number
generator. But — and Dennett wants to make maximmiieage from this — in the case of
computers and their random number generators, wdtave is at begiseuderandomness.
The random number generator will itself be an atgoric process reliably and
deterministically designed to churn out what aoe nhost purposes, and specifically in

relation to the application calling for a randomui, random numbers.

The deterministic algorithm underpinning such acpdure makes this merely pseudo-
random. Yet, from the point of view of our enginaead her application, that is good enough.
Moreover, it would make no meaningful differencéhié system were to be enhanced by
hooking up the random number generator to a gelyuiardom system, such as a Geiger
counter in proximity to a radioactive substanc@nfia functional point of view, this would

be (to use one of Dennett’s favourite phrasesjfardnce that makes no difference.

Dennett (2003) thinks that the above observatitwasiasystems with random and pseudo-
random number generators can be used to genem@@dlvlems for Kane. The first relates
to the apparent epistemological argument we salieedt seems Dennett thinks that the
argument is not merely epistemological — thattis hot merely an empirical speculation
concerning the likelihood of biographers and neciesgists ever being able to find the
indeterministic events that Kane needs. RathernBigmppears to be making a more
principled claim to the effect that, because (f@functional point of view) the difference
between a random process and a pseudo-random gindeane’s faculty of practical reason

is a difference that makes no difference,omald not ben a position to distinguish
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genuinely indeterministic SFAs from life choicesask apparent indeterminism is only
underpinned by pseudo-random processes (and @rafdine fall within, or are at least
compatible with being a part of, a larger deterstinisystem). Thus, the difference that
makes no difference (at the level of neural evantierpinning the machinations of the
faculty of practical reason) translates, by Denségic, into a difference that makes no
difference when it comes to distinguishing agents their choices. If it is impossible to
distinguish genuine, undetermined SFAs from mepsBudo-indeterministic (because
pseudo-random) life choices, then we are doomddame’s theory to not being able to
distinguish free and responsible agents from tinds® only closely resemble such agents,
but who do not (by Kane’s lights) deserve praisblame becausal their behaviour is in

fact determined.

The second problem Dennett wants to put forward#ore is one concerning boundary
problems. Dennett discusses a number of these dasymproblems’ in his chapter on Kane,
and it is not always clear exactly to what exteah& need worry about all the alleged
boundary problems raised. But, in terms of the egraoverall structure of Dennett’s
argument, there is at least one boundary problatmtilght be telling against Kane’s
account. From an engineering (or cognitive enginggiperspective, Dennett holds that there
are any number of ways that the randomness Kan&swabhis faculty of practical reason
might be ‘designed into’ the functional space @ttfaculty. There could be randomness in
theinputsto the faculty, there could be a random proedg#sin the workings of the faculty,
or the faculty could ‘send out’ for a random facabicertain points in certain kinds of
processes within the faculty. Glossing over Dersmetbre detailed discussions of each of
these possibilities, it seems that the overall pagainst Kane is that much of this would be
arbitrary line drawing in functional space (as Deti(2003, p.122 ff) likes to put it, “If you
make yourself really small, you can externaliséuwally everything”). Most specifically,
Dennett wants to claim that, becauardomness is just randomness matter where you
get it from, it makes no great difference if thedamness Kane wants within his SFAs
comes from chaotic amplifications of quantum indeieaciesarising fromneural processes
in the brain, or from remote recordings of quanewants in a radioactive substance as

recorded by a Geiger counter, and transmittededothin.

In summary, Dennett thinks that Kane’s accountritiers on the same issues concerning

randomness that are the mainstay of compatibiiistees of indeterministic libertarianism
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in general. On one hand, a functional system withance factor built in is insensitive to our
distinctions between real randomness and pseudipnamess: “...chance looks exactly the
same, whether it is genuinely indeterministic orehepseudo-random or chaotic.” (Dennett,
2003, p132). And, on the other hand, where theaamgss comes from, and specifically
whether it is internal to the agent and their nepracesses or not, makes no difference to the
role played by that randomness: “Randomness iggmstomness; it isnitreeping
randomness.” (Dennett, 2003, p.133).

Evaluating Dennett

Dennett (2003) thinks of Kane’s theory as sometloing noble failure — the best attempt to
work out a defensible incompatibilist theory ofdreill that is helpfully revealing in its
failure. Yet, as Dennett's own references to hikiential Elbow Roommply, much of his
critiqgue is based on points and arguments he rasg&@84. Avid historian of the free will
debate that he is, Kane is clearly familiar witmBbett's arguments iBlbow RoomHas the
libertarian Kane really failed so dismally in mogithe libertarian side of the debate beyond
the barricades put up by the compatibilist Dennett?

Dennett’'s (2003) most significant concession to &enthat he has made a significant
contribution to the debate by focussing our attenan the issue of ‘plural rationality’ —
Kane’s idea that, at the heart of SFAs, therediglicts between sets of reasons that we own
as ours, such that whatever the outcome, it idlwaitewe endorse as ours done on purpose for
our own reasons. Dennett thinks that this kindcehario has been largely ignored within the
traditional free will debate, and that Kane makesmvincing case for moving these kinds of
choice situations to centre stage. But he alsdshinat the account of free will built on this
notion of plural rationality fails because (a) desn’t need the ingredient of indeterminism
that Kane wants to add to the recipe, and (b) tscdiwcan’t harness the posited
indeterminism in a way that would make the resgltharacter-building distinguishable

from determinism. These claims are clearly relaéed, | have done my best to reconstruct

the central arguments offered by Dennett to sugpern.

What Dennett does not offer us, however, is a saseific argument to the effect that Kane
(or any other libertarian) is wrong to want to stbp particular regress that, if determinism is
true, appears to make the ‘causal parents’ of antagactions ultimately lie in events that

predate their existence. The comparison to thadwlbf looking for prime mammals is
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useful, and probably persuasive if one is alreddyompatibilist inclinations, but | have
already argued that it cannot be used across threl lag an argument against regress-
stopping. In addition, there is a similarity of apach between Kane’s work and the accounts
of free will put forward by many compatibilists tha obscured by an excessively dismissive

attitude towards regress-stopping.

Dennett wants responsibility to ‘accumulate’ in aige not by finding regress-stopping
special life choices such as Kane’s SFAs, but tiincausufficiently spread out succession of
choices and actions whose causal parents were ¢éhesaschoices and actions that were
meaningfully ‘up to’ the agent. Kane also wantpmessibility to accumulate through a
succession of important and difficult life choicekis character-building SFAs. As | have
noted, this feature of Kane’s theory reduces tbguiency with which indeterminism is called
upon to secure a libertarian form of ultimate resgloility whilst leaving the account better
able to deal with life choices that are determiveloether these be Luther-like stands of
principle or the snap decisions of everyday lifeaftare not plausibly preceded by
deliberation or indeterministic vertigo of choicBut if Kane’s arguments succeed, then he,
unlike Dennett, can offer his SFAs as regress-tarm-stopping moments of choice that
offer a degree of ownership (and responsibilitydht agent that compatibilism cannot. There
is no possibility of absconding from responsibilitycause conditions in the universe, plus
the laws of nature, were sufficient to make it ¢thse that the agent committed some
reprehensible deed, because there will be charsletgring SFAs in their life history for
which there were no sufficient antecedent causaditions. Moreover, in the absence of
such sufficient antecedents, it looks like the leeglanation of the outcomes in such SFAs
lies in the conflicting motivations of the agemgan the reasons they had for choosing and
acting in the manner they eventually did, becauseekhas tried to show us how such
explanations (and associated attributions of resipdity) can survive the intervention of
indeterminism (in the form of chaotically amplifighantum indeterminacies) in the shaping
of these outcomes. Surely we might think that tleisfers a form and degree of ownership of

our choices and actions worth wanting?

The crux of the matter seems to be one of ownerslompatibilists (like Dennett) need to
tell a plausible story about ownership in a conteixére any given choice or outcome will, if
determinism is true, have had sufficient causa@mdents. This can be seen as raising

problems as to whether there was any opennessseitjiidies in terms of outcomes, and the
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potential for a steady regress back to a time anditons predating the existence of the
agent. Libertarians have traditionally tried to@oenodate alternative possibilities and
regress-stopping ownership by inserting a variéipaeterminism within the agent, only to
have compatibilists (and hard determinists) poutttbat randomness and indeterminism
seem toveakenclaims of control over alternative outcomes, amthe@rship of outcomes.
Kane tries to sidestep this by making the agert bain the indeterminism — it results from
the operation of competing motivational sets witiie agent — and the results of the choice
involved — by showing how we can act for reasongparpose, despite the indeterminism

involved in SFAs.

Perhaps the best way for Kane to respond to Demmleyt emphasising the origin and
ownership of the indeterminism he posits in SFAS| &ckling head-on the accusation that
“randomness is just randomness.” It matters to Khatthe indeterminism he posits is, in
some sense, inside the faculty of practical reasetween input and output (as Dennett puts
it), because this is not an exercise in cognitivgireeering or artificial intelligence, but a
philosophically motivated empirical hypothesis aitne nature, structure and function of
human deliberation under conditions of conflictmgtivation. Whether or not we can design
some ‘cognitive’ artefact (like a computer prograhgt could mimic the set-up Kane
describes by ‘sending out’ for a random or psewd@om number at the point where
guantum indeterminism is being hypothesised adsmag role in the human brain’s
realisation of SFAs cannot be a decisive pointragjdfane (unless, like Dennett, you are
already inclined to think that just about everythis algorithmic!). In other words, much of
Dennett’s discussion concerning various allegechbdaty problems raised by Kane’s chosen
means for securing ultimate responsibility make®und like it is arbitrary where, and from
what source, you insert the required randomnestsKBuie thinks this is far from arbitrary —
the indeterminacy is thel®causdhe agent has competing reasons, l@thusdhose
reasons are not decisive in resolving the condliet way or another. This is a sense in which
the agenbwnsthe indeterminacy that is in their will in a wdyat they could not own the
indeterminacy of a radioactive-substance-plus-Geigenter connected by remote to their
brain. And the indeterminism arises when and witatees, during deliberation, between
input to and output from the faculty of practicehsonpecauset is under these conditions

of conflict between competing and incommensuragdsons that Kane hypothesises the
chaotic amplification of quantum indeterminaciestievel where they can affect the output

of that faculty.
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What of the charge that “randomness is just randmsit? We can recall that Kane has
already conceded an important sense in which tbeust he is offering does imply a certain
loss or reduction of control, and it was my expeesgiew that this concession to
compatibilist critics of libertarianism was a sificént one — it promises to reduce the sting of
the criticism that inserting indeterminism and ramehess in the will makes our will less our
own, and our actions less like something we doraatk like something that happens to us.
Instead, for Kane, the randomness is there beaduma motivational set-up. Its being there
and, in the case of SFAs, its role in our choosing way or the other is a function of the
conflict that is internal to our will that gets obsed within our will when we choose one of
the available ways forward. We might, from Kanednp of view, wish to contrast this with
our choosing taesolve a conflict in our will by making our decis depend on the outcome
of some (external) random or pseudo-random pree@ssoin toss, a reading from a Geiger
counter in a given time interval, the selectiomafertain number in a lottery or by a
computer’s random (or, for Dennett’'s sake, psewmlom) number generator. Here, our
choice is to make our decision teterminedy something else (and, of course, to further
choose to make that something else in fact determum will when the appropriate time
comes, unlike the gambler who undertakes to stagsignificant win has not happened in a
given space of time, only to revise the allotteadetiinterval when the win has not transpired);
in Kane’s SFAs, our choice is the undetermined @ute of our deliberations. Randomness
plays a role either way, but surely Kane can irtbigt the role is different in the case of
SFAs. The boundaries of internal versus exterreahat arbitrary, and the randomness is not

just any randomness.

Furthermore, Kane might well respond that Dennettjgressed view that “randomness is
just randomness” implicitly depends for any clainedédiousness on a fallacious equating of
some thing’s being undetermined with it being urseall Take any case of what is generally
considered to be probabilistic causation rathem (iadhat is often at best only assumed to be)
deterministic causation. To the extent that anglgndetermined in a probabilistic causal set-
up of some kind, it is the probabilities of theivas possible outcomes. What is not
determined is the eventual outcome. In the casgi@fitum mechanics, as | understand the
generally held interpretation of the theory in thianch of physics, there are no gap-filling
other or hidden variables that intercede betweemptssible outcomes and their respective

probabilities, on the one hand, and the actualayaécon the other hand. Which possibility
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becomes actual is, in this sense, random — a nadttdrance. And the ‘intervention’ of
chance or randomness does not make the actuahoeitowausedRather, the causal
influence here was non-deterministic and probahilisthe causal factors at play made

certain outcomes (but not others) possible, eatih acertain degree of probability.

If we apply this kind of model to Kane’s SFAs, wet @ picture in which it clearly matters
that the possibilities, probabilities and indeteraay are internal to the system he is
describing. It is a feature of the system thattimivational causal influences at play in SFAs
are only probabilistic, not determinative. Therstil causal influence here — indeed, there is
causation. And there is no ‘call out’ for a randmput or influence, any more than a
guantum phenomenon ‘calls out’ for the interventddmandomness — the role played by
chance is internal to the dynamics of the systehtoOrse, we must grant that the chance
factor in quantum phenomena is something thaheofetically) internal to the quantum
domain, whereas Kane is postulating that amplifjedntum fluctuations play a role in neural
and psychological phenomena at very different eeélontological and explanatory
complexity. Yet Kane sees these quantum fluctuataminternal in so far as they are a part
of his hypothesised neurophysiology of decisionimgln SFAs. Randomness, it seems, is
not just randomness. Chance can be, in an impas&anse, internal to a system, and its
having a role to play in the first place can equb® an internal feature of that system. | am
inclined to think that Kane has learnt the lesddasnett (1984) offered iBlbow Roomand
that Dennett (2003) has failed (or refused) to gl@mith the subtleties and complexities of
Kane’s theory in this regard. We would do wellDennett encourages, to be critically
suspicious of claims regarding special powers,igpegents, clear line-drawing where no
clear lines need exist, or attempts to harnesguirks and mysteries of quantum physics in
solving puzzles at entirely different levels of eval organisation and complexity. We
should not, however, take this attitude to an emé&rén which all such endeavours are
dismissed because the theoretical moves they tmnate have been ruled out of court in

advance.

More Pressing Problems

My discussion and evaluation of Dennett’s critiqgfi«ane suggests that Kane has done well
to avoid the usual traps that compatibilists hastda libertarians. Moreover, | have along
the way left it as at least an open question aghiether Kane is justified in going off in

pursuit of Ultimate Responsibility and his regremssd buck-stopping, undetermined SFAs.
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Should we, then, accept Kane’s theory as a philusafly viable, if empirically
unconfirmed, account of free will? Should we redthe lines of allegiance and orthodoxy

within the free will debate, and pursue an invigeddibertarian agenda?

My answers to these questions must be negatileasttas far as Kane’s theory goes. For all
the interest in, and sophistication of, Kane’s axtpl think it fails to make a convincing
case for his brand of indeterministic libertariamid ike Dennett, | think the failure is an
instructive one, but for reasons that Dennett da@succeed in highlighting in his critique of

Kane.

Dennett (2003) is on his firmest ground when heiesghat Kane will have difficulties in
distinguishing between responsible agents with $&a&s in their history from agents who,
because lacking real SFAs, should not properlydie tesponsible. But the problem | see
here is not the one emphasised by Dennett. He sldiat nothing a biographer or
neuroscientist could do could ever reveal theireterminism Kane requires for a choice to
qualify as a real SFA. | would allow that, as ateabf empirical hypothesis, it is in principle
possible for advances in the neurosciences (andoubt, other scientific domains) to make
it such that we could, first, determine whethenot the brain is influenced by truly
indeterministic factors and, second, be in a pmsito detect such indeterminism if it is there
to be found. Dennett’s claims as to the functiondistinctness of truly random and merely
pseudo-random processes might point us to cenpagteenological obstacles that will need to

be overcome, but | have not seen his argumentaw $at this is not possible in principle.

Where | agree with Dennett is that Kane’s accoestiss to misdirect our focus when it
comes to ordinary (not to mention legally or polily pressing) judgements of
responsibility. On Kane’s own account, the indeiarsm that he offers to secure UR is not a
feature of everyday choices and actions, but omyaaacteristic of a potentially small set of
special SFAs. That seems to mean that, in makishggjonents of freedom and responsibility,
we are first going to have to tell something venycimlike a compatibilist story about the
ways in which a particular (potentially determinetipice and action came about before
guestions of ultimate responsibility even get amttible. Kane might not be alone amongst
libertarians in thinking that some of the thingspérmsised by compatibilists — the absence of
coercion or brainwashing, for example — are obwuioumsportant to judgements of freedom

and responsibility. But other brands of libertaisam are likely to be less parasitic on
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compatibilist accounts because they see some fofraetlom-granting indeterminism as a
feature of most if not all free-choice situatiokane, it seems, must depend much more
heavily on compatibilist criteria of freedom andpensibility — criteria he then supplements
with his additional condition on responsibility,maly the ultimate responsibility that comes

from having genuine SFAs in one’s causal historghadice and action.

While this criticism, on its own, might not sourabtsevere, it is reasonably straightforward
to raise the stakes in the argument. For, if SHAsaowed to be relatively rare and causally
distant events in an agent’s history of choice acttbn, then we might wonder just how
much work these special cases are really doingridering a particular choice one that is
free and worthy of judgements of responsibilitye8fically, it seems that Kane will have to
face many of the puzzles and problems faced by atimlists, in terms of how ‘deep’ and/or
how far back responsibility must go for the vari@asisal influences in a particular instance
of choice, and then further locate SFAs within thiture so as to add the necessary

ingredient of ultimate responsibility.

Let me try to illustrate what | have in mind. Oftraditional account of reasons as causes,
reasons are comprised of beliefs and desires.dfopatibilists, an agent’s choice and action
on the basis of a particular reason or set of remagadll be free if we can tell the right kind of
story about how the agent came to have that/thesson/. Luther will be free in his
(determined) choice not to recant if we can tedl tight kind of story about how he came to
have the beliefs and desires that led him to chooes way. Kane needs to tell a story like
this too, and then add the ingredient of some teallyadistributed SFAs that will,
presumably, have relevant links to at least sonteebeliefs and desires causally implicated
in Luther’s choice. But what those links will beydathe extent to which they touch on the
particular reasons for which Luther is acting, as at all clear. If Luther has genuine SFAs in
his biography, theanychoice he makes in the wake of such SFAs willhave causally
sufficient antecedent conditions at any time inthgdory prior to those SFAs. Yet we are not
interested in some generic form of responsibilitififhate or otherwise) that can be conferred
by making Luther’s life story one that would nofaid in a deterministically inevitable way

as a result of various indeterministic processeswnt to know if, how and why Luther is

2 At least, this is true for historical/genetic caatipilist accounts. Whatever a structural comphsibaccount
might have to say about the causal role of reagbasstatus of the choice and action as free isieabtin this
way to a story about the origins of the agent'soea. See Chapter 3 for more on the differencedsatw
historical/ genetic and structural compatibilist@gnts.
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making the particular choice he is making. The leingie for Luther’s biographer is not, in
this sense, Dennett’s challenge of how one couldatieeal SFAs in Luther’s development,
but rather the problem of relating the alleged @yen ultimate responsibility we might get
from these special events to the (specific) caaistdcedents of his determined choice not to

recant.

In short, it strikes me that Kane has to confrard pressing issues. On the one hand, he does
not appear to be exempt from the compatibilistec tell a story about responsibility -

that is, a story that can confer enough respoiisilidr enough of the causal antecedents to a
particular choice stretching far enough back ireti@n the other hand, he must add to this a
story of how the ultimate responsibility he thinksecured by having real SFAs in one’s
history can be appropriately ‘hooked up’ with thiee story, such that this ultimate
responsibility can link to enough of the elementthie other story to make it seem relevant to
the particular choice and action under considematicthe latter story cannot be told, or it is
told in a way that renders the links too tenuous @eripheral to the causal (reason) complex
being examined, then Kane’s SFAs (if they existuldanake humans metaphysically
interesting without telling us much about freedamd aesponsibility for particular choices

and actions.

There is, however, a deeper problem in Kane’s atd¢came that might be shared by any
similar indeterminist libertarian account that @t of the ‘extra factor’ variety. Kane thinks
we get UR because SFAs are undetermined: motiataomflicts in an agent set up chaotic
dynamics in the brain that amplify quantum indeteanies, and leave the outcome of such
conflicts undetermined by prior causal conditidBst an argument similar in sentiment to
the one just employed in the case of particularadsoand actions can be put forward as a
means to undermining the significance of SFAs.vehdefended Kane (against Dennett) in
emphasising the ownership of the indeterminism lgedoin his account that comes from the
fact that the motivational conflict giving rise &0SFA is something internal to, and owned
by, the agent. At least, this sense of ownershepnsel sufficient to counter Dennett’s claim
that randomness is just randomness. But we couldasle about the ownership of the
motivational conflict, and hence the SFA, in aelfnt sense. How, we might ask, did the
agent come to be in the predicament of a particulativational conflict between

incommensurable goals and reasons?
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It seems that the answer to this question is, againg to require something much more like
a compatibilist account of responsibility for reasdbeliefs, desires, etc.) in order for us to
feel that the conflict is sufficiently ‘owned’ bjpé agent, such that the outcome of the conflict
(undetermined or not) is a meaningful expressiothefagent’s will. But that makes Kane’s
account once again parasitic on a more compatibiiderstanding of issues of responsibility
for reasons and motivations while rendering theotlygsised indeterminism of SFAs
something of a side-issue — a probabilistic, iadatnistic ‘hiccup’ in an otherwise
(potentially ) deterministic story about how peoptene to have the motivational set-ups

they in fact have.

To illustrate the problem | am alluding to, we ntigbnsider an agent faced with a
motivational conflict arising out of incommensuralgioals and conflicting reasons for
pursuing those goals — the basic set-up of oneankls SFAS. Suppose our agent suffers
from obsessive-compulsive disorder, and is undesttay of two conflicting compulsions:
they need to wash their hands (they have a hantigsompulsion), but they are also
compelled to check their water-mains inlet to Iémkany signs of leaks or sabotage, lest the
water be contaminated in any way. Our agent usaathnges their living space such that the
former action can readily be preceded by the |abier today they find their path to the water
mains obstructed by dirty garden tools. No-onegasiad to assist them, and they cannot
move the tools without immediately washing theindsthereafter. Of course, they can’t do

this without having first checked the water-maidemething is going to have to give.

Let us further suppose that the resulting confliges rise to the kind of chaotic amplification
of quantum indeterminacies in the brain that Kangtp at the heart of SFAs, and our
unfortunate agent makes their choice — they simlgh their hands. Is this an SFA? On
Kane’s account, it would appear that it is not. &avants to build in the same kinds of safe-
guards against compulsions, coercion, brain-wasletty that are the familiar stuff of
compatibilist accounts. The indeterminism he positsl the fact that choices flowing from
such indeterministic processes are undeterminehtisufficient to make a choice or action
into an SFA. But the example encourages us to@oiro things. First, as | have been
arguing above, Kane’s account is clearly parasiti@ more-or-less compatibilist account to
make these kinds of distinctions. Second, and jpsrh@re noteworthy, the choice situation
just described has all the regress-stopping feafrany genuine SFA with respect to the

causal story that can be told about it — the adigiecausal conditions are not sufficient to
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explain the outcome of the choice. So it seemsrdgess-stopping and buck-stopping come

apart in this instance.

This might not seem too problematic. Kane is sueelytled to be as parasitic as he likes
when it comes to compatibilist accounts of resgalitsi, and his account would surely be at
fault if it allowed the undetermined actions of@GD sufferer to qualify as freely chosen.
Nevertheless, causal regress-stopping was suppofedhe key feature of Kane’s account
of free will, and if we continue to manipulate axamples, it becomes ever clearer that it

will do very little, if any, significant work forim.

Imagine an agent with alleged genetically-inheridegressive tendencigsWe might easily
construct a scenario in which the agent is facegd aimotivational conflict with all the
hallmarks of an SFA, and that issues in an undeétegichoice as a result of indeterministic
processes in the brain. Suppose the agent is ctaaflover whether or not they should apply
for a prestigious scholarship. They have strongahdrwise convincing reasons for wanting
the scholarship, and believing that, at least grepahey meet or exceed the minimum
criteria for eligibility. On the other hand, thelepressive personality inclines them to believe
that they are unlikely to get the scholarship, trad they will thus needlessly endure the
effort, stress, and ultimate humiliation and disaippment of failure if they make the

application. Again, something will have to give.

Imagine that they choose either option — makingaihy@ication or not. Is this an SFA? It has
the requisite regress-stopping indeterminism agifiom a conflict of incommensurable
reasons/ motivations. It has one set of reasohssetin favour of applying — that is lacking

in any obvious features (coercion, compulsion,rbreashing, duress) that would render
responsibility problematic. It has another setezfsons that, though not irrational in any
obvious way, are ultimately grounded in geneticallyerited depressive tendencies in our
agent. Absent these tendencies and our agent wedbkt not have these reasons for not
applying, or they would be grounded in some othay {guch as, perhaps, a string of relevant

and similar actual incidents of applications tleat to disappointment).

3 Whether depression is genetically inherited, dredsense in which it could be so inherited, isasptecially
germane to the example, other than in the waysisésal in what follows.
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My contention is that, in deciding on this case, thal indeterminism we have allowed as a
feature of the choice situation does no significaotk at all. Kane, at least, thinks it is a
necessary feature if the choice is to be an ulemesponsibility-securing SFA, but that is all
it can be. It is of no use at all in deciding whestbur agent has the right kind of
responsibility for each of the conflicting reasatssthey have, and that is surely where the
important work of understanding and judging mattérseedom and responsibility is likely
to lie in an account centred on reasons and rdtipn&topping a regress of sufficient causes

does not give you ownership, or responsibilityfreedom.

Perhaps Kane can live with this. As already ndbedpever claimed that the indeterminism of
SFAs was sufficient to secure ultimate respongybiNet, if it secures so little in increasingly
realistic and difficult cases, we must surely wangbat it can hope tadd Suppose our
depressive agent chooses to apply for the schgparsind we (or Kane) can offer a story
about the agent on which this choice does quatifg 8FA. Perhaps we satisfy ourselves that
the agent is sufficiently aware of, and has critycexamined and accepted, their depressive
outlook on life — they value the reduced risk dfagipointment that it offers, and are willing
to trade this off against some opportunities théyhtnmiss as a consequentéNow we
compare our depressive agent, with their genuinf, 8Fa very similar agent faced by the
same choice, but who finds in a recent succesddbisive reason that leads them to also
choose to apply for the scholarsAfpAs described, the choice cannot qualify as a SFA.
lacks the requisite unresolvable conflict and cgnsat indeterministic choice. One set of
reasons proved decisive, and the choice was coestigas determined as any non-SFA
choices are likely to be. Kane wants us to beltbat there is something special about the
choice of our first depressive agent that is mggamthe case of the second agent.

But the differences between the two agents arehtBomost part, circumstantial. As a matter
of contingent fact, the second agent had experteagecent success of some kind that
featured prominently in their deliberations abdw# turrent choice. This difference of
circumstance allowed them to resolve their conifcinotivation in a decisive (‘determined’)

manner, while the first agent was left with an woteed conflict issuing in an undetermined

> That is, we allow or emphasise a more structurebant of the ownership and endorsement of these
depressive characteristics in this case, suchthkagenetic origins of the dispositions are of Egsificance to
the case.

%5 At the risk of stretching credibility, we could @mgine these agents as identical twins, each cofegingpan
application for (separate) prestigious scholarshipsparate simply so that the prospect of conpetitith
their sibling does not enter the example.
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choice. It is stretching credibility to imagine thie choice of the first agent is self-forming

in some important way that is somehow missing ftbenchoice of the second agent. This is
especially so in the light of my preceding argumentamely that the important work in
deciding that the first agent had a genuine SFAraglling a story about their depressive
tendencies, and that story is common to the chatbsth our agents. The implication was
that ownership and responsibility were not secly&thuse of the presence of indeterminism
in the resolution of the conflict. By the same [gaill that we have said about ownership and
responsibility for the first agent must apply te $econd agent. So, why the difference in

significance of the ultimate choices?

Kane could, of course, respond by claiming thatstioey we told about the first agent’s
depressive tendencies would need to posit varithes &FAs along the way, and so our
second agent would be free and responsible enaughdir current (determined) choice in
the light of this history of similar SFAs. Respdnibiy is accumulated over time and,
consequently, we should not expect any particuiagk ® look all that special, even in
comparison to very similar determined choices. i | think we can confront Kane with a
dilemma. If individual SFAs have regressid buck-stopping significance, then we need an
explanation of why the indeterminism involved irrieas candidate SFAs seems so
insignificant We need an explanation of why individual SFAsspecial when they do not
appear to be all that special in isolation, andhaut this explanation shifting so much
emphasis onto the indeterminism of the SFA as tkenitathe case that our OSD sufferer
might count as having a SFA. On the other hanesiponsibility can only be accumulated,
we are headed towards a different kind of regressegress of SFAs that will, at some point,
most likely land up with a small set of candidakéAS that look very much like our OCD
case because we cannot tell a plausible story alvengrship and responsibility for the
reasons that gave rise to the motivational confBat then explaining the significance of
these cases will require exactly the kind of exateom demanded for the significanceaniy
particular SFA.

Of the options available, it strikes me that theosel is the much more plausible and
promising one — responsibility should accumulaterdgime, without too much significance
being placed on any single life choice or actioat Ben we really are dealing with
something much more like traditional compatibilismd Kane’s indeterministic hypothesis

is at best an empirical speculation about wayshitivquantum phenomena and chaotic
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dynamics in the brain can throw up ripples of iedetinism to disrupt what might otherwise
be the remarkable determining causal powers ofitimean mind-brain-body system. Kane’s
arguments may provide us with reasons to thinkwleatan still talk of causation and
responsibility in cases where such hypothesizeeterchinism rears its head, and this could
be a contribution to a significant bit of conceptilerapy for us if the universe (or, more
locally, the brain-body system) turns out to bestedministic. What he does not provide,
however, are sufficiently good reasons for thinkingt indeterminism in the moment of
choice, in the face of certain motivational confljowill help secure claims of free agency.
The compatibilist suspicion about the perils ofrtgyto insert indeterminism into moments of
volition, whether special and occasional SFAs dr appears to be essentially correct. This
kind of indeterminism looks likely to undermine agg; it does not help raise it to an
esteemed form that we might claim to be free.
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Prospects for Compatibilism

Having seen the problems that arise in Kane’s gitémsecure free will by positing special
moments of indeterminism within the agent at spen@ments of choice, we now must turn
to evaluate the prospects of compatibilist appreach free agency. Here we are
immediately confronted with the difficulty that cgatibilism, in part because it has held
sway as the mainstream position in the free witlades for so long, does not comprise just
one clear position, beyond a commitment to the tdatilour having free will is potentially
compatible with the truth of some version of detieism. Despite this difficulty, my
discussion and evaluation will attempt to extraemngful themes and commonalities from

amongst compatibilist approaches so as to genarmgeéaeral view of their prospects.

In introducing the traditional problem or dilemnizoat free will and the traditional positions
taken in the debate, | commented that compatibiippears to be immediately confronted
with a host of challenges, whereas libertarianisenss primarily confronted by one central
challenge of making freedom of will ‘compatible’twi(some of) our actions being
undetermined. Another way of interpreting this aiton, however, is to say that the
traditional problem/dilemma succeeds admirablyaptaring the problems faced by
libertarianism while, at best, it only captures @agential worry one might have about free
will from a compatibilist perspective. The worry fcompatibilists is that, under global
determinism, actions appear as inevitable outcarhesents and states of affairs that predate
the birth of the agent. This is a significant worrindeed, my own reluctance to occupy a
thoroughly compatibilist position stems in partifr@oncerns about this way of looking at
agency under conditions of global determinism —aedwill return to it on more than one

occasion in what follows.

Yet, beyond this particular (long distance) woroy €ompatibilists, it is evident that the
traditional problem/dilemma represents a grosssavgalification (or misrepresentation) of
what we can say about agency, action and freedaeterministic context. And it is, | will
argue, largely because of these problems of ovetsication and/or misrepresentation that

the challenges facing compatibilism become so heagiparent.
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Agents owning actions

On a more local scale — the scale of an individig&nt acting on a time scale of minutes,
hours, days and even years — it is not at all alsnghat should follow from the idea that,
under determinism, “every action would be fixeddaylier events.” (Lipton, 2004, p.89) For
one thing, we have said nothing about the possihs played by an agent in fixing one
special class of events, namely the actions ofapant. Undetermined actions generate
obvious problems for libertarianism in part becatisefar from obvious how an agent could
have played any role, let alone a significant roiéhose actions coming about. But the idea
that actions are fixed by earlier events seemsawed open innumerable possibilities for the
agent to have played an important and ineliminatike in determining the occurrence of

these actions.

This is especially clear when we consider two efpivotal issues that | associate with
concerns about free will — ownership and contrahaiM would call the primary

compatibilist insight or conviction is the ideatlecdaims of ownership of, and control over
action are enhanced by (indeed nm@pntralibertarianism, even require) the agent playing a
central role in determining that the action occdrigot only is this an important insight into
agency and action at what | have called a locdésbait it is equally important to
acknowledge at long distance or a global scale.idé that we make no difference to how
things (including our actions) turn out because e fixed by events in the past is not an
idea that follows from the truth of determinismtsijust fatalism. While | suspect that many
people have feared the implications of determirtirause they have confused determinism
with fatalism, we must be decisive in setting thiedr thesis aside as largely irrelevant to our
concerns. It simply does not follow from the (afley fact that my actions are determined by
events in the past (determinism) that | play naiicant role in those actions coming about
(fatalism). The conceptual and theoretical spaceped by compatibilism is precisely one
of spelling out the possible roles an agent midgyy ;1 generating actions given the (or
despite the possible) truth of determinism.

Returning, then, to the local level of explanatéom justification of action, compatibilism
appears to be on solid ground in claiming thatstinengest kind of relation between an agent
and their actions is one of determination. Wheredsk justify claims of ownership and
control of, and responsibility for action, a compdist can claim that an ineliminable part of

the factors determining the action includes (faaraple) the character and reasons of the
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agent, and the agent’s deciding to act out of nathe basis of, that character and those
reasons. This is evidently of special import iroatext of contrastive explanation or
justification, where an agent is tasked with explayg why they acted as they did instead of
one or other alternative actions. The (compatifyiagent can respond that they acted as they
did, rather than in some other wégcausehey had this character and these reasons rather
than some other character and/or reasons. The digemdt whimsically act on one reason
rather than another, because the reasons they@ttsdre decisive in determining their
action. (Of course, libertarian agent-causal actare also inclined to allude to an agent
determining their actions, only in a context whigre agent’s character and reasons do not
determine the outcome. Instead, the action is et#rchined by anything other than the agent.
Exactly what this non-deterministic determiningiaty of the agent amounts to is for the
most part unclear (if not mysterious) to both cotiglést and event-causal libertarians (such

as Kane) alike.)

This relationship between agent, character, reamodsctions construed along compatibilist
lines also aids in avoiding the particular problehtuck that confronts Kane (and, if in
slightly modified form, other libertariari) In contrasting cases (such as in the ‘cosmic re-
runs’ imagined in Chapter 1), a libertarian ageititact differently to how they in fact acted
on at least some occasions, given exactly the gaimieconditions, reasons, etc. One way of
framing the problem of luck for the libertariantieat they do not seem to have access to any
relevant difference between the cases that coylthexthe different outcomes — thus,
whichever of the different outcomes (and their pog&dly different moral or ethical status)
was the actual outcome seems, from this perspettivae a matter of luck. For the
compatibilist, by contrast, the (local) determinatof action means that the outcome must
always be the same, and different outcomes muatt@mpanied by relevant differences in
the agent, their character, reasons and/or ciramoss. At the local level, luck just doesn’t

come into the matter for compatibilism.

Negative Conceptions of Freedom
A further strength of the compatibilist positiortligt it encourages and grounds important

distinctions between different ways in which aganight bring about their actions. This can

%% For discussions of libertarian problems with luak,well as some libertarian responses, see, famge,
Double (1991), Strawson (1994), Clarke (1999, 20B&ji (1999), Kane (1999a, 1999b) and Mele (1999,
2006).
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be seen in the emphasis placed on what can bel cedlgative conceptions of freedom — ways
of understanding free actions by understanding wiegt are not. Many compatibilists
emphasise the contrast between normal (free) aatidraction that is the product of
coercion, manipulation or compulsion. That is, Wwewdd approach the question as to what
acting of one’s own free will consists in by, fiestd foremost, contrasting normal action with
action emanating from an agent who is not free liez#hey are subject to coercive,
manipulative or compulsive influences. The agenbhwigun held to their head lacks
(compatibilist) freedom because they are not foegct on their reasons and character — the
coercer has stacked the deck and forced on thesanganot of their making, with the
consequences of acting in any way other than ttesicpbed by the coercer having an
abnormal (and potentially deadly) import on therdgedeliberations. The agent whose
psychology has been systematically manipulatedowittheir knowledge of such
manipulation does not act of their own free wikchuse their character and/or reasons are no
longer entirely their own, but a product of the mpahation. The addict or obsessive
compulsive acting under the influence of an irfislis desire does not act of their own free
will because the desire will run its course tosfatition no matter what the considered
judgement or deliberations of the agent. Not omé/these distinctions and contrasts
significant and robust — they are important to adgquate account of free agency, including

libertarian accounts.

It has even been argued that various compatiliésinctions can survive an otherwise
sceptical, illusion-based account of free will. Bamilansky (2000), in his bodkree Will

and lllusion thinks that a core conception of ‘up-to-usneies &t the heart of our thinking
about free will, and this core conception has lmatimpatibilist and libertarian or ‘ultimate’
elements to it. While Smilansky (2000) argues thatlibertarian or ultimate elements of the
core conception cannot be defended, he thinksctirapatibilist distinctions and categories
remain important (and, thus, he rejects standarsloares of hard determinism):

Not denying all of the hard determinist case, | cahssty that in order to be e.g. just we have to
be partial compatibilists, and function on the catiplist level, using compatibilist categories...
It is morally crucial whether | had an opporturtiyconform to the requirements of morality
based on my autonomous reflections and local chmrmot. These are, on one level, non-
arbitrary moral distinctions, and any adequate immnder which respects n#s a persorwill

take them into account intrinsically, under a debased view. Even if | understand that there is
no libertarian free will, 1 wish to live under acsal order that requires that people be judged
according to the paradigm of free will and resplbifigy... (Smilansky, 2000, p.92, italics in
original)
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For Smilansky (as for the hard determinist), theesige of libertarian free will means that no
human agent is ultimately responsible for theiidife. He thinks, however, that hard
determinists go too far in their rejection of comilpiéist conceptions of freedom and
responsibility. From a perspective concerned wisttige and just arrangements for society,
Smilansky argues that we are better off living i€ammunity of Responsibility’ where
agents are given credit for their (morally) goofbes and acts, and where conditions that
undermine compatibilist freedom and control arenagkledged as providing excuses from
responsibility. Indeed, to fail to make these distions would, according to Smilansky
(2000), onlyaddto the injustice associated with the absencetohate (libertarian)

responsibility.

While | have avoided the details of Smilansky’'saad, and while he clearly thinks that
compatibilism cannot achieve all that it would h@sean account and defence of our having
free will (an issue to which we will return shoityis defence of compatibilist distinctions
based on considerations of autonomy and local gbistsignificant as a recommendation of
the importance and robustness of these distinctMoseover, his arguments suggest that
(negative) compatibilist conceptions of freedomwtidiold weight with both libertarians

and hard determinists, suggesting at least one o&gotential agreement in the entire free

will debate.

Alternative Possibilities

Where compatibilism has traditionally fared lesslwgeon the third pivotal issue in the free
will debate — alternative possibilities. Indeedsiprobably fair to say that the central issue of
contention between compatibilists and their incotitydest counterparts (libertarian and hard
determinist alike) has been the importance andgregation of alternative possibilities as a
condition for human agents having free will. | cabhhope to even briefly survey the outlines
of this particular debate. Nevertheless, in loolopgmistically at the prospects for
compatibilism, I will highlight two trends in complailist approaches to alternative
possibilities — (i) the intuitive plausibility ofonditional interpretations of the requirement;

and (ii) critical denials of the importance of aftative possibilities.

Perhaps the most widely endorsed compatibilistagugr to questions about alternative
possibilities is one that offers a conditional iegdf the claim that an agent ‘could have

done otherwise’ when acting freely. In essenceateamentative strategy here is to insist
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that the most plausible way to read a ‘could hawgedbtherwise’ claim is as a conditional
(subjunctive or counterfactual) claim about whatgentcould have done had they willed
differently. Thus, to say that | could have gonéhte beach instead of staying here to work
means both (a) that | was quite capable of choaamuggoing to the beach — | was physically
capable, there were no obvious physical or psygicdb (coercive, manipulative,
compulsive) obstacles or impediments to my choosirgp to the beach and acting on that
choice; and (b) that | could have gone to the béachl willed (deliberated/ reasoned/
desired/ valued/ etc.) differently. My will was &d&ecause | could have willed otherwise
under relevantly similar circumstances. Countedaly, | would (or might) not have stayed

here to work instead of going to the beach if | iélted (deliberated, etc.) differently.

Incompatibilists have been notoriously unsatisfieth this interpretation of the alternative
possibilities requirement, insisting that real ttem of will requires that more than one
possible future of choice and action be genuingglly, metaphysically) open to an agent at
the time of choice and action. If, under deternmmithere is and only ever has been one
(genuinely, really, metaphysically) possible futéoethe agent’s choice, then there are no

real alternative possibilities and there isnmeal freedom.

The compatibilist, however, has two important resss for the dissatisfied incompatibilist.
First, the compatibilist interpretation of ‘couldve done otherwise’ has the virtue of
emphasising considerations and distinctions treabamportance to compatibilist and
incompatibilist alike, at least in so far as baties share a commitment to a thesis of mental
causation. For, if the relationship between agedtactions is to be interpreted along causal
lines, then both sides will have to acknowledgeitigortance of the right kinds of patterns
of counterfactual dependency in establishing asth#uing these causal claims (at least, on
any account of causation that emphasises counteafay. Once again, it would seem that
everyone (other than the epiphenomenalist) isylikehave to take on board significant
portions of the compatibilist view of choice andiae irrespective of their views on free will,

thus leaving the compatibilist to ask why anyoneildavant more.

Second, the compatibilist can follow up on theseexgeneral observations by arguing in
favour of the conditional interpretation as a me@nsecuring the right kind of ownership
and control of action necessary to sustain claih@gency, and thus free agency. As we have

seen, libertarians have had great difficulty intaumsng the claim that ownership and
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(especially) control can survive the insertionradeterminism into the origins of an agent’s
actions. By focussing in on alternative possil@itithe compatibilist can try to show what is
wrong-headed about libertarianism, largely indeeenof the problems with indeterminism,
by exposing a crucial mistake in adopting an undal reading of ‘could have done
otherwise’. The mistake is something like the failog: by adopting an unconditional
reading of ‘could have done otherwise’, requirihgttalternative possibilities be genuinely
(really, metaphysically) available to the agentemmteciselythe same circumstances of
choice, we can only beeakeninghe sense in which the agent’s actions flow framd(
connect with) their character, concerns and dedif@ns. After all, if the agent could have
done otherwise undexactlythe same circumstances, where these includedhaiacter (all
that they brought to the situation by way of thpsychological make up) and their
deliberations (the actual path of reasoning thdgvied), it is far from clear that either their
character or their deliberations played the kindetisive rol2’ in influencing their
subsequent action that we would want if the agetd claim ownership and control of the
action®® Or rather, as we saw with the worries about inueiteism, it would seem that to the
extent that we can allow a different outcome gitrensame precursors, we would be inclined

to discount the level of ownership and controldlgent might claim for their actions.

A key positive or constructive insight offered limetcompatibilist about freedom and
alternative possibilities is that we have the lafte part, because of the kind of creatures that
we are — unlike amoeba®pheX’, or a thermostat, we typically have an array dfawéoural
possibilities open to us in a given situation, anel sensitive to any number of contingencies
or variables that may be relevant to the choicactibn — and because we are able (under at
least some conditions) to deliberately consideraraduate these possibilities in the light of
the contingencies so as to make an informed ch@uehaving alternative possibilities in
choice and action is, in this sense, metaphysica#j/to the extent that it tracks our genuine

behavioural and cognitive capacities — the thinggeally can or could have done in a

>" Agent-causal theorists foresee a decisive rol¢heagent in fixing their will; but, again, givéime same
character (in my inclusive sense) and deliberatitns not clear to me what this could amount to.

%8 |n Chapter 2, we saw that Kane (at least) cargtminboard these sensible claims from the comyiatibi
approach, so long as the decisive willing of angegiaction has, in its history, some requisite nendf SFAs
relevant to the given choice situation. In my asse=nt of Kane, it emerged that even this strategydcnot
escape the problem, in that genuine SFAs and ps8bés (SFA-like choices involving a decisive judgent)
seem only trivially different.

%9 The example of the wasBphexcomes from Dennett (1984).
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situation. Perhaps chief amongst these capacitiesricapacity to generate or otherwise

recognise options, and our capacity to make ouoractrack or respond to our reasons.

On the other hand, osenseof having alternative possibilities is also, intpa function of

the epistemic circumstances of deliberation andcehio so far as we do not know, prior to
following through the course of our deliberatiowkich option from the array of possible
actions we will settle on. For the compatibiliste fpossible truth of determinism does not
hold any threat to either of these bases for claibwut alternative possibilities. It is not
immediately obvious, at leagtima facie how or why our relevant behavioural and cognitive
capacities would change if they turned out to afgeon deterministic lines (or in a
deterministic univer€d); and, in the absence of any input to our delitiema based on
deterministic predictiorf$, our epistemic situation also remains apparemnttpuched by the

truth or falsity of determinism.

For a range of compatibilists, then, our intuiti@mut alternative possibilities and ‘could
have done otherwise’ can find a place in a compstilaccount of freedom as part of a story
about the decisive, reliable and non-arbitrary emtion between the agent’s will and their
actions. We claim ownership and control of our chsiand actions because of the way in
which these connect with and flow from our reasamsl the patterns of subjunctive
conditionals and counterfactuals that are thus @ue@ (as per a conditional reading of
‘could have done otherwise’) are an integral pathese connections between our reasons
and our actions. If some other intuitions abougrakitive possibilities do not find a place in
this scheme, it is those intuitions rather thanunderstanding of human agency that will, on
these views, be at fault.

Living without alternative possibilities

The second compatibilist trend in dealing with radggive possibilities we can highlight takes
this logic of faulting or challenging our intuitiero its logical extreme by critically
interrogating the idea that we require alternapgssibilitiesat all in attributing free will

(and responsibility) to agents. On the one handnieg (1987) famously uses (and reuses —

see Dennett, 2003) the example of Luther on thecthsteps, proclaiming “Here | stand, |

8 Although, as | will argue in Chapter 4, operatingleterministic universe turns out to be a sigaifit
problem for the compatibilist.

I That is, if we ignore the complications that mighise from having to consider the impact of krenige of
deterministically sound predictions of our own figtlbehaviour into deliberations about that behaviou
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can do no other”, as an alleged case in whichgleatadeclared absence of alternative
possibilities makes no difference to our assesswignither as either a free agent or as a
morally responsible agent. While interpretation®ehnett’'s example differ, Dennett’s
intended point seems quite straightforward: if aleetLuther at his word, and we agree that
Luther acted as a free and morally responsibletaglean he nailed his declaration to the
church door, then having alternative possibilitaanot be a necessary condition for free and

morally responsible agency.

While ‘occasionalist’ libertarians like Kaffecan claim to be in qualified agreement with
Dennett, both agent-causal libertarian and harerdenist critics of compatibilism seem to
have a case to answer here. In both real life lamdhypothetical worlds of moral dilemmas, it
seems we can think of any number of ‘choice’ siarat in which only one possible path of
action lies open to us, and this phenomenon necds squared with demands for the
pervasive availability of genuinely (really, metgpitally) alternative possibilities as a

necessary condition for free agefity

It could, of course, be argued that Dennett's pdogs not really intersect with the usual
debate between compatibilists and incompatibibser ‘could have done otherwise’.
Specifically, it might be argued that Luther’s hating able to do otherwise is potentially at
odds with the standard compatibilist reading ofhsaclain*. Presumably, on a conditional
compatibilist reading, Luther could have done othse if only he had believed differently or
had different values and concerns, and becausadertough by way of (negative)
compatibilist freedoms to have acted differentlshét had been his will. From this
perspective, Dennett’s insistence that Luther coolidhave done otherwise might be thought
to detract from the insight pushed by advocates ainditional reading, namely that even in
Luther’s case, we can find a sensible interpretadiothe idea that he was free, in part,

because he could have done otherwise.

However, | am inclined to interpret Dennett as gdinth sympathetic to the conditional

reading of ‘could have done otherwise’ while alsanting to insist that we are not univocal

2 See my Chapter 2.

%3 Dennett’s (2003) preferred self-reflexive exarrfpten the domain of moral dilemmas involves his stesice
that, given the chance to get a thousand dollaslif he would torture some people, he would (freeld
responsibly) have no alternative but to refusentbaey.

64| am grateful to Mark Leon for emphasising thisnpo
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in our concerns about alternative possibilities f@yussing on cases like Luther’s, Dennett is
reminding us that outside of the philosophical delmver alternative possibilities, there are
ordinary contexts in which an agent might find ith&@stence on being able to do otherwise
puzzling, especially (though not necessarily exgklg) in cases of momentous decisions.
“You insist that | must have been able to do othisewbut | insist that if you were to place
me in the same situation, or even a relevantlylaimsituation, | would do the same thing all
over again!” Rather than undercutting the compldibemphasis on conditional alternative
possibilities, this interpretation of Dennett sugfgehat both perspectives on alternative
possibilities are grounded in the same (compasidilinderstanding of the conditions of
ownership and control — namely that claimag@ncyare at their strongest when the force of
the agent’s will is most decisive. Thus: “I coulaMe done otherwise had | thought or felt
differently; but in this case, for me to have thiugr felt differently would be for me to be
an unrecognisably different person!” Under theseurnstances, | (the agent) cannot isee

‘surviving’ as the agent and author of my actiothié action were different.

While this position depends on a link to importantl difficult questions about personal
identity, it is not unusual for questions aboumitly to be raised in contexts where a
philosophical theory suggests or implies a weakenection between the agent and their
projects, concerns and values than seems plaudsiblgstain. For example, one of the more
effective critiques of utilitarian ethics offeregt Bernard Williams (e.g. Williams, 1976) is
that utilitarian calculations of the greatest gdmdthe greatest number may well leave an
agent in a position where the ethically prescritesgponse to a situation (based on the utility
calculation) is so at odds with the character awgepts of the agent as to leave their identity
intolerably compromised. Similarly, | take it tHaénnett is using Luther as a case in which
the character of the agent could not, in a sigaificsense, survive even a conditional reading
of the requirement of alternative possibilitiesee\Vf, as indicated above, we can allow that
Luther has the requisite negative freedoms andciigpta act differently had his reasons
been different). So, again, the idea is that thelitmnal interpretation of alternative
possibilities is important but should not be pustwexdfar. If Dennett is right, an insistence on
the pervasive availability of alternative possii® is an incompatibilist hankering for their
favoured mark of free agency that does not holtbugitical scrutiny; and it is a strength of
compatibilism that it can capture what is plausedd@ut the incompatibilist view (via the

conditional interpretation of ‘could have done attise’) while avoiding its excesses of
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strength (the unconditional or categorical readang) scope (it is not a necessary feature of

free and responsible choices).

On the other hand, a far more controversial chg#eo the importance of alternative
possibilities is due to Harry Frankfurt (1969), gidys a significant role in motivating the
so-called semicompatibilism advocated by John Mafischer (1994, 2002; Fischer &
Ravizza, 19985. The challenge is built on the construction ofpf@priately named)
Frankfurt-type examples whose purpose is to chgdiéhe intuition that the availability of

alternative possibilities (however construed) isessary for moral responsibilffy

The basic structure of a Frankfurt-type exampl®ives an agent who is, in some way, at the
mercy of another agency (a Cartesian evil demdmerevolent’ demon, an interfering
advanced neuroscientist) that has the ability tieriiene in the choices of the agent. So, in the
case of Nell the Nasty Neuroscierffstve are asked to imagine that she has in some way
mastered the ability to both monitor and interventhe deliberations and choices of some
unsuspecting human agent (whom | will call Ned)e Tleuroscientist is thus able to observe
and track the course of Ned’s deliberations ingimgn choice situation and, should she
observe Ned tending towards a choice that is nbetdaste, the neuroscientist can intervene
and determine Ned's choice out of the options abl as she sees fit. Given this setting, we
have what looks like a clear case of (at leastr@® manipulation that compatibilists and

incompatibilists alike would recognise as a thtedtee agency and responsibility.

The critical part of Frankfurt’'s thought experimgnbwever, lies in considering the cases
where the nasty neuroscientist does not intervandeed, it lies in considering the cases
where Ned happens to make choices that are tdkthg bf the neuroscientist on each and
every occasion of choice during the time that hender the (potential) influence of Nell.

Frankfurt’s contention is that, in these casesavf-imtervention, agents like Ned are

% The key idea behind Fischer’s position, and whalkes it onlysemcompatibilist, is that he argues for a
compatibilist position regarding determinism andrahoesponsibility while taking an incompatibilstance
(grounded in the Consequence Argument) on detesmiaind freedom. In short, Fischer thinks freedom
requires alternative possibilities (which the Cansance Argument shows us not to have), whereaisithe f
Frankfurt-type examples persuasive in showingweton't need alternative possibilities in ordehtwe
moral responsibility.

% Frankfurt introduced this type of example in Friamk(1969). For a variety of perspectives on the
significance of Frankfurt-type examples, see thatrioutions by Fisher (2002), Ekstrom (2002) andiévker
(2002) that comprise a dedicated section of Kaf@Zg).

" In Dennett (1984), he calls one of his bogeymeniefarious Neuroscientist'. | follow his allitdiee lead,
but not his choice of name.
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determining their will — after all, there is noemention — in a manner that is no different to
how they would choose in the absence of the na@miehing controller Nell, while clearly
lacking any categoricar conditional alternative possibilities for choicshould Ned have
swayed towards any other option, Nell would havterirened to make things turn out as they
in fact did. Thus, Frankfurt asks us to share theition that Ned is responsible for his
choices, since these in fact turned out exactiheg would have in the absence of the

neuroscientist, and despite the fact that he apfigracked alternative possibilities.

Frankfurt-type examples arguably represent thengerst available challenge to the idea that
alternative possibilities are important to free a@sponsible agency. Given that these thought
experiments challenge both incompatibilist and catibydist accounts of alternative
possibilities, it is not surprising that the intexfations and responses provoked by the
examples vary considerably. For some compatibijlesisossible line of response is to take
onboard the basic interpretation offered above,hanid that aruly compatibilist account of
free agency and responsibility just does not neexttommodate concerns about (categorical
or conditional) alternative possibilities (otheathby explaining that we havesanseof

having alternative possibilities while we deliberaecause of our epistemically limited

position with regards to how our deliberations wiih).

A different response would be to accept Frankfuriferences in so far as they pertain to
guestions aboutsponsibilitywhile being more cautious, or sceptical, abouttiaications
for freedom. That is, one could accept Frankfupetgxamples as severing the tie between
alternative possibilities and responsibility wrskdl worrying (or insisting) that agents like
Ned lack freedom in some sense important to ouergtanding of free agency.

Fischer's (1994, Fischer & Ravizza, 1998) semicaibpsm amounts to something like this
second position, although Frankfurt-type examptesat the fundamental motivation for his
position. Fischer is, for the most part, persuatiatithe Consequence Argument (and similar
arguments developed and discussed at length ihéfist994) is successful in undermining
our ordinary concept of freed§ftin a deterministic universe because it showswealack

regulative control. Frankfurt-type examples, howeseaggest that we can rescue a

% More carefully, Fischer (1994) thinks we have tations of freedom — freedom to do otherwise, astithg
freely — and that incompatibilist arguments arecessful in undermining the first notion given eithe
determinism or the existence of God.
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substantive notion of moral responsibility, basadcaaotion of guidance control, and this
does not require the availability of alternativesgibilities. The position is semicompatibilist
both because it takes so much onboard from incabiligttarguments about freedom, and
because the position offers a compatibilism abesponsibility while being incompatibilist

in what it has to say about freed®m

Alternatively, one could accept the division betwé¢at least some) questions of
responsibility and questions of freedom while stilkintaining (i) that these questions
typically run together in non-Frankfurt-type casasd (ii) that Ned lacks (compatibilist)
freedom of an important kind. A compatibilist whrawvburs a conditional reading of ‘could
have done otherwise’ might insist that consideretiof conditional alternative possibilities,
by their very nature, involve hypothetical scensiiowhich the agent willed differently
(because of hypothetical differences in characéarsons, and/or circumstance). Given that
issues of alternative possibilities are always ligptical in this way, and given the
interpretation that Ned lacks these alternativesitagies because of the pending
interventions of the neuroscientist in all instaadere Ned sways towards a different
choice, Ned is not a (compatibilist) free agent.atihe examples demonstrate is that
compatibilist understandings mésponsibilityare sufficiently robust as to survive the agent’s

compromised freedom given the (contingent) lacintedrvention in these imagined cases.

| am inclined to favour a version of this last pisi, primarily because it tries to secure what
is sensible about conditional readings of ‘couldéhdone otherwise’ when it comes to
understanding claims of free agency while (as Digmnett’'s examples) qualifying the sense
in which alternative possibilities are importantivim a compatibilist understanding of
agency more generally. That is, given the primdagsues of ownership and control in
grounding agency, freedom and responsibility, geshaps not surprising that we can come
up with (otherworldly) examples where contingenthcompromised ownership and control
encourage intuitions of responsibility, while hyjpetical considerations of alternative
possibilities reveal possibilities for compromisaginership and control that would
undermine agency and freedom. In terms of the otdiscussion, however, what is most

pertinent is that if such a compatibilist respottsErankfurt-type examples can be sustained,

% See also my earlier note on Fischer’s semicomitiatib | find strong similarities between Smilangky
(2000) position and the overall gist of Fischer@rky in so far as Smilansky takes an incompatibliiiee on
freedom while also arguing that various compasbiliistinctions relating to just desert and woghmain
important and justifiable.
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then these thought experiments can safely be addbe list of considerations warning

against an incompatibilist, categorical readin¢cotild have done otherwise’.

A More Positive Conception of Freedom

Much of the compatibilist approach that has beewesed so far has been of a negative
nature — denials of or responses to various prodglemderstandings of freedom built in
contrast to factors that negate freedom; critiqpfdbe importance of alternative possibilities;
and so on. When it comes to more positive, fleshgdccounts of free agency, it is that
much more difficult to find common ground amongstnpatibilists because these positive
accounts tend to exhibit greater differences ohigpi and detail. Nevertheless, in an attempt
to evaluate the overall prospects for compatibiligrwould be useful to extract one or more
common theme from these positive accounts thatdagdtires the flavour of the picture of
agency favoured by compatibilists. Just such araktiteme can be found in the idea that

free agency is marked, in various ways, by a céypé&mi reflective endorsement

The idea that a capacity for reflective endorsenmgeimportant to human agency is hardly
unique to compatibilisii. What distinguishes the compatibilist approadésidea that

some form of reflective endorsement, together withnegative conception of freedom
discussed earlier (freedom from constraints of @oar manipulation and compulsion), gives
us enough by way of a conception of agency to sav& (if not all) of what is worthwhile in
our ordinary conception of free agency, irrespectf/the truth of determinism. In one or
other way, the agent who is both free of compasibdonstraint@andable to reflectively
endorse the choices that issue from their willl be a free agentMy task, at this point, is to
put some flesh onto this skeletal theme of reflecéindorsement, while allowing for

differences of principle and detail that persisbagst competing compatibilist accoufits

0 See, for example, Korsgaard’s (1996) neo-Kant@mant of autonomy and normativity cited in Chajster
below.

" One important difference amongst compatibilistrapphes that | will tend to gloss over is that kesiwmore
strictly structural accounts (such as Frankfuris)l accounts with a stronger historical-geneticmpament
(what Mele (2005) calls a history-sensitive conipitiim). On a strictly (or at least strongly) sttui@l reading,
an account like Frankfurt’s does not have or nebidtarical or developmental story to tell aboutagient and
their motivational hierarchies — a suitable aligmimgetween higher and lower order volitions wilffme for a
will to be free (but see my comments on identifimatin Frankfurt's account, below). Dennett alsods to
favour a view that does not require historical gbods to be satisfied, even if such conditionsallyuare
satisfied in ordinary (and especially non-thougkperiment) cases. See, for example, exchanges betwe
Dennett and Mele in Dennett (2003, 2005) and M2095%).
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| take the following quote from Dilman (1999) to éepressing an important idea about
human agency that, barring various possible disponer details, underpins much
compatibilist thinking about free agency:

Even if at first | simply accept, indeed swallowy parent’s (sic) values and precepts, what |
learn gradually enables me to reflect on them, ctimenderstand their significance in relation to
the situations with which life confronts me. Whiilereigh those situations in terms of these
values, at the same time those situations weigbetlialues for me in the light of other forms of
significance | pick up in the course of my upbrimgand other contacts. It is in this process that |
begin to come to myself, come to have a self laane to, and at the same time come to own the
values or reject them in favour of others | comeadntact with and make my own... I am no
longer a product of my upbringing. In the coursé& bacquire a mind of my own and a will that

IS mine... | acquire the capacity to weigh and acoepeject what | am given... [M]ore and more

| participate in this process of learning and grayviip, that is in my own formation, as | acquire
independence of thought and come to myself. | domse to own myself, and it is as myself, as an
individual, that | think, consider, take decisiarl act... (Dilman, 1999, p.246)

While this view of agency need not be read as ety compatibilist, | will unpack it in a

manner that highlights what compatibilists miginidfimost salient and attractive about it.

In its essential details, the picture presentedads of an agent growing into themselves,
gradually taking ownership and control of their [tves and precepts” through processes of
reflective endorsement. For a typical compatihilisere is no magic moment at which a free
human agent emerges from the complex of develo@hpricesses that have constituted
their upbringing; nor are there magic moments déterminism (be these SFAs or instances
of agent-causation) that gradually or instantly kithe emergence of a free agent. Instead,
there is (just) a gradual process through whichrdisvely human agency emerges, enabled
by capacities for reflection and learning, such tha values and precepts imbibed during
development come under reflective scrutiny in tgktlof situations and circumstances that
are encountered, including encounters with diffesystems of value and belief that the
agent finds in others. While the agent is alwaysiog to a situation from a point of view
structured and shaped by their current values axkpts, the reflective agent can also assess
that point of view through comparisons with othiartns of significance” and systems of
values and precepts that are encountered and/oueged by life experiences and other
people, weighing these against each other, andngptaiown or reject and replace the values
and precepts that were the agent’s starting phiigtthrough this gradual, temporally
extended process of reflective engagement witlhwtbréd and others, accompanied by
various endorsements and rejections/alteratiotiseovalues and precepts brought into these

situations, that the agent comes to own the pdisairthey are with the (continually
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evolving) character that they have. And in acqgitnvnership of themselves, they gradually

take ownership of their will and the actions tHai from their will.

In keeping with the compatibilist theme of focugson the normal case, | take it that various
important compatibilist approaches to free will @awgncy presuppose something like this
view of reflective endorsement as a background itiemcto claims that particular instances
of willing and acting constitute choices made Befand responsible agents. This theme in
compatibilist thinking can be traced back at lesstar as Locke:

For, the mind having in most cases, as is evideakperience, a power suspendhe execution
and satisfaction of any of its desires; and sooalg after another, is at liberty to consider the
object of them, examine them on all sides, and kwvt#igm with others. In this lies the liberty man
(sic) has; and from the not using of it right cora#ghat variety of mistakes, errors, and faults
which we can run into in the conduct of our livasd our endeavours after happiness; whilst we
precipitate the determination of our wills, and &ge too soon, before due examination... we
have the opportunity to examine, view, and judgegbod or evil of what we are going to do; and
when, upon due examination, we have judged, we Hame our duty, all that we can do, or ought
to do, in pursuit of our happiness; and it is nédudt, but a perfection of our nature, to desire,
will, and act according to the last result of a &atamination. (Locke, 1690/1975, pp263-264 -
Section 47)

The space of reflection and evaluation of our nestiand desires is thus, for Locke, the space
in which we should locate distinctively human freed It is a freedom from wantonness —
from agency where desires merely compete, on this b&strength and persistence, for
control of action. Human agency is marked by actinrthe basis of motives that have

survived reflective examination and have been esatbby judgements of reason.

More contemporary forms of compatibilism have @trihis theme forward in a variety of
guiseg? For Frankfurt (1971), an agent’s will is free wattae agent has an appropriate
second (on-) order volition that a certain first- (or lower)der desire be effective — they
want that their will should be constituted by theen lower-order desire. While this should
not be mistaken for the claim that such higher-oeshelorsement takes place occurently in or
at the moment of willing, reflective endorsemensoime kindvithin the agent’s

psychological make up is being posited as the gistdior having a will that is free:

‘reflective’ because the higher-order volition takelower-order desire as its object, and
‘endorsement’ because the volition is constitutedhe desire that the lower-order desire be
effective. Moreover, given the well-known probleassociated with hierarchical accodfts

and the vagueness of notions of identification erygd by Frankfurt, it is not unreasonable

2 For a useful discussion, see Haji (2002).
3 See Haiji (2002).
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to suggest that the picture sketched by Dilman §)1@9the kind of image of reflective

agency that needs to be in place if hierarchicabawts are to be suitably fleshed out.

Gary Watson, at least in his most well-known disaws of his views (Watson, 1975),
arguably subscribes to a similar view of the grauafifree will, even while he explicitly
contrasts his account with the hierarchical posibbFrankfurt (1971). Watson (1975)
claims that agents have a valuation system andtizational system, and that the possibility
of unfree action arises, not because of the passibih of determinism, but because of the
possibility of an agent’s motivational system begffgctive in producing action
independently of the judgements issuing from tHaatéon system — that is, agents are
characteristically unfree when their desires afecéize independent of their considered or
better judgements. Watson views the link betweduat@mn and free agency as follows:

The valuation systewf an agent is that set of considerations whidiemwcombined with his (sic)
factual beliefs (and probability estimates), yiglatdggements of the form: the thing for me to do in
these circumstances, all things considered, T ascribe free agency to a being presupposes it
be a being that makes judgements of this sort.€Tihis sort of being, one must assign values to
alternative states of affairs, that is, rank tharterms of worth. (Watson, 1975, p.105, italics in
original)

Thus, while being in possession of a valuationesysis not all that there is to being a free
agent, Watson (1975) clearly thinks that the reifiecdeliberation and endorsement
characteristic of having such a system is a sicguifi (positive) mark of what it means to be a
free agent. Moreover, given that an obvious linerdique for this view would be one that
guestions the origins and status of ithfgutsto the valuation system, it is again plausible to
suggest that Watson would have in mind somethkegthe picture sketched by Dilman
(1999) as the relevant, normal background conditioom which an effective valuation
system of a free human agent emerges. Indeed, Ddndascription of the gradual
encounters of an individual with competing syst&ins/alues and precepts” provides a
(skeletal but) plausible developmental accountaf the valuation system of a human agent
might emerge and, to some extent, begin to divEaye the motivation system, the latter
presumably having been structured by biology, eexjyerience and the internalised value

systems of the parents.

Dennett’'s (1984, 2003) brand of compatibilism, whiicreasingly couched in terms of an
evolutionary account of human agency and moradigo emphasises reflection and self
monitoring as a hallmark of free agents — as he puithe transition from oblivious agents

to minded, reflective agents” (Dennett, 2003, p)2&he space of distinctively reflective
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human agency is the space of giving and demaneé#gpns for action, both to and of
ourselves and others. Free agency is thus tidtetotallenges of regulating and coordinating
our behaviour and that of others with whom we etérand it is our capacity for reflection
and reason-giving that lies at the heart of suttrist

Our evolved capacity to reflect gives us — and aisly- both the opportunity and the competence
to evaluate the ends [we might pursue], not justnieans. We have to use our current values as
the starting point for any contemplated revaluatbmalues, but from our perspective on our
current hilltop, we can formulate, criticize, rexjgnd — if we are lucky — mutually endorse a set
of design principles for living in society... [W]e mae able to discover some adjustments in our
current design that have some hope of carrying trggher summits. And unlike all other species
[for whom only ‘blind’ natural selection could tdeksuch problems], these are probldorsus

We actually work on them, devoting time and endogghem. We gather information relevant to
them, explore variations on them, and debate themnts knowing that our reflections will

actually help determine which trajectory our futhi@ds. (Dennett, 2003, p.268, italics in
original)

And the starting point for such reflective attematself and social design is roughly the
same as the one described by Dillman:

A proper human self is largely the unwitting creatof an interpersonal design process in which
we encourage small children to become communicatwasin particular, to join our practice of
asking for and giving reasons, and then reasorbogtavhat to do and why. (Dennett, 2003,
p.273)

Once again, we find a sketch of the gradual, psxive emergence of the adult human agent,
able not only to contemplate alternative futuresl@ and various means to realising those
futures, but also to evaluate, revaluate and eedmarses of action through the practices of

reflection and reason giving.

Themes of reflective endorsement can, unsurprigirigl found in accounts of agency and
freedom that explicitly emphasise autonomy as ttrtical issue. Mele (1995), while
officially agnostic about the truth of compatibiti§’, spends a significant amount of time
developing a compatibilist account of autonomouwenay. Mele’s (1995) basic argument in
Autonomous Agents that an appropriate combination of self conamudl autonomy is what
is required for an agent to qualify as a free agefihe importance of self control in this
picture of agency is closely tied to the issueatiom in accordance with an agent’s decisive
best judgement of what to do:

[S]elf-controlled individuals are agents possedsati of significant motivation to conduct
themselves as they judge best and of a robust itapacio what it takes so to conduct
themselves in the face of (actual or anticipatedymeting motivation. (Mele, 1995, p.5)

™ In Mele (1995) and Mele (2006), he offers whatliieks are the most reasonable compatibilist and
libertarian positions with regards to autonomotes fagency.

> Part | of Mele (1995) develops the argument thitcontrol is not sufficient to give us autonon®art Il then
develops compatibilist and libertarian conditioasdutonomy.
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The salient contrast for self-controlled individsiare akratic or weak-willed
individuals who:

...suffer from a deficiency in one or both of thesamections. Human beinggolly lacking self-
control are at the mercy of whatever desires happéer strongest, even when the desires clash
with their better judgements. (Mele, 1995, p.Hjdsain original)

Given this conception of self-control (and its cerse inakrasig, one can read Mele’s

(1995) overall argument as claiming that at least conception of agency plus reflective
endorsement — that is, a conception on which riéfleendorsement amounts to simply
making decisive best judgements about what to i tfeen acting in accord with these
judgement — is in fact not sufficient to give ushust free agency. Self-controlled agents
must also be autonomous agents, capable of autarsoreasoning and judgement, if they are

to have a robust and meaningful freedom.

Mele (1995) is at pains to point out that he dostssnpposell free actions of a self-
controlled agent need meet the conditions he ofterautonomous actions. The logic of his
position is rather that if any actions qualify esef, these should include the class of ‘full-
blown’ intentional actions that might satisfy hsnepatibilist conditions for autonomous
action:

Full-blown, deliberative, intentional action... invels some psychological basis for evaluative
reasoning (e.g. values, desires, and beliefs)valuative judgement that is made on the basis of
such reasoning and recommends a particular coiesgion; an intention formed or acquired on
the basis of that judgement; and an action exegtiiat intention. (Mele, 1995, p.177)

Since, amongst other concerns, both the psychablgasis for reasoning and the
deliberations and judgements themselves might bgoamised in various (especially
manipulative) ways, his account of psychologicabaomy and autonomous action is
intended to flesh out the conditions that needetadided to our picture of a self-controlled
deliberator if the latter is to qualify as a freeifonomous) agent.

In Part Il ofAutonomous Agentdele (1995) develops and defends a set of camditior
autonomy that he thinks needs to be added to streaonception of a self-controlled

human agent. | will focus on describing (not defagiithe conditions that he offers for a
compatibilist conception of autonomy (one additicc@ndition, involving indeterminism, is
added to yield a libertarian conception of autonpriiele (1995, pp.223-4) asks us to
consider a budding agent, Betty, who is six ye&dsanod who is afraid to go into the
basement of her house alone, especially if therbaselights are off. Betty is aware that
nothing untoward has ever happened to her in teerbant, and that her older sister does not
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seem to have any fear of being in the basementy Beimes to view her fear as a ‘babyish’
one, and she decides to try to eliminate it” (M&@95, p.223) by visiting the basement
periodically until the fear disappears. In a lateapter, Mele (1995) summarises the
compatibilist conditions he offers as sufficient Retty to have freely tried to eliminate her
fear:

(1) She was not compelled to have any of the pitudés that grounded her judgement that it
would be best to try to eliminate her fear, norevany of those attitudes coercively or self-
oppressively produced; (2) she was not cut off feartonomous reasoning by her doxastic
condition; (3) the reasoning that led to her deeidietter judgement was reliable reasoning; and
(4) the judgement issued unproblematically in aegponding intention that issued smoothly in a
corresponding intentional attempt to eliminate fear. (Mele, 1995, p.247)

As | interpret these conditions, (1) captures mihett is standard in compatibilist accounts of
negative freedom, while (4) touches on issuesingldd self-control and non-deviant
relations between Betty’s reasons and reasonirtghanactions. Conditions (2) and (3) point
to relevant features of Betty's epistemic positiespecially the information and beliefs upon
which she deliberates), and her status as a reldgglberator when it comes to means/end
reasoning. For Mele (1995), conditions (1) to (B)vide a candidate set of sufficient
conditions for psychological autonomy conceivechgloompatibilist lines, while (4) is an

addition to provide sufficient (compatibilist) cdtidns’® for autonomous action.

Reflective endorsement thus fits into a more completure of agency on autonomy-based
theories such as Mele’s. In a sense, the meremrese occurrence of reflective
endorsement (by way of decisive best judgementgeas as being insufficient as a ground
for free (autonomous) agency because the inputdlextions and deliberation (condition 1),
the epistemic circumstances of the agent (cond2jpand the deliberations themselves
(condition 3) might be compromised in various wtyat threaten freedom. Nevertheless, the
additional complexities are ultimately in servidesecuring the autonomous status of the
agent’s reflective endorsements of their will ahelit actions by way of decisive best
judgements of what to do, and to this extent @tlereemphasise the centrality of this theme

within compatibilist thinking about free agency.

Moreover, Mele (1995) characterises the emergehaatonomous agency in ways that
resonate with the description of development offdrg Dilman (1999). According to Mele

(1995), children clearly acquire and develop eveatgr degrees of control over their bodies

® Mele (1995) offers candidate sufficient conditidasboth a compatibilist and an incompatibilisabd of
autonomous action.
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and minds, including increasing (if modest) compeg¢ein identifying means to ends (think
of young Betty and her insight that forcing hersel§o into her basement might make an
effective means to the end of reducing her fedhefbasement). For Mele, the key issue is
not one of children creating themselves as agentshiloor overnight, but of trial, error and
practice:

Our earliest limb movements are mere flailings, thetflailings themselves play a role in our
gaining control over the motions of our limbs. @arliest sequences of practical thoughts might
best be viewed as mental flailings, flailings thkty a role in our becoming competent practical
reasoners. Eventually, we are able to represemrapto select among them, and to take steps
toward the selected goal. By that time, we are bdyoere bodily and mental flailing, and we are
able tochoose (Mele, 1995, p.228; italics in original)

Not only do we progressively acquire the capadatghoose, but our choices and actions
themselves begin to shape who we are (and, toxtleateahat such choices and actions are
intentional, some of this shaping is itself intentl). Citing Betty as an example, Mele
(1995, p.229) suggests that such attempts at iotedtself-modification could enhance self-
esteem and impact on the view Betty has of justwhsabout herself and her world that
she might be able to control and/or change. (Omghtallow that even intentional action that
is not explicitly self-modifying in its goals coulthve similar effects, at least to the extent

that the impact of the action on the world andlfendgent is noted by the agent themselves.)

In various different ways, as we have seen, a rahgempatibilist accounts of free agency
centred around notions of reflective endorsemenige a plausible and, in many ways,
appealing sketch of the form of agency to whichmmadradult human beings might come
given various background conditions in their depetent, and the emergence and exercise
of various cognitive and behavioural capacitiescdntrast to varieties of libertarianism,
compatibilists do not see a need to posit spectdterministic moments of either character
shaping or decision-making (as in Kane’s SFAsnagent-causal accounts of decisions
more generally) in order to secure the right kinlswnership and control of action we
might require of a free agent. And, while it is atibgether clear to what extent accounts of
free agency should be normative or prescriptive citmpatibilist agent exercising their
capacity for reflection, endorsement and self-modifon is arguably also an ideal advocated

in many different ways within various systems dap@cially Western) thinking.

Lingering Concerns
Despite the obvious appeal and good sense behind ommpatibilist thinking, both in terms

of its emphasis on negative freedom and the vanaton themes of reflective endorsement
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as a distinctive and desirable feature of human@ge number of lingering concerns should
be noted that may qualify any wholehearted endoes¢imf compatibilism. The three
concerns | have in mind involve (i) lingering quess about ‘ultimate up-to-usne&5'(ii)
concerns about ‘creeping exculpati®nand (iii) questions as to whether reflective
endorsement gives us a rich enough, and empiridafignsible account of human agency on

which to ground claims about freedom.

It may sound strange, at least to a compatibtbstaise questions about ‘ultimate up-to-
usness’ as a source of lingering concern giverextent to which compatibilism is typified

by a rejection of demands for ultimacy — wheth@sthdemands are framed in terms of
ultimate responsibility, unmoved-mover ultimacygmess-halting ultimacy, or other similar
incompatibilist concepts. As we saw in his critiqpfeKane, Dennett (2003) is inclined to
view the search for a regress-stopping form ofadty as being on a par with biologists
searching desperately for a Prime Mammal lestemabsence of such a creature, we should
have to conclude that there are no mammals. Cohilgttaccounts that emphasise negative
freedom reject demands for ultimacy as misguideabt incoherent, given the argument that
freedom is more sensibly viewed as an absencetefret constraint, coercion,

manipulation, etc. And | take it that two of thentral ideas motivating the theme of
reflective endorsement in compatibilist thinking #nat, first, the search for ultimacy
construed along various incompatibilist lines ohking is misguided and doomed to either
failure or giving us something of questionable egligible value; and, second, that we need
not despair because the average agent’s capacitgflective endorsement means we can, as
it were, progressively build up enough ‘up-to-useser time to secure the kind of
ownership and control we would want a free agehiatee.

Nevertheless, | think that agnostics and newcorteetise debates on free agency may well be
swayed by concerns about ultimate ‘up-to-usnessafaumber of interrelated reasons, most
aptly captured by talking about IiGkLibertarians have what one might call short-term

local level problems with luck — given the positete of indeterminism in (at least some) of
our decisions and actions, it seems to many thspitoblematically a matter of luck or

chance how those decisions or actions turn ous, ¢bmpromising our ownership and control

" This expression, and the idea of an ultimate matspe, is discussed in Smilansky (2000).
8 Dennett (1984, 2003) uses this phrase when digugsestions of escaping responsibility.
¥ See Mele (2006) for an extended discussion oftiuesof luck in relation to free will.
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while trying to secure ‘real’ alternative possitids. Compatibilists, typically, have a more
long-term or global level problem of luck. If, wiBmilansky (2000), one accepts that some
idea of ‘ultimate up-to-usness’ isgntracompatibilism) a fundamental part our conception
of free agency, then the absence of libertaria@ Wil should persuade us that we lack this
‘ultimate up-to-usness’. From aittimate perspective, it will still be the case that anrd{ge
having negative freedom (absence of coercion, nudatipn, constraint, etc.), and their
having and actually exercising capacities for i@ endorsement, will all boil down to
guestions about a lottery of factors involving thgarents, their genetic endowment, the
circumstances into which they are thrown, and (@esh years of critical development that

will shape who they are and what they can become.

Note that this is not simply a restatement of thezes raised in the sceptical dilemma about
free will, or in the Consequence Argument, aridiogn the idea that determinism makes all
these things (and all decisions and actions) antad#de consequence of the state of the
universe preceding an agent’s birth. The latteialsly provides one kind of ultimate
perspective on agency, and it can be used to genleray-distance problems of luck. Instead,
| have tried to emphasise questions of luck in seofmfan agent’s endowment (both initial and
as a result of development) that they might brimgrty opportunity for choice, or reflective

endorsement, or self-shaping activity, etc.

Think, for instance, of Mele’s (1995) example oftipg Betty cited earlier. The kind of long-
distance questions about luck that an in- or nangatibilist could raise in her case might
point to hergood fortunan being a six-year old with sufficient capacityreflect on her fear
of the basement, and sufficient ability to reasenviay through to a strategy that has a
reasonable chance of helping to reduce that feaddlition, she ifortunateto the extent that
she merely has a phobia of unknown origin, as ogghts having been born into a family of
abusive, manipulative parents who actively culevand maintain phobias in their children;
or having an older sister who might deliberatelgaiee her about the irrationality of her fear
of the basement (perhaps there is something talf@&n there, and her older sister has only
pretended to visit the basement so as to maligiargby her younger sibling’s terror when
she follows her ‘lead’). In short, Betty’'s negatiaed positive ‘freedom’ could have been
compromised in various ways as a function of luc#t accidents of circumstance; and so the
fact that her agency is not lacking these ‘freed@ppears, from a suitable distance, equally

to be a matter of luck. If having and exercisingsth freedoms is a ultimately a matter of
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luck, then whether or not we exercise the assatiedapacities seems a matter of chance, and

(further) does not look like something deservingiafise or blame.

Compatibilists can resist this line of reasoningdling a more activelghistorical view of
free agency. That is, compatibilists can opt t@taknore synchronic view of free agency
whereby an agent’s freedom is to be located irsthecture and operations of their will at a
given point in timegplusthe absence of certain precursors to deliberatiwhchoice (the
negative freedoms). As noted earlier, Frankfurtgsdrchical account can be read in this way
— it is the synchronic meshing of higher-order totis with lower-order effective desires
(plus negative freedom) that makes a choice freethe long-term developmental history of
the agent. But | think that any such move by compats will tend to undermine much that
is plausible in their attempts to replace untenahienate conceptions of agency with more
emergent, developmental perspectives on agencfreediom. Problems of luck in the
context of such emergent accounts need to be tw@dvhere they cannot be resolved, at

least honestly acknowledged.

The second area of concern for compatibilism in@slwhat Dennett (2003) calls the spectre
of ‘creeping exculpation’ — worries about the paigy dwindling sphere of free and
responsible agency in the face of ever wideningyarof excusing conditions. To the extent
that the apparent availability of excusing condisidollows from our ever greater empirical
knowledge of humans, their development and funetmrit might be thought that questions
and worries about creeping exculpation need tadbleessed by compatibilist and libertarian
alike. If, for example, we find that our genetreally can stack the deck for some individuals
in ways that make certain behaviours (or dispassi@ractically inevitable for those agents,
then all participants in the debate over freedoohrasponsibility would need to factor this

into what is said about our practices of attribgtiesponsibility and blame.

There are, however, at least two reasons for thgnihat compatibilists have a little more to
worry about here than their libertarian counterpdfirst, libertarians can (in princigfe
draw on whatever role they have given to indeteistimprocesses in order to posit some

space for a break between the agent’s disposiindgheir subsequent choices and actions.

8 That is, on the assumption that their chosenttilsian account is sustainable in the face of coibitiat and
hard determinist criticism.
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This won’t matter for those things which turn ooite truly inevitabl&, but the libertarian

(and agnostics) might want to argue that it wilphe a range of other cases.

Consider the possibility that an advanced psycho{oginterdisciplinary mind science, if
you like) begins to offer us clear probabilities éertain behaviour in particular individuals —
say, probabilities for domestic violence in ment fitaa certain profil€®. In an individual
accused of domestic violence where these priorginitibes were high (greater than 0.5,
say), a libertarian might make a case for respditgifbecause the behaviour was
undetermined prior to the agent’s choosing it), he a compatibilist might have to

acknowledge a set of excusing conditions becaugieediigh prior probabiliti€s.

The second reason for thinking compatibilism hag enore to worry about with regards to
creeping exculpation is because, on average, cdbiljzan is at greater risk than
libertarianism of setting the bar too high wheodimes to qualifying as a free and responsible
agent. Whatever libertarianism’s difficulties,steasier for a libertarian to see most human
agents as acting freely and responsibly most ofithe because the relevant ingredients that
make for a free agent need not be in short sugygnt-causal accounts in general, and
Searle’s indeterministic account of free will, telodsee indeterminacy as a regular feature of
human choice and action; and there seems to reeititkane’s account to think that SFAs
are in short supply in the average human agent.paahilists, no doubt, would like to claim
that their accounts are similarly easy for the agerhuman agent to satisfy; and we have
noted that there is something appealing and atteaabout the sketch given by Dilman of
how we come to ourselves as agents as we develmp,and mature. The question is
whether the compatibilist can make these claimsgiltde.

I will limit my discussion on this issue here, bdiacause (as we will see in Chapter 4) |

think the real problem with compatibilism lies eldere, and because (as | will describe in

8. Dennett (2003, p157) mentions the example of Higitin’s disease as a case of true inevitability.

8 In this imagined scenario, the profile might belasively psychological/ psychosocial, or it mighs per the
imagined interdisciplinary science of the mind)drorate aspects of psychological, heuroanatoraical
neurophysiological detail.

8 Obviously, there is much more to be said on eidige about such a case. Compatibilists are, iticpéar,
unlikely to accept that they must accept the praitials as excusing conditions; and they are alglikaly to
concede that the libertarian has any advantagendhe apparent difficulties libertarians have with
indeterminism. Moreover, there is much more thatdsgo be said about explanations involving prdiessi
and probabilistic causation. The only crucial pdiate is thatprima facie the libertarian tends to posit a break
or gap between the prior probabilities and the @muie, where the compatibilist must factor in thebatailities
as is.
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Chapter 5 and discuss in Chapter 9) there is, tonmny, a bigger issue here of risking
portraying ourselves as hyper-rational, hyper-tile agents. When we do this, we risk
disqualifying ourselves from being candidate frgerds; we also risk aspiring to normative
ideals that might be unattainable and, in certaagsyundesirable. | will argue, later,
compatibilism seems especially prone to running tisk. But let me say something quick on

this issue in relation to creeping exculpation.

Consider Mele’s (1995, 2006) approach to developimgccount of autonomy and free
agency. As we have seen, the notion of an idealfycentrolled agent plays in important

role in his account. IAutonomous Agentdele (1995) specifically lays out a project of
asking what needs to be added, in the case ofeafiycself-controlled agent, in order to get
an autonomous agéfitMele thinks that most normal, healthy adult humavidence most

(if not all) of the features of the ideally selfatoolled agent to varying degrees at least some
of the time. He does not, as far as | can tellpckhat we are ideally self-controlled agents.

Given our manifest deficiencies in self-controhttseems appropriate.

One consequence of this way of setting up his ptagethat it must remain unclear to what
extent the account applies to real-world human &gémrelation to questions of creeping
exculpation, what we are then faced with is thesfiml#ty that securing the integrity of our
account of autonomy (Mele, 1995) or free agencyl€\V2006) comes at the cost of
disqualifying many, most, or just too many realrgggen the world. We are, that is, running
the risk of making available increasing numbersxafuses for agents who claim, through no
fault of their own, to not meet the standards feefiom and responsibility on offer. | use
Mele simply as an exemplar of how setting out catibpest standards for free and
responsible agency might quickly leave behind vealld agents that non-compatibilists
might have thought reasonable candidates (as pextmple, less demanding libertarian

accounts).

A committed compatibilist, convinced of the virtugftheir account, has many potential
responses at this point. At one level, the comptilproject might be viewed as a
conceptual project of demonstrating how there mioghtree agents in a deterministic

universe, with no commitment (or care) whatsoegaioavhether or not humans, or humans

8 This is the goal of Part Il of Mele (1995).



Chapter 3 90

in general, are such agents. This is a perfecilgaeable view of things; it is just
(presumably) not the reason why most of us werrésted in questions about free will: we

thought we had (or might have) it.

A different kind of compatibilist response wouldimtoout that, if fewer humans land up
qualifying as free and responsible on a compasigiccount that is (or is mostly) correct,
there is no point in complaining about it or tryitagdeny the fact. Indeed, the politics of
treating as free and responsible those who lacke¢leessary and/or sufficient capacities and

features for such agency tend to be conservatit@erant and harsh.

This second response is also reasonable. Giverrect(or mostly correct) account such as
that imagined above would require revision and asoodation on many fronts. In the
absence of decisive evidence for any particularpairilist account, however, not to

mention lack of decisive arguments in favour obenpatibilist approach in general, it counts
against a compatibilist project if it threatensriake the ordinary extraordinary. As indicated
in my comments on the previous response, freeisvdlpuzzle for many because we think we

have it, but we're not sure what to say about hoat tomes to be.

My third lingering concern about compatibilism etworry that varieties of compatibilism,
grounded in notions of reflective endorsement gmerating (for the most part) in the space
of belief-desire psychology, reasons and reasomgjivlo not offer a rich and empirically-
detailed enough conception of agency to be ahdeltivess challenges to our conception of
agency and freedom stemming from philosophy amk@ally, empirical science. How,
other than by way of empirically-informed discuss®f development and psychological
functioning, can we sensibly respond to long-distaworries about luck? How can we
satisfactorily deal with claims of creeping excuipa grounded in genetics, or in particular
psychological or socio-cultural theories, exceptrlying to deal with at least some of these

on their own terms?

In short, it is unclear how we can deal with anyeange of worries and challenges about
our potentially being passively moulded into agewasiably capable of (potentially limited)
reflective endorsement, if we are not better abladdress these issues in the light of

empirically-informed ideas about development, agtegency, and a range of other issues

that span the increasingly artificial divide betwgxhilosophy, on one hand, and psychology
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and other interdisciplinary sciences of the mindybon the other. Nor is it clear how we
might respond to sceptical challenges whose evigldrdse is not conceptual and
philosophical but unambiguously empirical — suclihessceptical arguments regarding
conscious will, volition and agency that are présenn Chapter 6.

There is, however, a further and deeper conceratatmnpatibilism. It is a concern that
overlaps significantly with those mentioned abdwat relate to ultimate up-to-usness and
long-distance problems of luck. In essence, itésracern that arises from conducting what
should be the ultimate test for compatibilism, nnassuming the truth of determinism, and
imagining the implications of this for suitable gales of actual, possible and conceivable
agents. One such test, recently proposed by ANtelg (2006) in the form of what he calls
the zygote argument, presents a challenge to caoiljsah that is not easily answered.
Indeed, as | will argue at length in the followicigapter, there is good reason to think that
compatibilism cannot answer this argument in a thay would satisfy the as yet

uncommitted, not to mention incompatibilist, pastte the debate over free will.
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Zygotes, Manipulators, and the Failure of Compatiilsim

In The View from Nowheydhomas Nagel expresses the following frank segttisiabout
the traditional problem of free will:

I change my mind about the problem of free willgvéme | think about it, and therefore cannot
offer any view with even moderate confidence; bytpresent opinion is that nothing that might
be a solution has yet been described. This is nasa where there are several possible candidate
solutions and we don’t know which is correct. Iaisase where nothing believable has (to my
knowledge) been proposed by anyone in the extepsilibc discussion of the subject. (Nagel,
1986, ppl12-3)

In Philosophical Explanation®Robert Nozick prefaces his discussion of fre¢with a
qualification that almost has the ring of an apglog

Over the years | have spent more time thinking atimiproblem of free will — it felt like banging
my head against it — than about any other philosaptopic except perhaps the foundations of
ethics. Fresh ideas would come frequently, so@anaétrds to curdle. (Nozick, 1981, pp293)

These are candid, somewhat frustrated, and argpalsimistic sentiments being expressed
by two eminent philosophers who have taken the eingeeffort to nevertheless include what
they themselves seem to regard as less than s#tigfaiscussions of free will in each of

their important books.

Of course, it could be argued that a thorough $eauight reveal equally frustrated and/or
pessimistic sentiments being expressed by equaligent philosophers about consciousness,
or mental causation, or intentionality, to chooaedfew examples. Philosophical puzzles
are, well, puzzling. But there are hints withindbejuotations that there might be some
deeper difficulty/ies that we encounter within treditional debate over free will that make/s

decisive movement or resolution within the contafrthe debate seem impossible.

Nagel (1986) thought that nothing believable hadogen proposed by way of candidate
solutions. Even allowing for the passage of moas thwenty years, there is a strong
likelihood that Nagel might assent to the same gmalgnt about the debate today. This would
no doubt be contested by participants on all stdélse debate, and perhaps most especially
by the broad church of compatibilism, whose devotaght try to cash out claims to
orthodoxy in terms of greater believability. Anditzertarian like Kane might, in part, defend
his position by reminding us both of backgrounduagstions which tend to close us off to

the plausibility of a Kane-type account (most esgbg our tendency to equate
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‘indeterministically caused’ with ‘uncaused’), aglhas of the empirically open hypothesis

built into his account that awaits future testimgl @valuation.

The burden of the argument in Chapter 2 was toesighat Kane’s account provided
libertarians with their most constructive and laagsterious attempt yet to insert
indeterminacy into volitional processes in suchag as to make good the claim that this was
both necessary and desirable in securing claimfi@eflom of the will. But, on my

evaluation, Kane's attempt fails. Its failure ishink, instructive because it reaffirms the
basic idea that inserting indeterminism into volititself (relative to a background of largely
or potentially deterministic causation) can’t secfreedom whilst it at the same time
undermines (or at least weakens) our claims of @gewnership and control. From this
perspective, libertarian attempts to secure freebdpm@mdding indeterminism into moments of
volition seem fundamentally misguided, despiterttany attempts (including Kane’s) to

convince us otherwise.

The discussions of the previous chapter suggesttddn this and various other fronts,
compatibilism tends to do better. At the local, emproximal level, compatibilism tends to
emphasise elements of volition that apparentlyngtieen our claims of agency, ownership
and control. Much of it seems sensible, and adiaal of it seems to be of a kind with many
normative ideals of agency, maturity, and ratidgadt play in the Western cultural traditions.

But the critical test for a would-be compatibiliag far as the traditional debate is concerned,
involves facing up to the possibility that oursigdeterministic universe; and to then imagine,
in various ways and with varying degrees of detgjents whose lives play out according to
the way the deck was stacked before they were (pdue the laws of nature). That is, the real
test for compatibilism is to take up a global pergjve, and to closely examine lives led in a
deterministic universe where every choice and adbtiows straightforwardly (if in some
massively complex and chaotic fashion) from thekdef variables as they were set before
the lives under examination began, and where es@mnglitional ‘could have done otherwise’
is, from this global perspective, somewhat neitiexe nor there because there is no causal

space for the agent to deviate from the path thdgat followed.

There is much that a compatibilist would like tenred us at this point about what we should

and should not infer from such exercises in imagpnaand perspective-taking. A lot of what
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they might say has a great deal going for it -osg las we keep our focus sufficiently local
(as opposed to global), and remind ourselves tt&irohinism does not (and ought not to)
imply fatalism. And yet in much the same way thaghll admits or complains about thinking
something different about the problem every timeikas it, something worrying lurks in the
background and pops in and out of focus as wénéeglobal perspective in a deterministic
universe inconsistently influence our intuitionglarguments about freedom in a
compatibilist world. On one hand, we are not mexgléss victims — what we do, how we
deliberate and choose matters. That is what @ ieta human agent. And yet, on the other
hand, we look and feel like the ultimate victims;aognising that a deterministic universe
leaves us no room to manoeuvre that has not alfeegly prefigured in the stacking of the

deck, and yet persisting (indeed, needing to p¢ssif it did.

| am not fond of the liberal use of thought expennts, but one or two might help pin down
the kind of sentiment or intuition that the comp#itsit needs to be confronted with. For a
start, it is helpful to draw an analogy to a rowgig-ready theological version of our current
concern: suppose that the universe is determinestid that it was created by a suitably
empowered supernatural being — let’s call her Godreating this deterministic universe,
God lays down the laws of nature and sets thalr@bnditions at the big moment, tirhe

for everything that follows. In this deterministiaiverse, for every timg., aftert,, there is
only one possible state for the universi atas follows from the combination of the initial
conditions at; plus the laws of nature. In the theological varsabthe puzzle, it sounds
decidedly strange for God or her earthly devoteeddim that humans in this universe have
‘heaven-or-hell’ free wif’, because everything including any token choicaction on the
part of a human agent at some titmg was, in a significant and freedom-undermining sens
prefigured andiniquelyconstrained by the initial conditions and lawsafure set up by God

att;.

As far as the implications of imagining a determsiiti universe go, God’s agency in the
above case is as crucial as it is incidental: ewidl because there need be no agency
involved in setting the initial conditions or lawEnature — the end result for agents is the
same; and yet crucial because it brings into falsastrangeness involved in talking about
freedom under these circumstances, despite afjdbd (local level) sense that compatibilists

8 To borrow an expression from Strawson (1994).
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have to offer us about the nature of our agencgold set the laws and the variables and
thereafter things unfold like proverbial clockwotkere just isn’t space for free will,

whatever things look like at the local, proximaldé

Mele (1995, 2006) considers two arguments or tereahis own compatibilist proposals

that, to my mind, represent a secular spin onrthish older theological headache. In Chapter
10 of Autonomous Agentle discusses a series of claims that he thinghtrbe “naively”
(Mele, 1995, p189) thought to undermine his prodasempatibilist criteria for

psychological autonomy before proposing what hesictams a more threatening
counterexample. Leaving some finer details asideleM (1995, p187) proposed sufficient
conditions for compatibilist psychological autondthgre:

1. The agent is an ideally self-controlled ag¥&nt.

2. The agent has no compell&dinotivational states, nor any coercively producedivational
states.

3. The agent’s beliefs are conducive to informed @eabion about all matters that concern him.

4. The agent is a reliable deliberator.

The “naive” claims against these conditions carelsenstructed as follows (Mele, 1995,
ppl89):

» Consider a subje@whose world is deterministic.

* There is a supremely intelligent beiKgtS’s world (who is no§) who knows in

advance everything th&will ever think, decide, intend, and so on.

» This supremely intelligent beingis, furthermoreS’s creator.

* Under these circumstances, it is claimed 8iatnot autonomous.
Mele (1995) is obviously not persuaded by thes@/giaclaims. In his reply to the version of

the claim that | have just reconstructed, he cagnte

X's creating an agent whose (entire) futkifereknows at the time of creation, including the
agent’s future decisions, does not sufficeXts being in control of the agent’s psychologicad.lif
The creator may foreknow that the agent he is atoociteate will enjoy compatibilist
psychological autonomy. (Mele, 1995, pp189-190)

8 We touched on these in Chapter 3 when considénimgase of Betty and the basement.

87 As we saw in Chapter 3, self-controlled individutare agents possessed both of significant magivao
conduct themselves as they judge best and of asrchpacity to do what it takes so to conduct tledwes in
the face of (actual or anticipated) competing raiton.” (Mele, 1995, p.5).

8 For Mele (1995), a ‘compelled* state is one whire compulsion has in no way been arranged by the
subject occupying that state. A hypnotic wish moginoke might have the appearance of a compulsisorts,
but if the agent arranged for the insertion of thisth into their psychology by way of voluntary mgsis, it is
not an ordinary compulsion — hence, the agenttisma compelled* state.

89 My reconstruction glosses over the initial twoirtla he discusses, and instead combines the kegdiegts
of each claim that contribute to the ‘strongesitdftlaim.
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Before we turn to what Mele does regard as a memieiss threat to his account, a number of
comments are warranted at this point. First, tieeeedistinct echo in Mele’s last sentence of
the would-be theological defence of free will wejust encountered — substitute ‘free will’
for ‘compatibilist psychological autonomy’, and Medoesn’t sound like he is saying much
different in spirit from what God and her earthgngants had to offer in the theological case.
This is, in one sense, unsurprising, given the dmitypof all-knowing creators in both cases.
But what is surprising is Mele’s idea that he coude offered an account of compatibilist
psychological autonomy that can so easily esca@ ®bd and her minions could not.

There are two key ideas in Mele’s dismissal of ¢hiesive” claims. First, he reminds his
opponent that he is offering only conditions fomgatibilist psychological autonomy, and
thus that these conditions cannot be brought intdtlbecaus& does not satisfy some set of
conditions for incompatibilist autonomy. Secondskems to think that a lot hangs on the
claim thatX is notin control of S's psychological life just becauXecreateds and knows
everything thaBwill do in advance of its happening. That is, Mat&ibutes great
significance to the absencembximal control (and intervention) by in S’s life. I will

comment on each idea in turn.

Mele’s insists that because his proposed conditicere only offered as sufficient conditions
for compatibilist psychological autonomy, they canbe undermined or criticised because
an agent that satisfies these conditions doeslsmsatisfy incompatibilist conditions for
such autonomy. In terms of Mele’s larger projecAutonomous Agentthat might seem fair
enough to some. But Mele’s response here helpdigighhe kind of frustration and lack of
possible movement that so often characterisegddé@ibnal debate. What the imagined
“naive” respondent is complaining about seems srepbugh: if Mele thinks he has
provided sufficient conditions for psychologicakaomomy, he has not, because in a
deterministic worldSwould, according to the respondent, lack autondmgther words,
what Mele has offered as (compatibilist) sufficieahditions for psychological autonomy are
not convincing enough for the respondent to agraESpossesses something worthy of
calling psychological autonomy in the deterministiorld thatS occupies. The bulked out
version of the complaint (including ouberagentX) can be seen as a way of bringing the
source/s of dissatisfaction into greater focus. pedMele thinks he can dismiss the basic

complaint as being based on a naive misundersiguodisome kind — that the respondent is
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clearly operating with an incompatibilist notionpgychological autonomy, so their objection

can’'t touch Mele’s compatibilist conditions.

Part of the problem here is fundamental to the iwayhich the field of play is defined within
the traditional debate. From a compatibilist pahtiew, any conception of freedom (or free
will, free action, free agency, psychological aatimy, autonomous action, or autonomous
agency) that still imagines some kind of threahggosed bys’s world being deterministic

is likely to be dismissed out of hand as an incaibpit notion of freedomét ceterd, and

as thus irrelevant to the evaluation of any tokemjgatibilist account or conception of
freedom. Of course, a compatibilist can legitimatpect objections based on these
alternative conceptions to be held off for long @gio so that a compatibilist account can be
put forward and defended without itsediug compatibilist) being dismissed out of hand. But
when that opportunity has passed and the compstiadcount must face its critics, it is
unhelpful, unenlightening and cognitively stultifigi to the then dismiss those critopsa
incompatibilists. After all, as far as the traditéd debate goes, it is committed libertarians
and hard-determinists who deserve to be labeltembmpatibilist’; ‘neutral’ parties to the
debate who remain unconvinced of the virtues akan compatibilist account are not

‘actively’ incompatibilist in any meaningful sense.

What | think this points to is a tendency withie tinaditional debate (but especially within
compatibilist circles) to be excessively dismissafdingering opposition and criticism —
even when coming from nominally neutral camps -etlas the following kind of logic: (a)
compatibilist dismissal — “My account has cleargmbnstrated how the only freedom
(autonomy, etc.) worth wanting is entirely compliwith the truth of determinism; if you
can't yet see that, or you are not satisfied, tbptesents some kind of cognitive failure and
incompatibilist cognitive intransigence on yourtgarb) libertarian dismissal — “It is

obvious that we are free, and my account has niadieair the form that our libertarian
freedom must take in order to do justice to ouediem; if you can’t yet see that, and you are
willing to settle for some poor compatibilist suhsge, or live in denial of your freedom as a
hard determinist, then you are suffering from sdine of cognitive failure.”; or (c) hard
compatibilist dismissal — “My account has madebtious that compatibilism is wrong, and
that libertarianism is misguided and doomed taifai- we are not free; if you can’t see that,
then you are living in compatibilist or libertariaelf-delusion, and you are suffering from

some kind of cognitive failure.”



Chapter 4 98

Once again, such dismissals need not be in anyuwiaye to this particular philosophical
debate. Philosophers love to dismiss their cragsuffering from some combination of (i) a
willing inability to properly understand plus (&) blind dedication to some opposing position.
The claim is not that this is unique, but only thath dismissal is particularly rife in this

well-trodden, extensively mapped-out, high-stakelsatie over free will.

Perhaps Mele does not think he is guilty of anyhadismissal, however. Perhaps his mock-
speculation that all-knowing mightforeknow that he is about to create a being pessesf
compatibilist psychological autonomy is supposelddavell-grounded by the second key
idea | mentioned — namely, the idea that the alesefhanyproximal control byX overS’s
psychological life is crucial to blocking the indgrce fromX’s creation oSand his
foreknowledge oE’s life course, t&X somehow having control ov&in an autonomy-
threatening sense. We know how this kind of argurnsesupposed to work because it is
more or less standard compatibilism: look at tlrall@and proximal level of the agent acting
in the world, and if there is no compulsion andmterference, then there is no problem. The

existence and epistemic prowess<afoesn’t change that. Or so the story is suppasega.t

But for the neutrals and undecided participanthédebate — not to mention the committed
incompatibilists -X’s existence and nature do make a differencealbis like imagining a
deterministic flip of a coin played out in extresiew motion: you can put as much apparent
time and distance between the person who flickeatttin into the air and its eventual
position heads or tails up on the ground, andheflicker of the coin still plays a defining
role in determining the result of the toss. Sintyiawhen you imagine (or, | suppose, believe
in) the existence of a being likewho sets the initial conditions and the rules thyol

events will unfold, the worry remains that an alegeof obvious proximal interference and/or
control does not alter the relevant distal facteamk any particular choice or action®6

came about. That is, we see the global perspeatige again coming back to haunt the

compatibilist, despite their best efforts at thealo proximal level.

That there is a threat contained within this “n&iMgection is, | think, borne out by the way
in which Mele characterises what he does regaftdraapparently serious threat” (Mele,
1995, p190). Mele asks us to consider a modifigdior of the case we have been

considering. In the modified case — let's calitfor short — we are asked to imagine the
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creatorX creating an adult agent whom Mele calls Fi¢dreates Fred precisely becakse
wants a certain evert, to occur a year later. Mele further specifieg the are to imagine
(using the conceptual machinery he has alreadgdntred)X endowing Fred with a set of
sheddablalesires and valu#s in the knowledge that giving Fred these desireb\alues
now will partly determine that Fred will, a yearnvdo the line, deliberate on and decide to do
A, where hisA-ing will bring it about thakE occurs. It isX’s understanding of the complex
deterministic web in which Fred’s life over the hggar will play itself out that leadsto

give Fred precisely the batch of (sheddable) mbtwal states that he endows him with. If,
as Mele asks us to imagine, we allow that Fredcteatisfy all of Mele’s proposed
conditions for compatibilist psychological autongre might then be tempted to infer that
Fred nevertheless lacks compatibilist psychologacébnomy despite satisfying these

conditions.

Mele thinks that the intuition guiding us towartigstconclusion is one that frames Fred as, in
some significant sense, arstrumentof his creatoX; and so because he is an instrument
whose internal psychology has been tuned in sweayaas to produce, at a distance, a
particular result (hig\-ing which brings aboUg), he lacks psychological autonomy. Mele
thinks this is, at least, a compelling view of tase for libertarians. But Mele does not think
this intuition will be shared by compatibilists. IHaminds us that Fred has no compelled
motivational states in this scenario; nor ddempel Fred to make any specific deliberative
judgements or choices, nor to perform any actibrnsd can do all the things that
compatibilists want to emphasise in the case ofiageho have not been created in the way
that Fred has: in a compatibilist sense of ‘caredrcan reflect on his motivations and values,
he can change or shed those values, and he casechotorm new ones. Of course, he won't
do any of these things — he wAl] thus bringing about th& — and it is causally determined
that he won't do any of them, and that he WilBut that, for Mele, is just what you get when

you assume that compatibilism is true.

In addition to this bit of compatibilist bullet-big, Mele further recommends revisiting the

idea of the Fred’s creatdtbeing acompatibilist creatowwho somehow values the fact that

| will not go into great detail on Mele’s notiofi sheddable and unsheddable desires and valuesetufsble
(or, more carefullypractically unsheddab)evalues are ones that, over a given time periodgent is in effect
stuck with.because of the way in which these ateerohed within the agent’s psychology. While théue
could be removed or replaced in principle, Meldaa is of a value at a given point (or over a gipenod) in
an agent’s life whose removal “is not a psycholatfjcgenuine option” (Mele, 2006, p167). See Mdlgg5,
ppl49-173; 2006, ppl66-170).
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Fred will bring abouE in an autonomous fashion. It is not clear exaetiyat point Mele
wants to make in this regard, but he seems to ahatty somehow, a shift in perspective to
that of a compatibilist creator who values autonosnagents acting autonomously might
encourage suitable rival intuitions to those helattes to the committed libertarian.

The experiment in perspective-taking turns outd@bailure. Contemplating the point of
view of a ‘compatibilist creator’ to whom it matsethat the things they want to happEg (
are brought about by ‘autonomous’ agents actintgpfammously’ only reinforces an
unfortunate link back to theological versions & thee will problem. If God sets the
variables and makes the rules, and things areatheausally determined to happen in one
and only one way, neither God nor our claims targiree will look very good when
considered in the context of some ‘*heaven-or-Hielél judgement. If, for some mysterious
reason, God is a compatibilist and it matters tothat her pawns play out her cosmic game
according to the rules that define ‘compatibilistamomy’, it doesn’t make it any less of a
cosmic game, our freedom of will any less of a shanthe final judgement any less of a
gross and catastrophic miscarriage of justices. fiard to see, therefore, how compatibilism

can benefit from any association with this theatagiversion of the debate.

What is equally frustrating in Mele’s discussiondat is, again, symptomatic of many parts
of the traditional debate) is that he sets outbrmments on this case as if it could not
possibly be decisive in swaying one between corpjliatior non-compatibilist points of

view. What will make the image of Fred as an insieat compelling, it is suggested, is a pre-
existing commitment to libertarianism, rather tlzany merits of the example and truths it
might claim to point to. This treatment of the exdenis, in an important sense, resigned to a
stalemate and/or immovable positions, instead @gng the case to test out its full merit

and import.

This task has, however, been taken up in the iatdmtweemutonomous Agen{4995) and
Mele’s (2006)Free Will and LuckHere, Mele raises the stakes by presenting wdnatlts
the zygote argumertwhat he describes as a manipulation argumemdompatibilism.
Following Mele, we can develop the argument in steps — first with some scene setting,
and then the argument itself. In the scene setiwedjnd a creator Diana at work in place of

the namelesX:
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Diana creates a zygoZein Mary. She combined’'s atoms as she does because she wants a
certain evenE to occur thirty years later. From her knowledgéhef state of the universe just
prior to her creating and the laws of nature in her deterministic unigeshe deduces that a
zygote with precisely’s constitution located in Mary will develop into eally self-controlled
agent who, in thirty years, will judge, on the lsasi rational deliberation, that it is bestA@nd
will A on the basis of that judgment, thereby bringinguak. If this agent, Ernie, has any
unsheddable values at the time, they play no roladtivating hisA-ing. Thirty years later, Ernie
is a mentally healthy, ideally self-controlled pmravho regularly exercises his powers of self-
control and has no relevant compelled or coercipetgluced attitudes. Furthermore, his beliefs
are conducive to informed deliberation about alttera that concern him, and he is a reliable
deliberator. So he satisfies a version of [Melpig]posed compatibilist sufficient conditions for
having freelyA-ed. (Mele, 2006, pp188)

Needless to say, in Diana’s deterministic univeEsaje does thirty years down the line,

thereby bringing it about th& occurs.

With the scenario in place, Mele (2006, p189) fdiynstates the premises of the

zygote argument as follows:

1. Because of the way his zygote was produced indtisrohinistic universe, Ernie is not a free ageut an
is not morally responsible for anything.

2. Concerning free action and moral responsibilityhaf beings into whom the zygotes develop, there is
no significant difference between the way Ernig/gate comes to exist and the way any normal human
zygote comes to exist in a deterministic universe.

3. So determinism precludes free action and moralbmesipility. (Mele, 2006, pp189)
There are a number of important differences betweisrargument about Ernie and the
earlier case involving Fred. The primary differemcénat, unlike Fred, Ernie is not
miraculously createde novaas an adult agent with various psychological stttat will be
critical to hisA-ing. In fact, what we are asked to imagine isenacio that does not involve
Diana in any kind of direct creation of, or tamperiwith, Ernie’s psychological make-up.
Diana only deals in the atomic composition of thigateZ which, having been slotted into
the deterministic matrix of the universe, will deyginto Ernie who, thirty years later, wil

such thaE comes about.

As Mele notes, this change in the creation sceraips block any externalist objections
which, in a case like Fred’s, might hold that hisationde novas a conceptual impossibility
because his psychological states lack the reldanadtof historical links required to fix the
content required for the imagined scenario to platy Ernie’s development, in contrast,
offers all the normal opportunities for contentifig interactions with the environment (and
others) that are available to other agents whogeteg came into being in biologically
normal ways. Indeed, nothing about Ernie’s develepmnbodily or psychological, differs

from normal cases following Diana’s initial intenten.
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Although Mele does not explicitly make this poitite apparent absence of anything that
looks like specificallypsychologicaimanipulation also helps block any attempt to dssntihe
case as some kind of analogue of brain-washingoOxfse, Diana knows how Ernie’s
psychology will develop — it is her ability to faee the relevant complex patterns that allows
her to deduce the appropriate atomic arrangementgten the prior state of the universe
and the laws of nature, to ensure a psychologywiibring it about that hé\'s in thirty

years’ time. But no specifically psychological statire created or manipulated in Ernie.

It is, | think, both this lack of specifically pdyalogical interference, along with the distance
in space and time between Diana’s manipulationsEane’sA-ing, that makes Mele’s
zygote argument particularly effective; and thisspecially so with regards to premise 2.
The nature of Diana’s manipulation is such as awdecompatibilist and incompatibilist alike
with no obvious candidate differences betwgeand any normal human zygote that could be
relevant to issues of free action and moral regpditg. Moreover, as Mele (2006, p190)
himself highlights, premise 2 manages to captunmeesof the spirit of the famous
conseqguence argument, without requiring any ponmitment to incompatibilism. That is,
Mele thinks that while compatibilists cannot accdygt consequence argument (which is,
after all, an argument for incompatibilism), preenisis consistent with compatibilism,
because the idea that there is no salient differénéreedom or in moral responsibility
betweerZ and a normal human zygote is consistent with Hraieng acted freely and with

moral responsibility for hig-ing.

So the likely impact of the zygote argument turngesponses to premise 1. Mele (2006)
thinks that judgements about premise 1 will vaingtfbased on pre-existing commitments to
compatibilism or incompatibilism. This much, th&njn common between the cases of Fred
and Ernie — it is held that these cases won’t shéftground beneath those who have
independent commitments to one or other side ofrtBtional debate. But unlike his
discussion of Fred’s case, Mele (2006) now seerafidw that there is room for what he
calls (p190) feflective agnosti¢sto play some role in adjudicating on the zygatguanent.
And his speculation is that such agnostics’ tak@m@mise 1 will be strongly related to the
extent to which they have already judged the pratsger indeterministic varieties of agency

to deliver up free action and moral responsibility.
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As for Mele himself, given his avowed agnosticidno@t compatibilism together with his
double-layered accoutit he recognises in the zygote argument an impotgahtase for him
to address explicitly as regards his commitmemoiopatibilism. As he puts it, “even patient
readers may want me to put my cards on the taldesay whethek believe that a full-blown
version of the zygote argument would show compléihito be false” (Mele, 2006, p191,
italics in original). And after a few more pagessoéne setting, he finally puts his cards on
the table:

Premise 1 has some intuitive pull on me, but nough to move me to accept it. | am agnostic
about premise 1, as | am about compatibilism. (2086, pp194)

So much, then, for putting one’s cards on the tdhléhe end, Mele has combined his die-
hard agnosticism about compatibilism with a somewdaaitional tendency towards inertia,
and has let the zygote argument have its airtinteout having any decisive influence on his

position.

Without making any radical claims of novelty on bElof the zygote argument, it does strike
me as being peculiarly effective in discouragingcte sitting amongst both the committed
faithful and the ‘reflective agnostics’. It is, many ways, a secularised version of the
theological scenario discussed earlier — an allAkng, all-powerful creator of a

deterministic universe, amongst whose creationsr@a&tures who think they are free, and
free because the creator made them so (and betauskers to the creator that they are so,
etc.). Those bothered by this theological puzzepaesumably, amongst other things,
unsatisfied with the idea that any of this couldlbould matter to the creator. The creator set
the conditions and the laws, and nothing could haaetual fact turned out differently given
those initial decisions and interventions, so howlad it possibly matter one way or another
(except on the basis of some mere whim or triviafgrence on the part of the creator) as to

the pattern they want played out in this particelasmic game?

What is absent in the theological case, but broudbtthe zygote argument, is deliberate and
specific intent on the part of the intervener tdkma certain thing happen — that is, the
zygote argument (but not the theological puzzlglieitly builds in an element of
manipulation. Whether this makes too much diffeesimcthe final analysis is open to debate

— all-knowing creators could perhaps, with a fefeiiantial steps, be accused of choosing/

1 As will be recalled from Chapter 3, Mele (199508Pthinks that he can offer a series of compasibil
conditions for autonomy (1995) or free agency (900Bich can then be supplemented with an additional
incompatibilist condition as necessary.
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willing each and every event that unfolds in thesarse for which they set the initial
conditions and the laws. Be that as it may — thgp#y argument offers a secularised
challenge to compatibilist orthodoxy by presen@mgapparently unambiguous case of
active’? agent manipulation in which we are asked to stiadollowing intuitions: Ernie\-
ed because Diana wanted Aisng to bring it about, at a particular point ime, thate took
place; whatever else may be true of Ernie, itus that (in the deterministic universe he
inhabits) he was causally determineditand nothing else, thus fulfilling Diana’s plan for
her pawn, and precisely because she had this gtdnnh; so, despite any (compatibilist or
other) appearances to the contrary, Ermdeisg was not something done of his own free
will. But of course, with these intuitions in plasee are invited to recognise that there is
nothing unusual about Erniefsing other than a distant historical fact aboutdt@ms in his
zygote, and Diana’s plans for him. So, if Ernie dat A freely, and we can’t find any other
distinguishing feature of hia-ing that might disqualify it from being free, thath our A-ings

are also not free if we inhabit a deterministicvense.

Perhaps incompatibilists would claim that the cheBaightjacket that is the deterministic
matrix into which Diana slots Ernie’s zygote istjugat they have been trying to highlight
all along — perhaps even more directly — with argats such as the consequence argument.
But as we have seen, Mele and others are inclmédrk that too many of these arguments
and problem cases require a prior commitment tormpatibilism before they can get any
purchase in swaying opinion. The apparent virtu®ele’s formulation of the zygote
argument is that a significant part of it — prenfise requires no such prior commitments;

this leaves us to focus on premise 1 and reasan®tie could offer for contesting it.

Mele, as we have seen, wants to remain agnostia &bbut is this sensible? Agnosticism in
this instance suggests trying to hedge one’s betompatibilism a little too far (just in case
our universe turns out to be deterministic, or justase libertarians fail to make a sensible
case for indeterministic agency). Mele (2006, pl&Xnowledges that cases like that of
Ernie “prevent [him] from flatly endorsing compatibm”, but this is surely to do the
argument an injustice. The zygote argument shathereforce a bit of committed
compatibilist bullet-biting (for which | suspect breett would volunteer), or it should force
one to confront a deep incompatibilist intuitionoimeself — namely that, in the end, free

% That is, ‘active’ in a way that contrasts with @a®f non-intervening controllers who could actvietervene,
but (contingently) do not.
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agency just is not possible in a deterministic arse because Ernggiaagent has everything
a normal agent in such a universe has in ordeuatifg as free, and yet in the end he is not

because he is Diana’s plaything or tool.

What should we make of Mele’s speculation thatititas or opinions about premise 1 are
most likely contingent on an individual’s views cenning the compatibility of
indeterministic agency with free and morally resgible agency? It is, of course, quite
possible that he is right about this, and thataasps to the zygote argument will not be
independent of considerations of the availablaréditves, especially libertarian ones.
Someone who, like Dennett, has persuaded themsafivies utter misguidedness of all
conceivable indeterministic alternatives to conmtphsim and yet (like Mele) remains
convinced that our claims to free agency are masgfied than any particular account that
has been given of free agency, will no doubt feat they have to deny premise 1, and
convince themselves that some erroneous infereistenust be hidden in our thinking about

this premise, even if we can’t say where.

And yet, for all this, premise 1 seems remarkaldgic Ernie is not a free agent and he is not
morally responsible because Bsng was something deliberately set in motion kg th
prenatal interventions of Diana. There are no maervening controllers here — this is
straightforward manipulation (although at a disgnénd yet the nature and timing of the
intervention is such as to be largely indistingatsle (in terms that might matter to Ernie’s
agency) from the arrangement of atoms in normabtagyby ‘blind’ forces of nature. The
intuition that should be encouraged here, in th@ommitted and the agnostic, is tlifahis is
what compatibilism allows, then compatibilism ha#tled for something short of free will
Free agents cannot be the play things of gods et mtervening manipulators; and to the
extent that compatibilism cannot explain away a&cagh as Ernie’s, compatibilism will
have sold us short in the free agency stakes. Nostigism, then, only bullet-biting or a
basically incompatibilist conclusion that we canradter all, be free agents in a deterministic

universe.

Where, then, are opinions about the compatibilitindeterministic agency and free agency
supposed to have their influence on our respomstigetzygote argument in general, or
premise 1 in particular? In my own case, | haveeriadlear that extant libertarian accounts

of indeterministic agency are not promising atallleast in so far as they insist on inserting
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indeterminism into moments of volition. Yet | thipkemise 1 of the zygote argument is true,
independently of such considerations. Freedomddiatoe manipulated in this way by god
and other intervening manipulators just isn’t whiaadd in mind when thinking we might

have free will. It seems better to face up to stwingtlike Nagel's state of deep puzzlement
than to simply insist that premiseriustbe flawed just because libertarianism seems so

unpromising.

More generally, we need to be wary of certain ctigmitendencies that risk turning one form
of (arguably sensible) philosophical caution intousmjustified philosophical orthodoxy of
optimism. We should be suitably cautious in proraag phenomena and our beliefs about
them as illusory just because we are able to freonee vexing philosophical puzzle
(especially of a sceptical variety). Yet we shaailsb recognise a tendency towards
conservative positions and orthodoxies that amgifsti@ntly motivated by a combination of
philosophical optimism and wished-for empiricalutasity. Orthodoxy in the philosophy of
mind tends towards varieties of non-reductive maliem in part because these
optimistically promise to allow us to save mostfat we want to say about the mind while
at the same time insulating such claims from thioggtresent and future empirical findings.
Orthodoxy in the traditional free will debate teridde/ards varieties of compatibilism in part
because these optimistically promise to save omeave varieties of freedom ‘worth
wanting’ while at the same time insulating thisefilem from a wide range of present and
future empirical threats, including possible diseaes about the extent to which our
(macroscopic) universe operates deterministicBiycontrast, eliminativism and
reductionism in the philosophy of mind, and libegaism in the traditional free will debate,
can be seen as more conceptually and intuitivelsugtive; and they very often require (or
are subject to) elements of empirical support tutagion that make them cognitively more

open-ended than the anything marked by the empinsalarity just described.

My suspicion is that the non-committed or agnostio reject premise 1 out of concerns
related to the likely compatibility of indetermitisagency and free agency might be
manifesting this kind of conservative optimismtie face of what is otherwise an intuitively
unambiguous case. It is not just, as Mele (20081p&urmises, that this group “either
believe that there are free and morally responsigénts or are more inclined to believe that
than they are to believe that there are no suchtggdut that they further want to insulate

such beliefs from all conceivable conceptual (peats with indeterministic agency) and
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empirical (the universe and/or the brain might wdekerministically) threats. Compatibilism
has always made these kinds of optimistic promised offered refuge. Unlike Méefe |

think the zygote argument provides a relativelgliréf not necessarily novel) means to
exposing a critical lingering deficiency in the eietes of this presumed refuge.

If I am right in thinking that the uncommitted (ive reflective agnostics) should recognise
the flaw in compatibilism highlighted by the zygateyument, what of compatibilistéAs

we have seen, Mele has been careful in arrangangabke such that there is no obvious route
by which a compatibilist can exclude Ernie fromlara to being free and responsible in his
A-ing within a compatibilist framework. He suffer®m nothing resembling compulsion or
coercion; he has not been brainwash&tds no brain yet) or psychologically manipulatéd (
has no psychology yet); he is not subjected tokamy of abnormal proximal (or, for that
matter, post-natal) interference; unlike Franktyde examples, Ernie’s case does involve
active intervention rather than the mere possybditintervention that, contingently, is never
actualised; and Diana’s interventions are (in s@$ait matters) targeted at sheddable
motivations and values such that Ernie qualifieeaang (conditional) alternative

possibilities for choice and action just like artiier compatibilist agent.

One potential line of response would be to chakethg plausibility and soundness of the
thought experiment on which the zygote argumehagsed — perhaps along lines similar to
those pursued by Dennett (1991) in his discussidheoimplausibility of the brain-in-a-vat
thought experiment. Dennett (sensibly) highlighis astronomical complexity involved in
trying to mimicall of the signals being received by the brain ovemex small time slice,
once one remembers to include all of itlternal inputs from the body, the interactions
between these and changes in signals from the waltd trying to mimic all the neural
signals that would be the registerings of changdke brain’s own internal milieu (esp. its
blood flow and chemistry). The requisite computagilccomplexity to sustain any kind of
world-embedding illusion could not conceivably lantled by the most powerful computers

% Mele (2006, p191) thinks that “the addition of fa story to the collection of relevant thingsleefive
agnostic have reflected on [in thinking long anddhabout free action and moral responsibility] vwebobt
move many of these people out of the conjecturgdnitya[who doubt the truth of premise 1] and wouldt —
at least very quickly — give many of them a sigrdfitly brighter view of indeterministic agents’ ppects for
free action and moral responsibility.”

* That is, obviously, compatibilists who are notingtfor the bullet-biting response that flatly refe premise
1.
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we have imagine® Dennett suggests — plausibly, in my view — thaidining a brain-in-a-
vat at this level of detail should persuade uhefdaxtreme implausibility, and thus dangers,
of grounding or testing important ideas about thednand brain using this particular

intuition pump.

Similarly, | imagine that a compatibilist might tty object to the zygote argument’s
underlying thought experiment on the grounds tlvaen imagined in sufficient detall, its
demands would stretch the bounds of possibilityobeycredulity. On the surface, Diana’s
activities seem ‘simple’ enough: they involve tmeaagement of atoms in a microscopic
single cell that has formed from two human gameiedar as the thought experiment goes,
no other kind of intervention in any other partlodé universe, or at any other time, is
required. Thus far, at least, the thought expertraseams safe from the kind of combinatorial
explosion of computations and interventions/ ingh&t unfoldsover timein the brain-in-a-

vat example. But this appearance is deceiving.

The combinatorial explosion of computations in lbih@in-in-a-vat case is dynamic and
unfolds over time in a way that, in principle, at®for ongoing adjustment and error
correction of both interventions and future predits *° Diana’s challenge is, in contrast,
primarily one of performing an astronomically coepbrediction that then needs to be
distilled down into a series of hyper-fine-tunedues for a one-off, make-or-break
arrangement of atoms in the zygdteThis raises three possible levels at which onddco

challenge the conceivability and plausibility ofstiscenario.

First, the size and scope of the predictive tasktaDiana is impossibly massive, involving
not only gargantuan chunks of the deterministicsahmatrix into whictZ and (later) Ernie
must be slotted, but also the dynamic interplaybenZ/ Ernie and all of the environments

it/he will occupy over the next 30 years. Secone have no conception of what would be

% Dennett (1991) describes the problem as one iingla combinatorial explosion. See, especially gsaty 7
of Consciousness Explained

% A post-Dennett embellishment of the scenario migdlow, for example, that the computer system dilizel
some degree @x post facte@rror correction by manipulating memory tracesuoh a way that the brain-in-a-
vat is not bothered by, and does not in any wayldwme small discrepancies, inconsistencies, oeth
shortcomings in the virtual world with which thesegresented. Another embellishment might allow or
highlight the possibility for running multiple ongny parallel computational simulations of the braira-vat
under varying inputs — there being no limit on teenputational resources available to the machitrextycan
be put to use — such that, at any instant, theralling computer already has available the resafltgarious
simulations to utilize and potentially switch beemewhen it comes to choosing the next period afiimd
dynamic interplay between the brain and its viremlironment.



Chapter 4 109

involved in distilling out the relevant facts ab@ibmic arrangements withifithat will

provide suitable degrees of tolerance on Ernie ldpirgg the relevant psychology that, under
the predicted circumstances in 30 years’ time, i@8ult in hisA-ing. Moreover, there are
many considerations from within the philosophy ofdithat would suggest the impossibility
of such a series of backwards inferences. And tieivdn allowing that the aforementioned
could be successfully tackled in principle, thermuld remain questions about the required
degrees of accuracy in both predictions and maatjuls that could make what would be, at
best, a highly chaotic if deterministic system spit the right consequences 30 years down
the line, given what we know about chaotic systamthe differences that can be made by
the smallest of differences in initial conditionghin such systems, plus the absence of any
opportunity for further intervention and error cation. As is arguably always the case,
postulating a supernatural being to do all the irtgod work really is, on reflection, a

thoroughly misleading (if historically popular) wayimagining things.

As someone who is generally sceptical about theevaf many philosophical thought
experiments, | am very sympathetic to the aboveoe of the Diana-Ernie scenario that
underpins the zygote argument. But my views onghoexperiments in general are not at
issue — it is the plausibility of the above objens within the context of the traditional
debate, and more specifically as a means for a abhilgst to side-step the zygote argument,

that requires consideration.

Many compatibilists cannot legitimately lay claimthis sort of ‘inconceivability’ response
because they are already committed to the valuestlitgl of equally preposterous thought
experiments, especially those directed at expasiaglleged flaws in libertarianism.
Molecule-for-molecule doppelgangers are, at béighttsy more plausible philosophical test
cases than Diana’s amazing feats of science aridesgng, in part because they aren’t
supernaturaéx hypothe&l, and because we don’t usually pause to ask amy#tiout the
origins of these creatur@sAsking such questions (while refusing to allownramswers,

" Kind of. Barring the inventiveness of Star Tre&tgators, would we not think the idea of a bodysea-
generator to be something supernatural? | suspecowid only see this idea as ‘natural’ based serges of
imaginative failures.

% Given the differences, noted by Edelman (2004 /)i&ae & Tononi, 2000) and others, that we can expect
the level of anatomical structure within the braofigienetically identical twins, there is no pldusialternative
to Star Trek-like scanner-generator machines wheomes to the business of producing doppelgangads,
most of us only succeed in imagining those (toetktent that we really imagine them at all) becaafse TV
programme.
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such as positing the existence of some of the mt#dor-molecule scanner-generators that
populate certain debates about personal identili/juickly lower doppelgangers into the
same murky world of impossible and potentially m#gling scenarios that do cognitive work
for us for just as long as we fail (actively or gpasly) to imagine them at relevant levels of
detail?® But doppelgangers who exit an indeterministic chdaiituation with different
outcomes are, for the compatibilist, such an ingrdrtool in exposing the alleged flaws of
libertarianism that they can ill-afford to disqdgliin principle’ thought experiments of either
the doppelganger or Diana-Ernie varieties on grewfdheir preposterousness in practice.

Presuming, then, that Mele is right about premibeig consistent with and acceptable to
compatibilists, it is hard to see how a compasbitian do anything other than bite the bullet,
deny premise 1, and insist that despite any ‘miskeg intuitions to the contrary, Ernis a

free agent whas morally responsible for his actions, including Aing. And so much the

worse for compatibilism.

Perhaps this accusation of bullet-biting is toacguOr, rather, perhaps a committed
compatibilist would want to contest the sense iiclvithey are supposedly biting the bullet,
as opposed to remaining firm and comfortable iir tt@mpatibilist convictions because the
zygote argument has not offered them any persuasas®mn to question these convictions.
How might such a compatibilist respond to the argnt®

An initial response might go something like tifsEx hypothesithe manipulator (Diana) in
the zygote argument scenario must arrange thingstbat all relevant the conditions for
compatibilist autonomy (CA) are respected. (Depegdin which or which kind of
compatibilist is responding, exactly what thesedittons are may vary depending on their
preferred account of CA. For present purposes, tiewyé should do to just keep Mele’s
conditions for CA in mind.) For example, in Mele&’srsion of the argument, Ernie must
come to act as he does under the influence of stidel@as opposed to unsheddable) values,
he should deliberate normally, etc.; and he shoatde under the sway of any ‘innate’
programmes or magical psychological ‘time-capsafesome kind that suddenly kicks in

after 30 years to produce Msing.

% For more on the risks and problems of many phpbaml thought experiments, see Dennett (1996).
100 "am grateful to Mark Leon for the outline of thiad the following compatibilist response to thgate
argument.
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But then it seems open to a compatibilist to redpbat, given an independent case that has
been made for their preferred account of CA, theyuaitroubled by the case of Diana and
Ernie because if the conditions for CA have bespeeted, then nothing has transpired in
this case to create a concern over Ernie’s freeglorasponsibility as an agent. Premise 1 is,
thus, false. And this should not be mischaractdreésesome form of intransigent bullet-
biting. Instead, what we have here is exactly wigmshould expect from a compatibilist who
truly understands and values the conditions laidrotheir preferred account of CA: that is,
when these conditions have been satisfied, we alhteat we should reasonably want in

order to secure claims of freedom and respongibilit

There is a straightforward counterargument toithtsal compatibilist response.
Compatibilism is, after all, supposed to (histdiigachampion notions of negative freedom,
most obviously including freedom from certain kirafsnterference, including deliberate
manipulation. Surely it is incontestable that Diarmaanipulation of Ernie’s zygot2in order
to serve her own ends is an unambiguous casernb{eg interference, even if the apparent
absence of any (proximal) psychological or oth&rfierence might make Erniefsing
closely resemble his freeAring under suitably different circumstances? Threaithat
conditions for CA do not successfully pick out taslevantly different circumstances is
supposed to be part of the point of the argumemth@ve a clear case of manipulation (what
else could it be?), which is precisely the kindtohg that compatibilism should find
problematic. The challenge is then to say howt #lla such manipulation coulabt be
threatening to autonomy and freedom, given thadlitimms for CA have already been
satisfied. To simply reassert that the case doesmolve a threat to freedom because

conditions for CA have been satisfied is questiegging.

Unfortunately, accusations of begging the questayrgust as easily made as they are
reversed: our compatibilist respondent might jgsivall claim that it is me who is begging
the question against their preferred account ob@éause, faced with a case like Ernie’s, |
am not satisfied that his claims to freedom angaesibility surviveprecisely becauskis

CA is unscathed. Compatibilism is, historicallyt oaly the champion of negative freedom —
it is also home to those who would offer us suéinticonditions for freedom and
responsibilitydespiteany (misleading) appearances suggesting thatdrees incompatible

with, say, determinism, or the absence of altevegiossibilities, etc. Perhaps Mele has
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shown that we should add CA-respecting zygotic maations to the list of potentially
misleading scenarios under which we might comeotdotian agent’s freedom. To insist that

he has done more than this is to beg the quesgjainst CA.

Accusations of question-begging are, in this casbkely to help matters. Let us, then,
consider a more constructive and detailed compiatibesponse. Suppose we are asked to
consider an analogy between the Diana/Ernie casa aifferent kind of case in which a CA
agent comes to do the will of another. Imagine afanoment, that Diana’s laboratory
interventions withZ were intended to ensure that (a CA) Ernie woulek sadrowning child

in 30 years’ time. Now we are asked to comparedase to that of Sarah, who is an ordinary
agent with no superhuman predictive powers norspegial biochemical knowledge, who is
aware of the possibility that a drowning child abbk saved by the appropriate actions of
another (ordinary) agent, Percy. Sarah urgentlyageg Percy in a bout of CA-respecting
rational persuasion, the end-result of which i$ Bercy decides to act to save the child, and

does so.

Our compatibilist respondent would like to proptsa, if we are suitably mindful of
Diana’s commitmentgx hypothesito respect Ernie’s CA in bringing it about that$aves a
child 30 years down the line from Diana’s intervens, we should come to recognise that
there is naelevantdifference between the Diana/Ernie case and theh8ercy case that
would render one a freedom-threateningnipulationinto saving while the other involves

freedom-respecting case of rational persuasioave a child.

Of course, there are many differences betweentbeases, including the obvious fact that
Diana’s interventions are of a completely differerder of complexity to Sarah’s; and the
fact that Diana’s own (i.e. direct) interventiors bt include any process of rational
engagement with or persuasion of the intended tafdeer intervention. Nevertheless, the
compatibilist’s claim is that, in so far as botlteirventions are part of bringing about the
saving of the child by way of an understanding @ivleach agent (Ernie and Percy) could
come to act in the relevant way without in any whagatening or undermining their CA, the
intervention of Dianahould not be seen as any more or any less maniyi{& a freedom-
or responsibility-threatening sense) than the waetion of Sarah. And if it is not a case of

freedom-threatening manipulation, then there ismas on the compatibilist to find a means
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to distinguish Ernie’s case from Bernie’s case (wh#ind forces ‘arrange’ the atoms in his

zygote); and the claim that CA is sufficient foeédom can stand.

A first response to this analogy-based argumetat iote that the cases, as presented, have
been coloured by the introduction of an ethicalhged scenario: Ernie’s genefigéng has
become an action or series of acts in pursuit@iiteal of saving a drowning child, and
Diana’s desired evelit is now (presumably) to be identified with the savof the child. For
the case of Sarah and Percy, this seems a seasibieanocuous enough choice. One may as
well improve the likelihood of success of Saratitempts at rational persuasion (and reduce
the risk of mistaking this for some kind of manigtihn of Percy) by making her object an
ethically-desirable one. What is less clear is Waebr not the ethically-charged example is
equally innocuous as content inserted into theckeluf the zygote argument. Subscribers to
an asymmetric account along the lines of Susan"8/d©90) might think it a perfectly
sensible choice, since Ernie is supposed to beiimed@s deciding it is best for him Ao But

| take it that a generic compatibilist response ot wish to be dependent on Wolf-type
asymmetries when it comes to the possible ranfreefactions.

The question that needs to be pressed is this:teestroduction of ethically-charged
content into the zygote scenario make a differeves, say, imagined scenarios involving
ethically neutral, trivial, or even ethically prelohatic content? In one sense, at least, it
should not matter, just so long as it is rememb#ératiwe could substitute in any of the
frivolous, trivial, playful, naughty, or unethictdings that an ordinary agent like Ernie might
reasonably decide to do of his own free will. Whiedoes matter, however, is to the success
of the analogy that our compatibilist would liked@aw between Ernie and Percy.

Let us recall the details of the second case. Samhvere asked to imagine, must engage
Percy by way of CA-respecting rational persuasioarder to get him to save the drowning
child. If we generalise this case, then Sarah needstionally persuade PercyBosuch than
an evenf will come to pass, while respecting Percy’'s CAaélly whatB andF could be
will depend significantly on Percy’s character aimdumstances, because these will
influence the likelihood of Sarah’s success in padgsng him tdB such thaf without in any
way compromising his CA. Thus, depending on thaitgtthe requirement that Percy be

rationally persuaded by Sarah in a CA-respectingmearestricts the range of possible
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candidates foB andF, as well as the relationship betwéandF*°, relative to Percy’s
character and circumstances. (Which means th&wngoas Percy is not some moral

reprobate, persuading him to save a drowning d@éms a good choice as a case.)

Do any such restrictions apply in the case of Dam@ Ernie? It is not immediately obvious
that they do apply. Diana’s intervention is onlytte level of arranging atoms in Ernie’s
zygoteZ. She certainly does not engage in an attemptiahed persuasion with adult Ernie,
so the restrictions that apply to Sarah cannot bake via that route. Diana’s respecting of
Ernie’s CA means that she cannot instil any unsaklédvalues to ensufeandE. She
cannot depend on a deliberative failure on Errpait, or on his being coerced irkeng;

and she must leave Ernie open to rational persadsia suitably CA-respecting fashion)
But none of this implies that Ernie needdé&rationally persuaded that he oughtthus
bringing it about thakE.

There are possible scenarios in which Diana (irdaeatly) achieves her ends by having it
turn out that Ernie is rationally persuadeditsuch thak. Perhaps there might be some
conceptual value in comparing and contrastingshisset of Ernie scenarios with the case of
Percy. But acknowledging this possible subset sésanvolving Ernie should not obscure
the bigger issue as to whether the analogy betWeeRrnie and Percy cases is vatid
general

While Mele (2006) does not consider any such aryalogthe compatibilist response to the
zygote argument that motivates it), he does mentaoiations on the Ernie case that would
suggest it might not be analogous to the ratioeedymsion case. Mele (2006, p193)
speculates that giving different specificationshaf content of the story about Ernie might
provoke different intuitions about the case. Hakkj for example, that E were the death of
Ernie’s aunt, and\ Ernie’s poisoning of her in order to inherit mortagt would relieve him
of his financial troubles, then some reflective @gjits might think that Ernie was not
blameworthy for his act — after all, Diana engirekis zygote with this event in mind all

those years ago. And because they may judge thatrioe morally blameworthy, they might

191 For example, it is not clear that Sarah couldridtsomething very different i coming to pass to what she
must persuade Percy to intendgiing without engaging in some form of CA-threatendeception.
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further judge that his action was not free (ifadhbeen free, this would suggest at least some

degree of responsibility and blameworthineds).

No matter the value and accuracy of these specnigtwhat is relevant to my purpose is the
fact that Mele does not seem to think that an atlyiproblematic action like poisoning his
aunt is an unsuitable candidate for Ernig’gg, whatever the CA-respecting restrictions that
must be in placex hypothesiBut then it is hard to see how the cases coulellezantly
analogous, or analogous in a way that is helpfthéocompatibilist, because it is hard to
imagine how Sarah could engage in a suitable instahCA-respecting rational persuasion
that both (a) convinces Percy to perform an ethjigabblematic act without (b) our judging
that Sarah’s persuasive efforts were, in some tmd freedom relevant sense,
manipulative. Imagining Sarah rationally persuaddegcy to poison his aunt while all the
time respecting his CA sounds more like somethungod Silence of the Lambs (i.e. Lecter
persuading a fellow prisoner to swallow his owngie®) than a case that could help

compatibilism by convincing us that Ernie is noingemanipulated.

We should not, however, just take Mele at his warthinking thatA andE could fall within
the realm of the ethically problematic (not to mientrivolous, trivial, etc.) where the
prospects for CA-respecting rational persuasionatdook good. We should revisit Mele’s
own description of the original zygote argumentnse®, in which Diana engineered things
such that:

...will develop into an ideally self-controlled agemibo, in thirty years, will judge, on the basis of
rational deliberation, that it is bestAcand will A on the basis of that judgment, thereby bringing
aboutE. If this agent, Ernie, has any unsheddable vatigise time, they play no role in
motivating hisA-ing. Thirty years later, Ernie is a mentally higitideally self-controlled person
who regularly exercises his powers of self-contirad has no relevant compelled or coercively
produced attitudes. Furthermore, his beliefs arelaoive to informed deliberation about all
matters that concern him, and he is a reliablddedtor. So he satisfies a version of [Mele’s]
proposed compatibilist sufficient conditions fovhmy freelyA-ed. (Mele, 2006, p188)

Ernie needs to rationally deliberate to the conolushat it is best for him té. But because
he does not need to be rationally persuaded by soindeparty that it is best for him # we
need to be able to imagine a much wider range sfipte interests, values and projects that

Ernie might have taken on, in a manner consistéht lmis CA, and that might lead to a broad

192 \ele (2006) speculates further about the intuitivasequences of imaginifigas a homeless shelter’s
receipt of a significant donation; and he specsl#tat some agnostics might reach different inteiti
judgements in the case of Ernie killing his aurd.implied in the text that follows, the details angblications
of all these speculations are not relevant to muiment.
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range of possible actions that do not, in themselseund like good candidates for non-

manipulative, CA-respecting rational persuasion.

Perhaps a suitably creative compatibilist mighttérypersuade us that, given the combination
of Ernie’s characteristics specified above (mentadalthy, ideally self-controlled, a reliable
deliberator, the absence of any compelled or ceelscproduced attitudes, etc.), Mele is
wrong to think that Ernie could reason to the cosidn that it is best for him to poison his

aunt.

Our defender of compatibilism might have two thsimg mind here. On the one hand,
perhaps we should be more comfortable, and ledsggtec, about the idea that what is
rational and what is good or right generally cagdeciFrom this perspective, it might then
seem that Diana is subject to much the same rgsitricin relation to Ernie, despite not
engaging him directly in a process of CA-respectatgnal persuasion, as Sarah is in
relation to Percy. Perhaps, then, because eaclalaleatandidate foA andE will range from
ethically innocuous to virtuous, a number of agiessnight come to agree with the
compatibilist that Diana’s activitiesith respect to Ernie’s action &re not any more

obviously manipulative than Sarah’s attempts abmal persuasion.

On the other hand, the compatibilist might wanprimpose a shift in emphasis in the analogy
between Diana/ Ernie and Sarah/ Percy. Insteadeoémphasis being on rational persuasion
by a third party, the compatibilist may have hadind an emphasis on Ernie needing to be
led or persuaded by reasdhat it is best for him té&. We should, in effect, be making a
three-way comparison between (i) an agent havimggheersuaded by reason that it is best
for them to act in a certain way, in the absendiefintervention or interference, proximal or
distal, of any other agent; (ii) an agent (liked®giconcluding that it is best for them to act in
a certain way having been engaged in a processgiohal persuasion by another agent (like
Sarah); and (iii) an agent (like Ernie) who is paded by reason that it is best for them to act
in a certain way, where the circumstances of thessaning to this decision have been
arranged at a distance by a third party (like Djambe proposal is that (iii) closely
resembles (i), given the proximal absence of aiy tarty, while the CA-respecting
constraints on (iii) would also make it closelyessle (ii). On this three-way comparison, it

is thus proposed that Ernie reasons his way autonsiyto his conclusion that it is best for
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him to A, while Diana’s arrangement of this state of affaérno more nefarious nor

manipulative than Sarah’s presentation of the renendations of reason to Percy (as in (ii)).

There seems little reason to concede anythingfagnt to the first of these responses.
Ernie’s killing his aunt may seem extreme, but ¢here many other distasteful candidates for
Athat Ernie might reason it is best to do, givemmyriad possibilities left open within the
zygote argument for the projects and (sheddablegsahat Ernie could come to have. He
might refuse help to a stranger, invest money ieranronmentally problematic enterprise,

or vote for a conservative, benefit-cutting, antinigration politician in an election. And
while we might respect the rights of autonomous&gy® freely reason their way to such
decisions in a liberal society, agnostics are @hiko see Diana’s arrangement of Ernie’s
future to ensure such distasteful outcomes as emgytbss than manipulation, whatever his

proximal processes of CA-respecting deliberation.

The second part to the response suffers from dagidhfficulty. Given a suitably rosy or
innocuous candidate fa@, Ernie’s reasoning towards his decisiorAtander (iii) might have
all the surface appearance of the independentigetating agent under (i), with Diana’s
interference rendered apparently harmless by et (desire) to respect Ernie’s CA. But
only slightly less savoury candidates fohelp scratch through this appearance and return
Diana’s interference to a once-again clear caseasfipulation. Ernie voting for a right-wing
candidate because reason persuaded him to dastorsunate; his having voted this way
because Diana arranged it such that he would bleyledason to do so is manipulati¥e If

our compatibilist is not bothered by the miniswas of Diana as the distal origin of Ernie’s
regrettable political decision, this is (again)itiahoice, given the positions on offer to a pre-

commited non-agnostic.

But let us suppose, for a moment, that our intetlmchad persuaded us of some pertinent
similarity between cases (i), (i) and (iii), suitfat Diana is constrained in her choice®of

and the means by which Ernie reasons to the cdnaltisat he should in ways that might,

193 Given enough time and enough zygotes (she is Bupm, after all), Diana might arrange a regimengea
with all the hallmarks of a democratic change ofeyoment freely brought about by CA citizens. Thath a
regime change is CA-respecting rather than basddanwashing and/or indoctrination is definitelg@urce of
potential interest; but it remailX¥ana’s regime changeérought about by her manipulations of the zygofes
her pawn (future) citizens.
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for a moment, remove the appearance of manipul&tion the scenarf8*. There remains a
gap in the zygote argument scenario that can bieieqgh to reveal the residual disanalogy

between cases such as Ernie’s and Percy’s.

Recall that | suggested Sarah'’s intentions in lgafAarcy bring abol would need to be
consistent with Percy’s intentions iing, otherwise she would need to engage in some ki
of potentially CA-threatening deception as to tbepof PercyB-ing. What should be clear
is that no such restriction applies to Diana. Therothing in Mele’s setting up of the zygote
argument scenario that implies any specific retatietweerA andE, except that Ernie’s-

ing is crucially involved in bringing it about that There may well be some kind of
constitutive relation betweehandE. Nevertheless, there is no requirement that thecor
description under which Ernie intends Aisng be identical or even consistent with the
aspect or description under which Diana desires {@ends)E to occut®. Similarly,
Ernie’sA-ing may have a range of consequences that hendd@stend, while these may
well be included amongst Diana’s intended outcoaidmving ErnieA. Percy’'sB-ing might
also have unintended consequences, but these paddmably not be included amongst
Sarah’s intentions in having PerByon pain of her deliberately deceiving or otheewis

withholding information from him in a potentiallyACthreatening manner.

Note that it cannot be objected that Ernie woust dle CA-compromised if he were in some
way deceived about the consequences ofhing), including the nature d&. No one need
engage Ernie in a discussion about, let alonenatipersuasion over, sing. Certainly, as
we have already highlighted, Diana engages in oh puocess. Diana arranges atoma.in
Nothing that she does at this level could be meteaor CA-threatening deceptioGontra

our compatibilist interlocutor, Diana is a manigolairrespective of whether or not her

intentions are benevolent or malevolent. What shwt is a deceiver.

Diana is a superhuman predictor. She has maddecpgrreliable prediction, relative to the

state and laws of the universe, plus her arrangeafextoms inZ, about how adult Ernie and

1941 think that this would be to concede too muchhie compatibilist.

1951t might be suggested that, under these circurnsgrErnie would only be responsible for his actinder
the description he intended; but it is not cleawibis helps the compatibilist case. Those inclitiedee Ernie
as a victim of manipulation, despite his apparei @ill think he is less than fully responsible fois actions.
On this view, the key problem for compatibilismthst it fails to pick out the relevant sense irightErnie’s
agency is compromised. Highlighting a sense in tvldimie retains responsibility for his action does help
answer this charge.
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his CA deliberations and actions will fit into adar framework of events in 30 years time.
So long as Ernie is, at worst, only ignorant (i@Aconsistent way) of some of the
consequences of Msing, Diana can be as nasty as she likes in tefrtileeanature and
consequences &. That is, as long as there is nothing that Ernight reasonably to have
known or foreseen, then his CA cannot have beaaténed. It is unnecessary to put flesh on
all the possible scenarios that might satisfy thédevolent schema, but one quick example
might be useful. We might suppose, for exampld, Bmaie’sA-ing might be driving
somewhere at a particular time along a particuate, such that Diana’s desired ever{pf
which Ernie’sA-ing is partly constitutive) is the tragic and tmaatic death of a child running

out into the path of Ernie’s oncoming car, in putrsfitheir tennis ball.

In summary, even if we do not follow Mele in allowi that Ernie might knowingly poison
his aunt, there is still ample room for Diana tprigiously toy with whak, and the
consequences &, turn out to be, whatever Ernie’s intention®Aimg. At the same time, we
should remember that the content we give to thenpi@to stand in foA andE shouldn’t
really matter. Diana is, and always was, a mantpul&he is a manipulator who, for
whatever reason, respects her pawn’s CA, but thed dot make her any less of a
manipulator. Nor would some benevolent outcomeenfititerventions make her less of a
manipulator. Given her predictive powers, her ititers, and a deterministic universe, she
has manipulated in such a way that Ernie’s autonomy, and withstfreedom, are
compromised. The claim that her activities arevahly analogous to processes of rational

persuasion cannot be sustained.

There is one further disanalogy between the césgshould dissuade us from thinking of
Diana’s manipulations along the lines of the infloe of a rational interlocutor. Mele (2006)
discusses what he regards as a slightly modifiesiore of the original zygote argument
scenario. The point of this slightly modified vensiis to highlight the sense in which Diana,
given her predictive powers and efforts at preagagineering iz, can become complicit
in and responsible for hoawverythingin Ernie’s life turns out:

...her means of achieving her aim [by arranging thena inZ] is a cause of all Ernie’s actions
and not merely of hid-ing... In [this] modified version of the story, Diamas a much more
extensive aim — to create an agent who perfalinsf [Ernie’s] actions. (Mele, 2006, p190; italics
in original)

What has changed, in this slightly modified versiare Diana’s intentions rather than her

interventions. Now she intends for everything theppens in Ernie’s life to happen, and to
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happen because she arranged the way that she did. And all of it will happexs before,

without any compromise to Ernie’s CA.

But now the disanalogy between the cases is matleeanore stark. We cannot for even a
moment imagine how Diana’s intentions in being asesofall Ernie’s actions could be
considered analogous to cases of CA-respectingnatpersuasion. No ordinary human life
can be imagined where every action is somehowpakiél) outcome of a process of rational
persuasion involving a third party, let alone slaene third party. Likewise, it is difficult

(and, in the light of Chapter 9 below, unrealisticd undesirable) to imagine a human life
where an agent is led to their every action bydibtates of reason. But then, for some of us,
it was clear at the outset that Diana would beeadom-undermining manipulator, no matter

how narrow or broad (or benevolent) her intentions.

Before closing the discussion, however, | woule li& argue that there are more ‘realistic’
variations on the theme of pre-natal manipulathat,tin a suitable deterministic universe of
our imagining, would not require superhuman feétsrediction and atomic rearrangement.
In the slightly modified version of the zygote amgent we have just considered, we were
asked to focus on the sense in which, having aegititge atoms od, Diana effectively
becomes a cause of all that Ernie does. This iflsarme general and pervasive effect of
some pre-natal event/s suggests the possibilispfe less fanciftii® CA-preserving
interventions that require some accurate predi¢tin@vliedge, at least of a suitable statistical
kind, and yet which (unlike so many crudely imagimases of genetic manipulation) do not

require some form of rigid and irreversible hardiag.

Suppose it was discovered by scientists that écpéat substance — let’s call it, for reasons
that will become apparent, ‘hypoaesthica’ or HTAg$bort — is reliably correlated with low
levels of artistic interest and ambition. Specificdevels of artistic interest and activity in
adulthood, including engaging in artistic hobbjgass-times and careers, are negatively
correlated with exposure to HTA in the womb. At #aene time, it is discovered that the

effects of HTA exposure in adulthood are neithestapable nor irreversible: adults exposed

1% \well, at least, considerably less fanciful tham saenario imagined in the zygote argument. | Iee to
make the example that follows vaguely amusingnotiso as to highlight or exaggerate its implatigjbiPre-
natal ‘manipulation’ is arguably not a fanciful oot at all, as witnessed by the lengths to whiclieno
mothers can go in both avoiding (e.g. drugs, snmkitcohol) and adding (e.g. music, Mozart, dietary
supplements, etc.) elements that have potentiet®ston the pre-natal environment.
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to high levels of HTA in the womb reliably develapd exhibit a pattern of interests and
values that disincline them from artistic activsti@nd pursuits, but these interests and values

are, in a suitable (compatibilist) sense, shedd%ble

Let us further suppose that HTA is found to oceculnigh concentrations in Brussels sprouts,
such that consumption of these sprouts during pregnwill reliably cause exposure to

excessively high levels of HTA for the foetus.

Publication of this research leads mothers arohadwviorld to avoid Brussels sprouts during
pregnancy (to the extent that they needed any eagement to do so). Unfortunately, the
published results had a rather different impach @tose-knit community of puritanical
farmers with a long-established dislike and distadsll things artistic. Music, theatre, films,
fiction, poetry, painting, sculpture: to membergtog community, all these were worthless
(not to mention morality-threatening) distractidrem the hard toil required to make a
success of life. Empowered by the discovery of Hiidwever, the community embarks on
an active process of increasing Brussels sproutsuroption during pregnancy in order to
begin the process of effectively reducing, if nlonéating, the numbers of wayward artistic

bohemians and layabouts in their ranks.

In defence of this otherwise unfortunate policyy tommunity members are quick to
highlight that their policy of intervention will copletely respect the autonomy and freedom
of choice of the next generation/s, given thatdfiects of HTA exposure are neither
inevitable nor irreversible. Moreover, the commumiill maintain the same opportunities for
exposure to artistic works and pursuits as wereipusly available in the community, and no
child will in any way be barred from artistic inésts or pursuits. Art will still feature in
school syllabi; and there will be no closing ofdtres, galleries, concert halls and music
stores. The fervent hope of the community is thest autonomy-respecting biological
Puritanism will finally succeed where more socialypressive and restrictive had forms
failed in the attempt to eliminate the arts. In suany, the community hopes in time, over the
course of perhaps a few generations, to be fréeec$courge of frivolous aesthetic

indulgence by way of thigee and responsible life choices of these newrgéinaes

7 That is, in Mele’s sense of ‘sheddable’/ ‘unsheddavalues, it is a practical psychological podgipfor
adults exposed to HT# uteroself-initiate a process of changing their intesesid values regarding artistic
pursuits.
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| submit that we have, here, a more realistic vérid the kind of deck-stacking undertaken
by Diana that is equally deliberate and equallyarmdning of autonomy and freedom, and
yet which might equally be claimed to be consisteitih respecting the CA of the new
generations in this community. As was the casberziygote argument, it is clear that the
manipulation that has taken place cannot be equéthdor considered analogous to, a
strategy of CA-respecting rational persuasion. (@ight assume that this community of
anti-aesthetes would have already tried variougiesl of rational persuasion, both CA
respecting and not, over many previous generatisiisput success.) Pre-natal manipulation
through Brussels sprout consumption representsaa change in strategy from that of CA-
respecting rational persuasion. And, as in the teygoigument, we are also being invited to
share the intuition that this manipulative declcktag behaviour on the part of this
puritanical community is not significantly differeto the case where ‘blind’ natural forces
achieve the same effect in a deterministic univéPsemise 2), while sharing the intuition
that children of the next generation in this comityuare not free agents, and are not
responsible, for all of their choices, especiatlyo far as these relate to artistic tastes and

pursuits (Premise 1).

Variations on this argument can be developed, diotyones in which we vary whether or

not the community is open or secretive with the igewerations about the adoption and goals
of the policy. Perhaps these variations might bagimed to have effects on the efficacy of
the policy. What is not obvious is that such vaoias (including a policy of secrecy) could
have potential relevance to the CA of the new gatiwrs, given the limited extent of the
intervention (i.e. on the diet of pregnant mothek4gre important, however, is for us to note
that if we thought that openness (or secrecy) ath@upolicy might have consequences for its
efficacy, and if we thought this because we thotlgétpolicy might somehow create
resentment in the new generation, this would oayglweight to the argument that this must
be considered a freedom and autonomy threateniagyention, whatever the CA status of

the new generatidff.

1% \we might imagine, say, an indignant teenager lreraheir parents: “Well, of course | don’t have chu
interest in the arts, as things have turned outybu might at least have given me a fair chancctjuire those
interests and make those choices, instead of siathe deck for me before I'd even seen the lidhtay!”
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In summary, it is my claim that the conclusiontod zygote argument is sound, and that the
compatibilist attempt to deflect the force of tliguanent by suggesting an analogy between
CA-respecting manipulation and CA-respecting ratlgrersuasion fait§®. The deliberate
stacking of the deck before we are born involvesimadation that compatibilist accounts of
autonomy struggle to recognise as such. At the semeg such deliberate stacking of the
deck is not different, in kind, to the deck-stackthat naturally takes place in a deterministic
universe before each of us is born. Both formseazkestacking undermine claims of
freedom, however different things might look if yust focus on the proximal level and the

important considerations compatibilists have higjtted there.

We thus find ourselves at risk of floundering istagnant and counterproductive impasse.
On the more local and proximal level of deliberasipchoices and action, libertarianism
faces what looks like an insurmountable difficutiytrying to persuade us that somehow
inserting indeterminism into moments of volitiordaaction-production could ever establish
and sustain claims of a stronger, special forngehay that we can claim to be free. And
while compatibilism apparently fairs better at thisre local, proximal level, it remains
unconvincing at the global level when confrontethwihe potential implications of our living
in a deterministic universe. Whatever their capesitor reflective endorsement, the
sheddability of their values and motivations, amel ¢conditional availability of alternative
possibilities, agents in a deterministic universd themselves causally straight-jacketed
within a deterministic matrix of conditions nottbieir making, such that any given choice or
action of a given agent could turn out, on clos@&meination, to be either ‘theirs’ or the

clever manipulations of a Diana.

How we might move beyond this impasse towards anwat of free agency that might

satisfy our interest in, and secure our claimgeédom, while not simply changing the

199 There will be compatibilists for whom the analagyiot critical. For the latter, what is crucialttonking
about and judging intuitions in Ernie’s case ig thenie must come to decide on his action by waseagon.
This need not be strictly analogous to rationaspasion by a third party, only no more nor lessimaative
than such persuasion. It is hard to see, howeuvgr,semeone not already committed to sustaining a
compatibilist position in the face of the zygotguamnent would take this view. Fill in the detailskrhie’'s CA-
respecting reasoning, abstract these from the xbotehe zygote thought experiment, and it miglald like
Ernie had a compelling case fiving as he did. But the point of the argument Ecfgely to juxtapose this with
Diana’s existence as the manipulator who set ahisfup, such that the coexistence of manipuladioch
compatibilist-style autonomy might expose the deficies of the latter when it comes to securing figency.
Reasserting that CA reasoning does the job nevesthaf you are a compatibilist, doesn’t reallyphemove the
case one way or another.
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subject altogether relative to the issues and cosassociated with the traditional debate,

will be the challenge to be taken up in Part Ithed thesis.



Part Il



Chapter 5

Changing the Subject without Changing the Subject:
An Alternative Framework for Explicating Free
Agency

The conclusion of Chapter 4 did not look promidiaigthose interested in the defence of free
agency: the incompatibilist suspicion is basicatiyrect (you can't actually get free will in a
deterministic universe), but so is the compatib{d hard determinist) suspicion about
libertarianism (you can't actually get free will bgding indeterminism into acts of volition).
This might be music to the ears of those who etg&ing up the *hard’ positions in
philosophical debates — the ‘hard’ or scepticabmpatibilismdiscussed in Chapter 1
certainly challenges ‘folk’ wisdom, philosophicatlmodoxy, and our experience as agents.
But to those who hoped to find the appropriate spathin the parameters of the traditional
debate to defend free agency, the news does notgeed. It would appear that the
traditional debate really does run into somethikg Kant’s Third Antimony of Pure Reason
— a deep and seemingly irresolvable cognitive acirifietween ways in which we view

ourselves, our actions, and the way we and ouorefit into the world around us.

The fall-out from this frustrating impasse is, niesd to say, considerable. For a start, there is
very little apparent middle ground. Non-libertagahink that libertarians suffer from some
kind of wilful cognitive failure by refusing to adbthat indeterministic agency is dead-end;
and incompatibilists think compatibilists suffeofin some kind of wilful cognitive failure for
refusing to admit that defending free will in ael®inistic universe is a dead-end. But this is
not the real problem.

The real problet®is that if you agree that there is real impasse,t@nd yet despite this

you think that there is value in exploring and defieg a meaningful account of free agency,
it is extremely difficult to negotiate the necegstarrain without getting drawn into
answering questions like: “How would what you aregmsing/asking/debating/etc. help
adjudicate the issues between compatibilism amthbianism?” The response | have given

to this question is that, in an important sense jsbue cannot be adjudicated much beyond

100r at least, the one that is most stifling witthie traditional debate.
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what has already been said. Both positions haveeimental flaws™. What we need is to

find a way to change the subject without changiregdubject. That is, what we need to find
is a way to say something constructive about, ardefence of, free agency where the issues
deemed worthy of attention are no longer deftifaly the landscape of possible positions

and points of contention that are so well mappddiathin the traditional debate.

The primary challenge of this chapter will thustbéay out such an alternative landscape of
issues and points of concern or contention withimctv it would be meaningful to locate an
account of free agency that is not primarily preged with questions about compatibilism,
incompatibilism and libertarianism. | will argueatithe task of elucidating and defending

free agency can be constructively relocated wighiramework in which two images help
define the terrain: the image of agent automataron one hand; and, on the other, the image
of ahyper-reflective, hyper-rational ageridefenders of free agency are thus to be
confronted with the challenge of articulating as@mt of human agency that avoids the
excesses of claiming we are some kind of hypeecéfle, hyper-rational agents while
successfully resisting attempts to reduce us tetikeis of agent automatons.

However, before proceeding to expand on this atere framework outlined by the images
of the Agent Automaton (AA) and the Hyper-refleetidyper-rational Agent (HHA), one
final digression into the territory of the traditil debate is required in order to address, and
postpone to some extent, a likely question giveninicompatibilism implied by my
arguments of Chapter 4: if | am espousing an inamitist view in which | wish to defend

a claim that we are free agents while also rejgdtiaditional libertarianism, then how
exactly do | propose to deal with the second hdth@dilemma (posed by Lipton (2004), as
outlined in Chapter 1) in such a way as to make Wil compatible withindeterminis? At

the same time, given my arguments of Chapter 2d34ait might be asked how I think | am

able to avoid taking up a sceptical incompatibil’sbnproductive impasse or not, adherents

11 perhaps libertarianism looks more critically flalnban does compatibilism, because its errors seere
obviously internal to its account of volition; bifithe conclusion of the zygote argument is corréen
compatibilism is also critically flawed in ways thaill ultimately, if sometimes less obviously, glthemselves
out in accounts of volition. Compatibilism will l&dor and settle on characteristics of the agéset twill and
their actions that they think can sustain claimgeédom and responsibility in a deterministic @mgse. But the
arguments and diagnoses of the previous chaptgestithat the apparent merit of such compatitplisjects
will tend to fade from view once a sufficiently glal view is taken in which global determinism hosieay.
H20r no longer exclusively defined.
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to the parameters of the traditional debate amdylito want some kind of answer to this sort

of question, and it is to this challenge that | rtaw.

A Compatibilism Concerning Free Will and Indeterism?

As intimated above, a special challenge that soméaking my position faces is that | have
already rejected (by way of my arguments againstek&account in Chapter 2) the
traditional libertarian proposal of inserting inelghinism into moments (or occasional
special moments) of volition as a means to secuiaigns of free will and responsibility. It
would seem, therefore, that | am committed to storma of free will-indeterminism
compatibility thesis, but the most well explorediops (in the guise of agent- and event-
causal libertarian accounts) are off limits. Wliaanything, can | sensibly propose while
also doing justice to my convictions (and argumkgtiitat there are neglected topics and
guestions about free agency that deserve more tuafention than any lingering puzzles

arising from concerns within the traditional franmek?

I will limit my responses to a more programmatiedk both because | wish to turn to these
more pressing topics, but also because my respposasto potentially substantial projects

for future research that cannot be sensibly purteee. Furthermore, | cannot claim that any
answer | offer to the question posed above will eseady-armed with adequate responses to
the various challenges and objections | would efmeencounter, especially from within
compatibilist and hard incompatibilist quarters tthese qualifications and apologies in
place, | will proceed to address the question atdifferent levels, and then point to one
particular positive proposal whose substance aoohize | will revisit in the penultimate
chapter of the thesis.

The first level at which the question about indeti@ism can be addressed involves a return
to the conclusion of the zygote argument. The agich of this argument, like most other
arguments against the compatibility of free wiltladeterminism, was that there can be no
free will in a deterministic universe because, catiiplism notwithstanding, Diana could

manipulate an agent like Ernie in a deterministiverse.

If the universe imot deterministic there may or may not be free walfar as the
considerations of the zygote argument go. It waalem that the manipulations we imagined

Diana capable of in a deterministic universe wawtlbe possible in an indeterministic one —
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at least, the combination of probabilistic caus#tions with any significant degree of
chaotic dynamics, especially in the developingrbdiour young Ernie, are likely to render
Diana’s ministrations futifé®. But there seems to be no specific implicatiothefzygote
argument that some kind of indeterministic processakideagents is/are necessary for free

will. It is enough that free will is no longer tlatened by the truth of (global) determinism.

So, at this level of response, it is proposedithatenough (a) that our universe is not
deterministic, and (b) that we recognise that cdibjhat attempts to ratchet or gear up the
demands for free and autonomous agency in theofegeterministic threats (such as Diana’s
manipulations) need not be necessary in orderdaredreedom of the will. If we no longer
need to accommodate ourselves to determinism, ipatilist conditions for claiming free
agency need not be of the form, nor as necessharhanding, as those proposed by the likes
of (especially autonomy-based) compatibilist acésulost important, however, is that on
this line of response, no straightforward infereisc® be drawn from the rejection of
determinism and compatibilism to the claim thateitgminismmusttherefore form a central

part of the story we will tell about free agency.

Although I think there is an important point beimghlighted above, | suspect that this first
level of response may well be deemed insufficigntany within the tradition. A second
level of response acknowledges the need to saythorgenore, but situates such a task
within a much larger project. What | have in miretdnis the idea that the rejection of
determinism (and, with it, the primary motivatioehind compatibilism) is part of a much
bigger project of rejecting and expunging reduagsba physicalist thinking from (especially,
but not exclusively) the philosophy of mind and gsylogy**.

Consider, once again, the Consequence Argumenotldith Chapter 1. One underlying idea
driving the argument is that if you fix the initighysical state of the universe and the laws of
nature, everything else thereafter — including &vervolving agents, their choices and
actions — unfolds like clockwork. Rejecting detemisim, or more specifically rejecting

determinism by making the laws of nature inelimiggirobabilistic, does very little to

13 This is not to suggest that manipulation is natsilmle in an indeterministic universe — any marafer
manipulations remain possible, including grandiesesions such as the scenario depicted in theTfm
Truman Show

114 Reductionistic physicalism is to be expunged,indavour of some variety of dualism, but rathefamour
of what Crane and Mellor (1995) once called ‘egaidétn pluralism.’
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change this image underpinning the argument — naried idea that the events unfolding at
the level described by physics somehow fix andycalong everything else including,

eventually, events involving and facts about us,pmychology and our agertcy.

Of course, recognising a pervasive role for indateism might help advance this larger
project — for example, it might help by displacegtubborn, Newtonian conception of
billiard-ball-like causatioh'® as well as destabilise various problematic cotices of the

laws of natur€'”. But, on their own, such results would not beisight for the advancement
of the larger project within the philosophy of miofldefending the causal and explanatory
relevance of the mental in ways that secure, farmgte, meaningful and defensible senses
for concepts like ‘downward causation’, not to ni@mta clear and unambiguous causal role
for consciousness. Gesturing towards this larggept, and the direction I think it ought to
take, is obviously something of an unsatisfyingnpissory note response to the question
posed about the role | foresee for indeterminisat.iBshould be clear that this larger project,
if pursued here, would involveeveralprojects of future research, and would delay
indefinitely the task of making more immediate pexs in understanding and defending free

agency outside the parameters of the traditionahide

Given the above responses, comments and promisetey, it is not my intention to say too
much more about the role/s | foresee for indeteismnn securing our claims of free agency.
However, the discussions so far — in particular,disgussion and critique of Robert Kane’s
work in Chapter 2 — and the proposals | make inpBdral0 for exploring the significance of
imagination to free agency do allow for at least speculative hypothesis about a possible
place for indeterminisrwithin the psychology of a free agent, and where suckt@nchinism
does not threaten the integrity, ownership or admdf the agent in the ways | have alleged

for traditional libertarianism.

115 Obviously, this is too quick — there is much mtrée said to establish the link | have in mindj #mere is
nothing in the skeletal outline of the Consequefiiment that rules out, for example, the possibthat the
laws of nature might include ineliminably psychdtmad laws. Nevertheless, even on a more careful
presentation, | would claim that the idea of fixiihg values of physical variables (psychologicalaldes not
being obvious candidates for having values atithe bf the Big Bang) remains the underlying drigéthe
reductionist physicalist image at work in this kimidargument.

1% Recall Kane’s (2002a) complaint, discussed in @vad, that we are far too prone to equate ‘undstezd’
(in the sense of indeterministically caused) withcaused.’

17| have in mind here, for example, the work of Na@artwright (1983, 1999) and John Dupré (1993).
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As | have noted a number of times, the central lesimn of my evaluation of Kane’s

account was that under traditional libertarianiamrepresented by Kane, the attempt to
insert indeterminism into moments of volition tetdsindermine claims of ownership and
control of action — the compatibilist suspicion ablibertarianism is basically correct. At the
same time, my discussion of Kane’s work highlightt®d important, positive features of his
account. First, Kane proposed to help ground claihdltimate Responsibility by positing
occasional, special moments of self-shaping — R&sS- in which undetermined events
within the agent might come to shape their fut@a@sons and decisions, determined or not.
Indeterminism need not be inserted into each drnidstnces of choice in order for these to
be the choices of a free agent. It could be sefficthat, in free agents, we could in part trace
their choices back to these special, undetermin@ments of self-shaping. Second,
particularly in the context of defending Kane agaibennett’s (2003) criticisms, | allowed
that it could matter, in principle, both that adeterministic process of self-shaping occurred
insidethe agerit®, and that it could be significant that the indetieracy involved was
attributable to the psychology of the adéhtls it possible to put variants of these ideas to
work in defending an incompatibilist account ofefrwill that avoids the libertarian tactic of

inserting indeterminism into moments of choice aalition?

The speculative answer, which | will expand onflyign Chapter 10, is that indeterminacy
within certain processes involvimgiaginationcould be recognised as an important ground
for our claim to being free agents. While | willlag offering more details until that later

chapter, | will endeavour here to give a rough ckeif the hypothesis | have in mind.

As | argue in Chapter 10, imagination is a topgt lppears almost entirely neglected within
contemporary discussions of free Wifl And yet, at an intuitive level, it seems obvidhiat
imagination provides the space in which to geneetemplate and test out the
consequences of alternative possibilities for actit the same time, the domain of the
imagination is rich with associations of creatiyitypvelty, origination and ownership —
concepts, as we have seen, that play an impodbnirr various conceptions of free agency.

My (less controversial, initial) proposal is thatagination should be accorded its rightful

118 As compared to Dennett’s (2003) idea that beimmested, by remote, to a geiger counter would aeHiee
same ends in resolving the tension in a SFA.

119 As compared to the anti-libertarian tradition, kebresented by Dennett (2003), of insisting that
randomness is just randomness.

120 offer persuasive, if defeasible, literature-lthegidence for this claim.



Chapter 5 132

place amongst the capacities that ground our fjea@y. More speculatively, however, |
want to suggest that in the domain of the imagimatindeterminism might find a place
where it enhances and enriches our freedom, insteiadsome way threatening or

undermining it.

The core of this second, more speculative propaes@ves from the idea that in the case of
the imagination, and unlike processes such as meagaleliberation and choice, we might
welcomethe open-ended generativity and possibilitiesforelty that could result from a
degree of indeterminismvithoutthinking that this probabilistic (or, if you prefehance)
element within the process somehow undermined slaihorigination, ownership and
control on the part of the agent. That is, the epetied generativity of imagination when
conceived of as a partly indeterministic procesdatbe seen as a virtue and an aid to free
agency, not as some kind of shortcoming. Conversedymight make a case for the freedom
of an agent being restricted, curtailed or otheewisdermined when there has been a
foreclosing on the generativity of various imagivafprocesses at play in not only contexts
of decision and action, but also in processes ehaghaping or formation more generally.

In the realm of imagination, then, perhaps we niay & process (or processes) in free agents
where the insertion of indeterminacy brings (i) #aeled values of generativity, novelty, an
expansion of perspectives and of imagined possd#s)iwhile (ii) the associated ceding of
some degree of contrdt over such imaginative processes seems toleratleed desirable,

to the extent that (iii) attempts at reassertirgrtauch control, thereby foreclosing on the

unfolding imaginative activity, would tend to corah or threaten freedom of agency.

As indicated above, this positive, speculative hlgpsis concerning indeterminism and
imagination will be explored further towards thalafi the thesis. Clearly, to the extent that |
would be comfortable for labels from the traditibdaebate to be applied to my position, my
view is a brand ofon-scepticalncompatibilism. Can | say anything more as to wgiyen

my rejection of traditional libertarianism, | thimlcan and should avoidszepticalform of
incompatibilism? | offer two reasons for my optimisand my continued pursuit of a positive

account.

121 Recall Kane’s (2002a) concession, discussed ipteh&, that the indeterminacy posited in his SEAss
imply a relinquishing of some degree of control.
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First, as intimated above, rejecting the tactimeérting indeterminism into moments of
volition does not imply choosing the second horiipfon’s (2004) sceptical dilemma —
indeed, | would not propose the hypothesis justudised if | thought the possibilities for
harnessing indeterminism to secure free agencybad exhausted. Indeterminism within
the agent might still form an important ground fimedom (as per my hypothesis regarding
imagination). It is also conceivable that indetemisin could play a different role altogether
in accounting for free agency — for example, byptimg the relevant background ‘default’
when it comes to causal processes, against whittahwapacities for reason-guided, goal-
directed action over intermediate- and longer-teémeframes might be a notable, freedom-
grounding exceptidii>. Rejecting traditional libertarianism does noeréfore, imply

embracing sceptical incompatibilism about both aeieism and indeterminism.

Second, the arguments of Chapter 4 imply that tiseme free will to be had in a
deterministic universe. In this sense, compatimilfails in so far as it is a project of trying to
secure free agency irrespective of whether orglobgl) determinism is true. But as should
be evident from Chapter 3, that may still leave mtlat is valuable in compatibilist accounts
about thdocal conditions for and capacities involved in freerage By the arguments of
Chapter 4, | am committed to the claim that coniplit conditions for freedom will not be
sufficient in a deterministic universe: you carétare freedom just by ‘ratcheting up’ the
levels of rationality, reflective endorsement, saifitrol, etc. of agents, irrespective of the
truth of determinism. By the arguments of Chaptef Part Il of the thesis, | also think that
there are serious risks and problems that comethtistrategy of trying to secure freedom
via overly strong claims about our capacity fotaetive, rational agency. But again, this
does not mean that an appropriate incompatibitisb@ant of free will won’t emphasise many
of the features of human agency rightly prized agious brands of compatibilism. Our
capacities to follow and be responsive to reasmgj\te and demand reasons of ourselves and
others; to deliberate along roughly rational linesseflect on, endorse and shape our own
projects and values — these are important and bideatures of human agency that must
feature in any adequate defence of freedom, edlyeaiece (following the evidence and
arguments of Chapter 9) our claims to such capaditave been appropriately investigated

and qualified in the light of empirical evidencénuB, rejecting compatibilismuaan account

122 A position along these lines is put forward byd@upré — see especially Dupré (1993).
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of free will that is compatible with the truth afl¢bal) determinism does not leave traditional

libertarianism, hard determinism and sceptical mpatibilism as the only alternatives.

Do these considerations warrant an outright regaaif sceptical incompatibilism? It would
be arrogant, not to mention premature, to sugpestihey do. My primary purpose at this
point is far more modest — namely, to provide arele for continuing with a positive

project aimed at defending free agency. As willrsbecome evident, | think that there are
more pressing and productive puzzles and problaatgéquire attention. Articulating and
responding to these puzzles and problems shoull ymisowards a more nuanced and
empirically-informed account of human freedom tisdtetter able to respond to the sceptical
incompatibilist threat; but fully developing thatcunt of freedom, and thus responding
more decisively to the sceptical threat, must bekviar a future project.

For now, | wish to return to the more pressing tafsgroposing an alternative framework
within which to situate, explore and defend clamhfree agency in ways that promise to
generate new puzzles, motivate fresh perspeci@wekcall for different kinds of data and

arguments to those that tend to dominate the ioaditdebate.

The Spectre of the Agent Automaton

Blackburn (1999) characterises the fear of detesmiras mistakenly thinking that we only
have two possible options when it comes to freé-waither a ghost-like existence as a soul
floating above the ebb-and-flow of material evefibertarianism), or something more like a
tram relentlessly running on its single pair ofgaowards its predetermined destination
(compatibilism/hard determinism). There are twangigant elements to the latter image.
First, there is the image of a singular, predeteeatipath traced out by the rails. This aspect
of the image is most obviously associated withiskae of alternative possibilities, about
which compatibilists (and incompatibilists) havellmuch to say. Second, however, is a less
vivid but equally troubling image or connotationaaftomaticity and inevitability — that a
tram will, in some sense, trundle on regardlessatdw its destination, with the agent-self
more in the role of passive passenger than activerd Compatibilists (and incompatibilists)
have had much to say about this image too, inctufimthe case of compatibilism) helpfully
pointing out that determinism should not be mistefae fatalism. Human agents, even in a
deterministic universe, might still need to deldder choose and act — at least some of the

time. As a Kantian might put it, human agents nagstunder the idea of freedom.
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But the spectre of the agent automaton in thisrsgemage is not to be so straightforwardly
dispelled. Towards the end of his babgents and Causg$imothy O’Connor (2000)
expresses a concern that may have been felt by mlaoyave delved into the traditional
free will debate in search of insight into the mataf human agency:

Something the philosopher ought to be able to gegbme general light on is how consciousness
figures into the equation. It is a remarkable featf most accounts of free will that they give no
essential role to conscious awareness. One hasipinession that an intelligent automata (sic)
could conceivably satisfy the conditions set bysthaccounts — something very counterintuitive.
(O’'Connor, 2000, p.122)

We cannot, of course, review all extant accountises will in order to properly evaluate the
validity of O’Connor’s claims. And we should notet, as an agent-causal libertarian,
O’Connor no doubt has compatibilists in mind, foe ost part, when making these
complaints. There are, however, three elementsthatenight be helpful in trying to
articulate what worries about agent automatonsdcanmiount to.

First, O’Connor finds it remarkable that conscicessis not generally given a prominent,
nevermind an essential role within accounts of weék It seems, as Searle might put it, that
consciousness is just one of the most obvious eménkable features of our waking lives as
psychological subjects; and that conscious awasenfesurselves, our intentions and our
actions is one of the most obvious and remarkaa#aufes of our lives as agents in the world.
From a philosophically neutral point of view, tlikea that we could either encounter or
produce a satisfactory account of free will thak mot give a prominent and essential role to

conscious awareness gjma facie immensely puzzling.

Second, O’Connor sees it as a consequence ofihisefto give proper place to
consciousness, and conscious awareness, that roeoynds of free will lay out conditions
that could conceivably be satisfied by an inteligautomaton. This claim is likely to be far
more controversial than the first, not least beealiferent interpretations and connotations
of the terms ‘automaton’ and ‘intelligent automatare likely to elicit different judgements
about the significance of O’Connor’s claim, eveit i true. A sceptic about consciousness,
and/or a sufficiently materialist compatibilist,ght be happy to simply accept that human
agents just are intelligent automata in the fimallgsis, in which case O’Connor has simply
highlighted an aspect of their position with whtbley are in no way uncomfortable. For
O’Connor, however, it would seem that an intelliggatomaton is something more like a
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meremechanism lacking the conscious awareness tkatdsstinctive of human agents, and

that should therefore feature prominently in ac¢swh human free agency.

Thus, as a third element to his complaint, O’Corasserts that the idea ofreere

mechanical system lacking in conscious awarealBssssatisfying a putative set of conditions
for possessing free will is a deeply counterintitiand thus problematic, result. For
O’Connor, automata lacking in conscious awarenestsought not to be candidates for
possessing free will. This is an assertion rathan tan argument, but the basis for the
intuition seems clear enough. Something aboutrttagje of an automaton, intelligent or not,
seems incompatible with what we might think is ieegito aspire to the status of a free

agent.

| think we can fill out the complaint here, and lpagos strip it of any undue agent-causal
libertarian motivation that O’Connor might have hadnind. We are conscious agents.

Being conscious, and having conscious awarenesbatfwe are doing during most of our
waking lives, seems absolutely central to the kihdgents we are. To the extent that we are,
or can, also be free agents, our conscious awaaeesns equally central to our conception

of ourselves as such free agents. We experienpiieand appreciate our freedom, in
significant part, by the involvement of our consg@wareness in our engagements as agents

in the world.

There are, of course, numerous other featuresmbatssociate with our free agency. We can
generate and make choices amongst options; wetareftexible and adaptable in our
responses; we can learn and we can change; arakevewnership of what we decide and
what we do. This list is not exhaustive, and it hasbeen constructed in a careful and
carefully qualified manner. It captures much thatqgsophers have tried to explore within
the context of the traditional debate about frel§ without drawing the noted features into a

coherent and detailed account.

Now let us return to the issues of consciousnessaous awareness, and intelligent
automata. We are able to design and build systémsrmasing complexity and intelligence
that could plausibly be claimed to exhibit manyte# characteristics just listed: generating
options, choosing amongst them, doing so in wagsdhe more or less flexible and

adaptable, especially in so far as the systemaldeeto learn from past situations and
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responses. But many of us are reluctant to thiakjtist combining these kinds of features in
an artefact of sufficient functional complexity wapas it were, suddenly give us a system
that qualifies as a free agent. And a crucial naatv of this reluctance is the belief that
intelligent and flexible behaviour in the absenteanscious awareness and control cannot
amount to free agency. Conscious awareness andicoagontrol matter in crucial ways to
the kinds of agents we are, such that systemdatiasuch awareness and control are not

candidates, or good models, for attributing, un@eding, or defending free agency.

These are substantive and potentially controvecta@ins about the significance of
consciousness to human agency in general, ane fortiiect of understanding and defending
claims of our being free agents in particular. Wieetor not all of these claims can be
sustained is a matter that requires appropriatesphical and empirical inquiry. For the
moment, however, it is worth noting that thereathng said so far about consciousness,
conscious awareness and free agency that is olhyiguestion-begging against one or other
camp within the traditional debate (even if, asvé speculated, O’Connor might have
mostly had compatibilists in mind when making hession of the complaint), mainly
because nothing has been said or presupposedtabardmpatibility or otherwise of an
essentially conscious free agency with determiniBnere is nothing to stop a committed
compatibilist being just as worried about the figance and role of consciousness as a
libertarian might be. It is worth reflecting on wttyis might be so.

The spectre of a non-conscious intelligent automatesents at least two difficulties that
should make us reluctant to model free agency emdthivities and capacities of such
systems. The difficulties | have in mind both reltd self-awareness and related self-
knowledge or understanding. The difficulties carubefully presented as a kind of dilemma.
On one horn, the functional capacities of a sudfitly complex and adaptive non-conscious
automaton are taken to show that consciousness esseential to the kind of ‘self-
awareness’ and ‘self-knowledge’ required for frgeracy. Sufficient monitoring and
feedback between systems, subsystems, and/ordhiesuof subsystems, all of them equally
non-conscious, is claimed to deliver all the red@isystem-level ‘knowledge’ required for a
form of agency that ‘knowingly’ engages in sustdia@d coordinated ‘intentional’ activity

of a kind with that undertaken by free agents tkieselves. On this horn, it turns out that we
are not self-conscious and self-aware in the speeigs we might have thought we were.

This would represent something like the triumpla&ennettian view of the conscious agent
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(a la Dennett, 1991), brought down to earth with a thuwhpecognition that we are nothing
more than just such a sophisticated combinatiamafconscious sub-personal systems and

subsystems (Dennett’s “demons”), and yet stillteadito claim the title ‘free agent'.

On the other horn of the dilemma, it is conceded e have a form of extended or higher-
order consciousness that is distinctive, and thagb with it a self-consciousness and self-
awareness that does indeed enable equally distnicirms of self-knowledge. On this horn,
the success of modelling our agency in non-consaiotelligent automata has as its cost that
this distinctive extended or higher-order consamass is rendered impotent and
epiphenomenal sincex hypothesithe non-conscious automata lack consciousneds whi
successfully reproducing a relevantly similar favhiree agency. Moreover, given that our
experience as self-aware agents contradicts tiph@pomenal impotence, it turns out that
much of our apparent self-knowledge must in fadtlbsory. We have a distinctive capacity
to know ourselves as self-aware agents, but we lsomeget ourselves wrong, at least when

it comes to the significance and impact of this-aelareness.

On this view, then, worrying about the threat of baing agent automatons (AAs) involves
at least two possible concerns. Either we are gimirigrn out to be the sort of agent that
rumbles along on some kind of un- or non-conscaspilot, because it turns out that we
lack the kind of extended consciousness and saf@vess we thought we had; or we turn
out to be the sort of agent who (also) runs alamgrm or non-conscious autopilot while
experiencing, via our capacity for extended consmness and self-awareness, an illusion of

ourselves as being the conscious governors ofies. |

Having identified the threat, and having noted thated not beg any questions against
either libertarians or compatibili¢t§ it should be noted that there is a more diregterdo
raising the prospect that we might be, or be veungimike, AAs (agent automatons). This
direct route need not have anything to say abaupthspects for an actual automaton
satisfying the conditions for free agency. Insteéhd,direct route to the threat of our being
AAs runs through direct challenges to what we lveligbout consciousness and conscious
agency. One such route would be through the kirstepticism about consciousness evident
in Dennett’s (1991Consciousness ExplaineBut another route, with more explicit links to

123 Except in so far as a certain kind of compatibiksich as Dennett, might claim that there is rbjem, and
that they are perfectly happy with the first hofrite dilemma.
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guestions about agency and freedom, runs moretigitacough empirical work on
consciousness, agency, and our experience of agaaaye will see in greater detail in
Chapter 6, empirical work on automaticity, on tipparent timing of conscious intentions in
action, and on the experience of conscious willoay and has been used to advance
sceptical conclusions about the significance atelabconsciousness in the initiation and

control of human behaviour.

In advance of the details, we can note the gighisfevidence and the claims about agency,
consciousness and the will that have been moumtékdem. The bulk of the evidence can be
roughly divided into two. On one hand, there isuiage of evidence taken to suggest that we
have far less conscious control over our mentakliwur choices and our behaviour than
could be consistent with any strong claim that veefeee agenté*. There is evidence, for
example, that we can have various cognitive gdsavioural goals, and evaluations of
persons and objects activated outside of our awaeewith significant consequences for our
behaviour — behaviour that thus appears to be at&ghin a significant seri$é And more
sceptical interpretations of Libet's famous studiashe timing of conscious intentidA%
would suggest not only that conscious intentiogshl@hind unconscious neural processes
that represent the ‘real’ initiation of behaviobt also that the picture of action initiation
that emerges from these laboratory studies ledttles(Eonceptual) space and (even less)
time for consciousness to make a difference to wieado.

On the other hand, varieties of evidence have hegnighted that suggest we are regularly
(and thus, potentially, are in general) wrong in awn claims about, and interpretations of,
our motivations, intentions, and conscious involeeirin the initiation and control of
behaviour. So, in the most detailed version of tosnplaint’, Daniel Wegnéf’ strings
together examples of mistaken first-person caatsabutions as evidence for his
overarching claim that our experience of conscigilis- of our conscious thoughts being
part of the causal chain leading to action alvgaysillusory.

124 See contributions to the July 1999 issudmferican Psychologisincluding Bargh and Chartrand (1999)
and Wegner & Wheatley, 1999.

125 gee, for example, Bargh and Chartrand (1999), iBE2608), and the various studies by Bargh and
colleagues whose results are discussed in Chaptgegner (2002) also cites and makes use of auicityat
related results in his work.

126 5ee especially Libet al. (1983) and Libet (1985, 1999, 2004). Libet's data discussed in both Chapter 6
and Chapter 7 below.

127 5ee, for example, Wegner (2002) and Wegner & Wégat999
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Taken together, this empirical evidence opens dipegt route to a sceptical view on which
we are, as a matter of empirical fact, agent autonsawho operate under various illusions as
to the nature of our own agency. We do things wenat aware of, under the influence of
factors and processes we are not aware of, sutkvtiea we get to explaining ourselves to
ourselves and to others, we regularly (or even, s@nificant extent, generally) get our

motives, influences, and the springs of our acti$herong.

We should not think, however, that the spectrénefAA is exclusively to be associated with
issues of consciousness, self-awareness and seifidaige, and the significance of these to
human agency. Returning to Blackburn’s (1999) imafghe tram, we can interpret at least
some of the threat posed by certain ideas aboatrdetism as having a grip on us because of
the threat of AA, rather than concerns about latgetaphysical) questions about causation
and the way the universe operates. The second itregg®ciated with Blackburn’s tram was
that of the agent as passenger rather than ag.dfivis image does not require global
determinism in order for it to trouble us. A centaimount of the ‘wrong’ kind/s of local
determinism will do. If we turn out to be much mdine irreversibly hard-wired products of
our genetic inheritance than we think we couldwant to) be; if we turn out to be much
more like the stimulus-response mechanisms Skiameiother radical behaviourists
imagined us to be; if we turn out to be too mucHerrthe sway of hard-wired evolved and
inherited traits, dispositions and modules; if wentout to lack much of the flexibility,
adaptability or plasticity that we think we havedahat some, like Blackburn (1999) see as
central to any claim we might make to being freerasg): all of these possibilities, rightly
(but, perhaps, often wrongly) associated with vagimore deterministic approaches to
human nature and behaviour, cohere into a potgnéaiorphous yet nevertheless tangible
threat that we might be AAs with vanishingly litttfluence or control over the shape and

direction taken by our life-paths.

In summary, the image of the AA is one of an agémise activity in the world tends, on the
whole, to be passive and responsive, largely auiomanconscious, and instinctive. They
might not lack consciousness, but their being doascmakes little apparent difference to
their agency; and, if they are self-aware, they sw#fer under various illusions as to the

128\While Mele probably can't claim to have inventeé phrase, my immediate source for “springs of our
actions” is the title of Mele’s (1992) book.
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ways in which their being conscious matters. Thehlaviour may or may not be
deterministically governed at a local level, buttie extent that it is, it is governed by factors
and processes that tend to bypass the ‘will' (esmapatibilist might put it). They might be
able to learn, but such learning is much moretliieeslow and relatively passive conditioning
described by behaviourists. They are agents rgnadiong as if on autopilot. And they

threaten our image, and intuitive models, of whiiea agent is (and should be).

If the spectre of the AA is tangible and threatgnimthe ways | have suggested, why does it
not feature more prominently in the traditional det? We don’t, presumably, want to
construct a straw man (or a Dennettian ‘bogeymjaist)in order to generate movement in
the wake of the impasse described in Part I. Ita@t see the spectre of the AA obviously
looming in, and shaping, the traditional debatey whight this be?

Part of the answer lies in the way in which thelitianal debate, or the traditional dilemma,
about free will is set up. Consider, once agaiteiPlapton’s framing of the traditional
problem space introduced in Chapter 1. Accordinigpton (2004), as we saw, the
traditional problem of free will can be set up atilamma:

First, everything that happens in the world isaittletermined or not. Second, if everything is
determined, there is no free will. For then evertyam would be fixed by earlier events, indeed
events that took place before the actor was bdrindTif on the other hand not everything is
determined, then there is no free will either. ifathis case any given action is either determined,
which is no good, or undetermined. But if what ylmiis undetermined then you are not
controlling it, so it is not an exercise of fredlwi [Clonclusion: there is no free will. (Lipton,
2004, p.89)

The overarching goal of Lipton’s (2004) paper i€tmsider whether or not the alleged
spectre of genetic determinism poses any kind eéhand/or additional threat to free will.
His conclusion in this paper is, essentially, gt@tcerns about genetic determinism do not
addanything significant to our concerns about frek tivat was not already implied by

worries abougenericdeterminism (as unpacked by way of the traditiahigimma).

In other words, Lipton’s (2004) argument amounta geries of attempts to unpack the
possible consequences of genetic determinism (@ meutrally, advances in genetic
science) with a view to seeing whether any newigtirgttive worries about free will might
emerge; and his conclusion is that genetic detesmidoesn’add any worries about free

will that we can’t already recognise from serioefiaction on the problems associated with
determinism in general. At best (or, if you likéwaorst), advances and claims in genetics can
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illuminate or make concrete some ways in whgelnericdeterminism might threaten free
will, but no more than this:

It can be deeply disturbing to be forced to faeewlays in which determinism would make it true
of all of our actions that we could not have dotleowise, and advances in genetic research may
make it increasingly difficult for us to ignore shilepressing fact. But even if the threat is thereb
made vivid, it is not thereby made new. (Lipton020p.100)

If we generalise the argument, then any deternmrtiseory of human behaviour — a neural
theory, a psychological theory, a sociological tiyeecould be used to make vivid the threat
posed by determinism; but it would do so withousipg any threat that was not already

posed by generic determinism as unpacked in thgitaal dilemma.

For the record, Lipton’s (2004) conclusion is noiiigd. What is true, in the context of the
traditional debate and the problem space structioyedhat he calls the traditional dilemma,
is that a deterministic theoguadeterministic does not add anything to genericeans
about the compatibility of free will with determgémn. But that is because the traditional
dilemma is really just an argument for a generit gbincompatibilism. From this
perspective, it clearly does not matter what canyen give to a deterministic account of

human behaviour — determinism rules out free will.

A compatibilist will agree with Lipton that a deteinistic theory’s determinism is, in itself,
not an issue of special concern, but for precidedyopposite reason (i.e. because a
compatibilist does not see a deterministic theprgdeterministic as presenting any special
problem for free will). But a sensible compatibiisvill work precisely by making
distinctions between different sorts of determiniatcounts, illuminating which do and
which do not pose a threat to claims of free ageAag, presumably, any strongly genetic
theory of human behaviour will, depending on ittads, pose at least@ima faciethreat to

free agency in so far as human behaviour is foargpting from sources that bypass the will.

And yet, even if we can anticipate this responsmfcompatibilism to Lipton’s (2004)
argument, we can see how the problem space ofatigional debate can discourage
engagement with substantive threats to free agemdy as that posed by the worry that we
might be some kind of AAs because of the way, k@neple, our genes shape us and our
behaviour. The incompatibilists will most likelyesao distinct or novel threat, thus there is
little argumentative gain to be had by compatitsliaddressing these specific threats. So the

overarching framework of entrenched positions aetl-worked-out argumentative strategies
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centred on issues of determinism, indeterminisrmpatdibilism and incompatibilism,
discourages the articulation of worries that wehhlage AAs based on variopsirticular

(especially empirical) concerns.

There is another argument — this time groundedmpatibilism — that similarly discourages
attention to particular concerns or threats thatmight be AAs. Consider, again, the spectre
of genetic determinism. From a compatibilist pahtiew, it can be argued that there is little
point in addressing apparent threats to agencyddmggenetic determinismuithin the

context of the traditional debate between complaihiand libertarianisnbecause

libertarian accounts will be equally threatenedimdermined by the threat of genetic
determinism. That is, if genetic advances paintaupe of the springs of behaviour that
increasingly bypasses the psychology and the Wwith® agent, then libertarianism will be no
better off, in principle, than compatibilism in dieg with this threat. So, once again, there is
little to be gained, in terms of movement in thenpatibilism-libertarianism debate, by
articulating and responding to such a threat indetgil. So the threat will be set aside, and
the spectre of AAs fades into the background ofcauncerns about free agency, to be
replaced once again by concerns about determinshthee challenge of producing a

convincing compatibilist account.

These kinds of (dismissive) tactics can be emplogedsponse to the empirical challenges
presented in the following chapter. Take, for exembpibet’s data on the apparent timing of
conscious intentions. On one interpretation ofeéldeta, what we are presented with is not a
particular puzzle involving free will, but a genlepazzle about mental causation: conscious
will seems to lag behind (unconscious) neural &@gtin ways that suggest the conscious
mental activity might be epiphenomenal. But thenthe argument goes, we have a problem
of mental causation that is perfectly general, ghelh compatibilist and libertarian alike will
have to find something to say about it in deferfdeumnan agency. In which case we may as
well shelve the threat — both sides will have taldeth it in their own time, and because the
threat is common, dealing with it will most liketypt advance either side of the overarching
debate. Similar arguments might be made for seétsige or ignoring Wegner’s claims about

the illusion of conscious wiill.

These are, | think, compelling arguments as to thleyimage of the agent automaton does

not loom larger in the traditional debate, and ey loose collective of threats to agency
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that | am grouping together under this image hasacessarily been identified and
described on a regular basis as a source of coabewurt free agency. There are, however,
additional reasons for the sidelining of many &g issues, especially those relating to
consciousness and the role of occurrent mentaligciin generating behaviour.

First, we should note that much of Western philbgopt mind, especially of the late
twentieth century, has had a tendency to be, &t beslear and, at worst, silent about the
role(s) of not just consciousness but of occurneantal activity in general. There is a
tendency for philosophers of mind to carry out @lidebates about agency — most notably
debates about mental causation, but also discissalwout free will, autonomy, weakness of
will, etc. — in a manner that adheres to a rudirmgnbelief-desire psychology, where our
psychology is claimed to be efficacious to the ekthat we are able to secure an

ineliminable (essential?) role for reasons in chaseounts of our behaviddr.

Whatever the value and plausibility of these efforéason-based accounts of action and
agency are not straightforwardly open to being nedpmto occurrent mental activity. This is
in large part because it is generally not clear bmwsual components of reasons —
propositional attitudes like beliefs, desires, ptttudes, etc. — are to be related to occurrent
mental states associated with and (especially)epiag action. Moreover, arguments for
holism about beliefs and desires, and for exteshaticounts of the contents of such states,
each represent trends in thinking about these datelmental causes that, in various ways,
discourage unambiguous pronouncements about th@folccurrent (not to mention

conscious) mentation.

Both holism and externalism make it unclear hovoecurrent mental state or activity, such
as conscious thinking about a belief or desireukhbe mapped onto claims (a) that an agent
has a given belief or desire; and/or (b) that @gilelief or desire played a causal role in
generating a given action. Given holi$fhhaving a particular belief or desire dependsron a
agent having many other beliefs and desires, ahdlhof these (or even a potentially

sufficient number of these) can be plausibly asslimeesent’ or active in an instance of

129 The classic statement of such a reason-basedofievental causation is, arguably, to be found iriBson.
See especially Davidson (1963).
130 pavidson is, again, an obvious choice for authtivie source here — see Davidson (1970, 1974).
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conscious thought about the particular propositiattiude. Given externalisht, it is
generally not clear that the content of a givenebelr desire is always sufficiently
transparent to the agent to allow a simple equatfaonsciously entertaining the thought of
a belief/desire with the agent’s correctly beingilatited a belief/desire with a specified

content.

The end result is that we, arguably, have availables any number of reason-based accounts
of mental causation that, even while they maydryeiassure us of the causal efficacy of our
minds and mental states by making reasons the safisetions, they do not provide us with

a very clear picture of how our menéattivity contributes to our agency — most notably
including ourconsciougnental activity. And while that might be a vaguabceptable state

of affairs when we limit our concern to overarchgugestions about the causal efficacy of the
mental, it is hard not to sympathise with O’ConsdP000) earlier complaint that this is

unsatisfactory in the case of agency and free will.

When we ask questions about free agency, when kverfaat differencave make in the

world and what kinds of options and choigeshave available to us, the ‘we’ that we most
obviously have in mind here is most strongly idieedii with ourselves as conscious agents
(rather than, say, merely agents for whom thereameus true psychological descriptions or
propositional attitude attributions) with varyinggtees of awareness of what we are doing in
the world. And this conscious awareness needs beustlated to our ongoing activity as
agents and subjects of experience. Whatever thessst stake here, my immediate claim is
that this state of affairs within the philosophynoihd does help explain the apparent absence
of puzzles involving agency framed in terms of timeat of AA.

Mentioning consciousness again also suggeststaefuason why we might expect
consciousness to not play a prominent role in negtgnt accounts of free will. O’Connor
himself offers a partial explanation, in the passmgmediately following the extract quoted
earlier: “That accounts of free will fail to proddan essential role for consciousness is
nonetheless not surprising, given that its basitolgical functions are presently quite
mysterious to most theorists.” (O’Connor, 200022)1 To the extent that O’Connor is

correct in this pessimistic judgement of the stdteonsciousness studies, we might expect

131 For important presentations of externalism aboemtal content, see Putnam (1975), Burge (1979) and
Davidson (1987).
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philosophers to think themselves ill-inclinaddill-advised to compound problems and
puzzles about free agency by tying these too gldsethe many and varied contentious
issues associated with the study of consciousnass least of which is the trouble that
seems to arise when it comes to simply agreeirg definition of consciousnes¥ By his

own lights, then, O’Connor (2000) seems aware efabssibility that linking ‘mysteries’ of
free will to ‘mysteries’ of consciousness may osilicceed in making progress on questions

about freedom problematically contingent on prog@s questions of consciousness.

Linking this to our current concern, this appanehtictance to link puzzles about free agency
to puzzles about consciousness provides an adalitieason for the spectre of the AA not to
feature too prominently within the traditional désal o the extent that concerns about our
being AAs are linked to concerns about the sigaifece and role of consciousness in agency,
we should expect these concerns to have been dayatpbr otherwise avoided as an
unhelpful distraction within a problem space tlsathallenging enough without raising

additional questions about consciousness.

So much, then, for an initial sketch of the speofrthe Agent Automaton, the loose but
troubling collective of threats it poses to freemagy, and the reasons we might not expect to
find this image playing too prominent a role withine traditional debate. The sketch will
continue to be filled out as we encounter specifigllenges to free agency, most especially
in the next chapter. | need to say more about tiver amage that is at play in, and that can
help structure, both our worries about and ourmiede of free agency: the image of the

hyper-rational, hyper-reflective agent (HHA).

Hyper-rational Hyper-reflective Agents

The image of an hyper-rational, hyper-reflectiveraigs one of an agent who is not
necessarily a poor candidate for the status ofdgeat. Instead, the threat we can associate
with the image of the HHA is that we mighdt be such agents anfdy this very reasonwe
would fail to make the grade as free agents. Tdhe ‘treat’ or risk involving HHAs is that
we might mistake ourselves for and/or otherwiseragp be such agents, thinking that our
being or doing so would somehow secure our claihieedom when, in fact, it generates a

new set of problems. On one hand, there are patgmbblems involving whether or not we

132 5ee, for example, Guzeldere (1995a, 1995b).
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are or should want to be HHAs in the first pladee—questions about the normative
desirability of certain characteristics of hypetigaal and hyper-reflective agency. And, on
the other hand, there are potential problems sfngithe bar for qualifying as a free agent to
that of being an HHA, only to find out that we @@ such not such agents. In general, the
threat to be associated with the image of the Hslthat we might mischaracterise both free
agency itself, and ourselves as candidate freetadapnlinking freedom to a rarefied set of
cognitive and behavioural attributes we might nmtgess, and that might not be all that
desirable.

What, then, is a hyper-rational, hyper-reflectigert supposed to be like? Roughly speaking,
HHAs are agents who tend to manifest (and/or asp)rthe following kinds of

characteristics: they (i) exhibit maximal levelsseff-controt®? (ii) are logical, methodical

and reliable in their reasoning and deliberati@i);dct in line with their decisive best
judgements about what to do; (iv) successfully traivs their wills over time, in line with

these decisive best judgements; (v) are maximalfyreflective and self-aware; and (vi)
manage to be affectively neutral, controlled antfool’ in their reasoning and deliberation.

An immediate reaction one might expect to thisdistharacteristics, both individually and
collectively, is puzzlement (or outright scepticjsas to why we would consider the image of
such an agent as any kind of threat. Surely, itwtig claimed, these are just the kinds of
characteristics that we aspire to exhibit as ageitsleed, these are the kinds of
characteristics alluded to by the likes of DilmarChapter 3, where we noted implicit
developmental and normative claims built into thenpatibilist idea of gaining ever greater
insight, control and ownership over themselvesgesns. Why should a move away from the
traditional debate in any way undermine the apgagead (common) sense captured by such

compatibilist ideas about reflective endorsement?

Such a challenge provides an opportunity for sammaediate qualifications and
clarifications about the image of the HHA | havemind. It is in no way implied that the
exercise of the capacities associated with eatheske characteristics is never normatively
desirable. Self-control, reliable and logical rearg, identifying the best option for action
and sustaining the effort to act in accordance with judgement, self-insight, and not being

133 perhaps along the lines of an ideally self-cotetbhgent as described by Mele (1995, 2006).
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a slave to one’s emotional reactions: all of thHesee their place in the life of healthy,
effective human agents. To argue that we are ndidHill thus not to argue that we lack these

capacities.

Instead, being wary of the image of the HHA invalepiestioning the extent to which it is
both possible and desirable for human agents taritiate maximal levels, or maximised
versions, of these traits. Whether or not it isgdae is ultimately an empirical question.
Chapter 9 will involve confronting some relevantpencal considerations that bear on this
issue, especially in relation to questions aboaitréhationship between reason and emotion.
Whether or not it is desirable is a much more caraptd question. The arguments of
Chapter 9 will also have some bearing on this maBiet we can say a little, in advance, on

both fronts by revisiting material we encounteradier.

In Chapter 3, it was noted that Mele (1995) chardsxd self control as follows:

[S]elf-controlled individuals are agents possedsattt of significant motivation to conduct themselees
they judge best and of a robust capacity to do viftakes so to conduct themselves in the facadig@l or
anticipated) competing motivation. (Mele, 1995,)p.5

The philosophical literature on weakness of willeplete with examples of the many ways in
which human agents might fail to fit this imagetloé self-controlled agent; the psychological
and economic literature is equally full of exampdggarently well-geared to bring our claims
to self control down a notch or th¥, So just what is possible, from an empiricallysimhed
perspective, when it comes to feats and levelglbttentrol amongst human agents is
certainly open to further debate and inquiry. A& #ame time, it must be recognised that
human agents do possess remarkable powers torigk®jects and commitments that can
require years of ongoing, self-sustaining effod dedication. We are, in this sense, capable
of truly remarkable feats of self control. But &re, and can we be, ideally self-controlled

agents, given our many failures and shortcomings?ar from clear that we are.

Is it normatively desirable that we should be selitrolled, or ideally/ maximally self
controlled, along the lines described by Mele ()99Bhis is a much more complicated
guestion. | cannot pretend to develop and deferektansively worked out answer to this
guestion here. But in service of my goal of defagdhe idea that HHAs pose something of a

134 5ee, for example, George Ainslie’s (20@&tgakdown of Will
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threat to free agency, | will make some brief catiremarks about the high regard in which

self control appears to be held, especially amopigibsophers.

| take it that anyone advocating the normativerdédity of ideal or maximal self-control

must do so without helping themselves to any sttbegis of moral realism. There is no
necessary connection between an agent judgingdnagthing is best for them to do, and that
something being the ethically correct or desirdbieg to do. This is both true for individual
decisive best judgements, as well as for an aggritgements in general. Given appropriate
combinations of interests and motivations, selftadled agents might judge that it is best

for them to act in ethically problematic ways, wiegtin isolated instances (as most real-

world agents probably do) or in general (as a s@tio might do).

Once we have separated out issues of self-comtnol fluestions of an agent’s ethical values
and conduct, | think it becomes far less obvioas itheal or maximal self control represents
an attractive normative ideal for agents. Denudetksociations with doing what is right,
Mele’s ideally self-controlled agent might, undepeopriate circumstances, be redescribed
as a ruthlessly single-minded agent. And whereesupg a project of protecting the
innocent with ruthless single-mindedness mighganeral, be normatively desirable,
following a blanket policy of obeying orders, or kireg money, or deceiving people, with
ruthless single-mindedness would not. From thisgettive, the self-controlled individual
described by Mele might better describe any nurobandesirable figures — the sociopath,
the Nazi bureaucrat, the ideal soldier, the wiadatosts businessperson — whose lives, in
various ways, lack balance, humanity, and a flexgansitivity to the complexity and
messiness of human existence. We correctly vatsgpacity for self control, but the value
we attach to this is context bound and qualifie@ & not value self control in itself, and we
should not value or aspire to its ideal or maxinniga When we think about it, we know of
(or can imagine) various maximally self-controliadividuals, and we don’t really like them

very much.

The argument for the threat posed by the imagheoHHA is a generalisation of this kind of
concern. Each of the features described undes (Ji} relates to important capacities of real
human agents. Moreover, these capacities may,ichdilly and collectively, have an
important role to play in a realistic account afdragency. And yet for each of the

characteristics mentioned, there may be good reasaguestion whether or not it is possible
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or (normatively) desirable for human agents to appn ideal or maximal versions of these
traits. In short, we have various capacities tHataus to claim a degree of rationality and
reflective self-awareness as agents, and it doesaeon controversial that much of this is
important to understanding and defending claimsweare, or can be, free agents. Yet it is
not clear that we do approximate, or should agpiagpproximate, idealised or maximised
versions of these same traits that would rendsouose kind of hyper-rational and hyper-
reflective super-agent. Thus the threat posed éynlage of the HHA is that we should
mistake ourselves for, and misguidedly aspire taabheHHA when a characterisation and

defence of our free agency requires no such distort

There is an additional line of argument, which ll @evelop in Chapter 10, for resisting the
pull to make human agents look like HHAs. This angat has less to do with the issue of
whether or not we misrepresent, exaggerate andrtlibe capacities of real human agents in
presenting them as (or recommending that they b&d1and more to do with a misplaced
emphasis on the more logical aspects of our méptald our use of language, at the
expense of more imaginative, creative, and capagityesource-transcending dimensions of
our socially-embedded, symbolically-endowed mid#ough these claims are, strictly,
independent of any claim that we might be sometkiggificantly less than HHAS, they do

fit naturally into a sketch of human agency tha¢mls to avoid distorted images of human
agents in which explicit articulated reflection dodical reasoning predominate over less
linguistic (e.g. body-centred), more creative (@maginative), and (where appropriate) extra-
cranial (e.g. external memory banks, distributeghttive networks) dimensions of mind and
agency. This might sound somewhat telegraphiceatrtbment, but that is unavoidable —
giving content to these last-mentioned ideas musitahe discussions and arguments of
Chapter 10. For present purposes, it is suffidiemiote that the drive to avoid the image of
an HHA is not solely based on evidence and argusredmiut what we are not and ought not
to bequaagents; it is also driven by concerns that, iratigrising ourselves as something
(too much) like HHAs, we may have neglected to higih some features of human agents

that represent real and significant sources foreteggof freedom in action.

That, then, is my basic argument for reshapindrdmmework in which we understand both
the puzzles and the positive projects associatddfrae agency. We are faced with the
challenge of situating free agents somewhere isplaee between agent automatons, who we

think are not good candidates for qualifying a® fagents, and hyper-rational, hyper-
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reflective agents, who may or may not be free agdmit we think that we at least are not
such agents nonetheless. Our subject matter satine — we are still trying to pin down the
details of, and then defend, our claim that wefi@e agents — but the subject matter is no
longer to be fundamentally structured and constchiny the traditional concerns and
tensions surrounding determinism, compatibilisapmpatibilism, libertarianism, and hard
incompatibilism/ determinism. We are, as per ttle 6f the current chapter, trying to change
the subject without changing the subject, tryinghfect movement and fresh directions for
the investigation and defence of human free agemnoya well-trodden problem space that
has come to be dogged by stalemate and impass@uivjiretending thereby to have settled

the debate or to have produced a definitive accolifiee agency.

With this alternative framework in mind, it is ndine to add further flesh to the figure of

the AA by examining the empirical case/s for greatepticism about the role, relevance and
reach of consciousness and conscious will in huipedwaviour — the subject matter of
Chapter 6.



Chapter 6

Consciousness, Automaticity and lllusion: Are wesju
Agent Automatons?

Over the last fifteen years or so, while the plujgscal and interdisciplinary study of
consciousness has experienced a notable revibatiminterest and ink, the role and reach of
conscious agency has come under fire from a nuoftgirections. A number of researchers
(especially from outside of philosophy) have oftevarious pieces of empirical evidence,
interpretations of empirical findings, and empiliganspired hypotheses, that have been
held up as challenges to what might appear to v si our most cherished ideas about
human agency. Prominent among these are empirigadtivated concerns about
consciousness and its role in the choice, initrafind control action. | have selected three
examples of these kinds of empirically-motivatedll@nge to conscious agency, both
because they bear directly on some of the ississdray O’Connor (2000) as to the proper
place of considerations about conscious awarenigsgaccounts of free agency, and
because they comprise a cluster of, as it wergatipaalisations or concretisations of the
threat of the agent automaton (AA) that | sketcine@hapter 5 as part of an alternative

framework in which to situate both puzzles and fpgsiaccounts of free agency.

The three examples are (i) evidence for automgticihuman functioning; (ii) evidence and
interpretations of the so-called readiness potkatid the timing of conscious volition; and
(iif) Daniel Wegner’s account of the illusion ofregcious will. Each will be presented in a
reasonably uncritical fashion so as to capturdl#veur and relevant empirical evidence. A
sustained critical evaluation and response wilbbee a significant part of the work for

Chapter 7 and subsequent chapters.

Automaticity

A common theme in empirically-motivated discussiohfee will is that, in contrast to
O’Connor’s complaint, our preferred views of hunagency are built on strong assumptions
concerning the nature, degree and extent of comsaiolition and control in our lives.
Unsurprisingly, psychologists studying automatitive suggested that evidence of

pervasive automatic, non-conscious functioning mighthe very least, considerably restrict
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the extent to which our preferred view of agencselsvant to understanding human
behaviour. That is, evidence of automaticity isoffl as grounds for thinking that we exert
far less conscious influence and control over maslthan many might think; and, further,

that our concepts of human agency may requireicgvia the light of such evidence.

For example, Bargh and Chartrand (1999) presenethdts of a number of studies that they
think suggest a far more limited role for consciousation and control than is apparently
assumed by those outside of academic psychologcifBmally, they offer evidence of so-
called automaticity in the activation of behavidut&positions, goals, and moods and
evaluations, that together suggest a much more shade restricted role for conscious

volition than we might like to think is the case.

First, there are issues arising out of the appdirdnbetween perception and thought, and
behaviour — the empirically-supported idea thatkng of or perceiving an action can result
in an agent themselves being more likely to perftrat action. For Bargh and Chartrand
(1999), the notion that perception is a largelyaadtic process outside of conscious control
leads them to surmise that the environment of amtagan influence and control specific
behavioural tendencies and dispositions of the tappeough the perception-action link, thus
bypassing processes of conscious volition and abrthey cite a number of social
psychological laboratory studies to flesh out tloéarm.

For example, the three studies conducted by B&bbn and Burrows (1996) each involved
the idea of non-conscious priming of traits or abéypes. In the first study, participants were
given two tasks, each supposedly unrelated tottier.on the first phase — a language-
related task involving scrambled sentences — ppatits were exposed to words associated
with either rudeness, politeness, or with neitliee €ontrol condition). The hypothesis
guiding the experiment was that the rudeness- ahtépess-related words would non-
consciously prime behavioural tendencies in thé@pants consistent with the trait that had
been primed. In the second phase of the experirparticipants were placed in a situation
where, in order to receive instructions for (whe participants thought was) a second
experimental task, they could interrupt a conversabetween the researchers. The results
were significant and suggestive: 67% of the ‘rudshgroup interrupted the conversation,



Chapter 6 154

versus 38% from the control condition and just 168t the ‘politeness’ group> For
Bargh and his co-workers, the results suggesintieat exposure to words connoting a

particular trait can make behaviour in accordancepnsistent, with that trait more likely.

In their second study, Bargit al (1996) hypothesized that activating a specifcesttype
might incline participants to behave in accordanith features of that stereotype. In an
apparent language test involving scrambled sensefptese one of the study), participants
were either exposed to words relating to the stgpeoof the elderly (the experimental
condition) or words with no specific connectionsstech stereotypes. In the second phase of
the study, the behaviour of the experimental pigditts was unobtrusively observed as they
walked down the corridor, and compared to thahefdontrols. It was found that the
participants whose stereotype of the elderly hahlzetivated behaved (i.e walked) in a
manner typical of the stereotype. On average, tperamental group took about 1 second

136

longer to walk down the corridor compared to thetoas; *” and were more forgetful of

details about the room in which the first phaséefstudy had been carried out.

In their third study, Barghbt al (1996) set out to test the effects of primingexetype of
young male African Americans, which previous reskdrad associated with hostility, by
subliminally presentating a picture of either amiédn American man or a Caucasian man
before participants completed a computer-based Tdsklatter task had been specially
designed and piloted to confirm that it was expexgel as boring and tedious. After more
than a hundred trials of this task, the computestfed an error message, followed by an
instruction indicating that the participant wouleed to begin the task again. At this point,
the experimenter’s assistance had to be soughthanekperimenter initially confirmed that
the participant would need to start over againgteefinally indicating that this would not be
necessary. Hostility ratings were obtained fromdkperimenter, based on this interaction, as
well as from video recordings of the participaratsidl expressiond’. Barghet al’s (1996)

analyses indicated significantly greater hostilityhe responses and behaviour of

135 Barghet al (1996) originally measured the effect using tmsethe dependent variable, with participants
given up to 10 minutes to interrupt the researctgms while their ANOVA and post-hoc comparisons
supported their hypothesis, the data was not reaitgd to the analysis since almost two thirdhefsample
did not interrupt at all — meaning they had the s@core with no variance. Barghal (1996) thus followed up
this time-based analysis with a comparison of priapas who interrupted under each condition, asreul
here, which when tested confirmed a significargdintrend from politeness through no priming toengks.

136 T_tests showed these differences to be statitisanificant.

137 All hostility ratings were blind to the priming rdition of the participant being rated.
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participants in the male African American stereetgpndition, suggesting that subliminal
priming of this stereotype was sufficient to acterbehavioural tendencies consistent with
the stereotyp&®.

In a related study by Chen and Bargh (1997) wHegesame priming technique and
stereotype were used, participants primed for takerAfrican American stereotype
(experimental condition) were judg€dby independent raters to have shown greater typstil
towards their partners in a word-guessing gamegdesito be mildly frustratifd’, as
compared to those primed with a picture of a Caanasale (control condition). Participants
in the experimental condition also managed to pkewgreater hostility from their fellow

participant during the guessing game.

The second domain of automaticity focussed on bgtBand Chartrand (1999) involves
goals and goal activation. Their basic claim ig tha regular activation of a particular goal
in a given situation can, over time, lead to thematic (hence non-conscious) activation of
that goal by salient features of the situation.gBaaind Chartrand cite evidence from their
own studies where cognitive goals were claimecdetadiivated non-consciously by way of
priming, instead of via explicit instructions, wdihevertheless yielding the same
consequences for performance as one would havetexiieom explicit goal activation. For
example, participants in a study were given adiésicribing various behaviours of an agent,
but were not given explicit instructions as to wtiegty should do with this information. Prior
to this activity, however, each participant hadrbergaged in a language-based task during
which they had either been exposed to words adedordth memory and memorising (such
as ‘retain’ or ‘*hold’), or to words connoting evation (such as ‘judge’ and ‘evaluate’).

Participants in the study produced the same oveadtiérn of recall and memory organisation

138 Barghet al. (1996) also administered two racism scales ta fhaiticipants to test for any possible
covariation between the observed hostility effectd pre-existing racist attitudes. No significamtrelation
was found, suggesting to these authors that theeiasi®n between the stereotype and hostility, e &s the
effects observed in the study, were not signifigaassociated with or moderated by consciously esqed
racist attitudes.

139 Again, rates blind to the priming condition wesed — this time based on audio recordings of the
interactions during the word-guessing game.

1“0 The game was mildly frustrating in the way thainyguessing games are — the participant givingsdaea
given word was restricted in the kinds of clueg/tbeuld use. Judges ratings of hostility underehes
circumstances were thus tailored to the kind aftfation likely to emerge in such a game: for exiamg
hostility rating of 5 (out of 7) was described &dhificant signs of frustration. Characterizeddwyward
annoyance, but still attempts to remain civil.'a$"Display of moderate outward hostility. Heigtredrvoice
level, significant outward annoyance, signs of arigand 7 as “High levels of outward hostility. Mag, use of
insults, and derogatory comments.” (Chen & Bar@87l, p552).
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for these different cognitive goals as had beeniobtl in earlier studies that had used
explicit instructions to either memorise the bebaviinformation or form an impression of

the agent.

Bargh and Chartrand (1999) provide further illustras of cognitive goal activation by citing
a group of studies by Spencer, Fein, Wolfe, Fordgunnn (1998) that were based on the
idea that threatening someone’s self-image tendstimmatically prompt attempts at
restoring their self image by a variety of meansluding the denigration of others. One
means towards cognitively denigrating others i®imploying negative or derogatory
stereotypes. In their study, Speneeal (1998) claimed to have shown that techniques
known to reduce or eliminate the use of stereotypee rendered ineffective — that is, the
stereotypes remained active — in participants wketfamage had been threatened by way of
negative feedback on task performafiteBargh and Chartrand (1999, p470) interpret the
significance of this study as demonstrating thatlie threat to self-esteem put into motion a
goal to denigrate others that was so automatie#iiaent in its working that it produced
stereotyping of a minority group member under aiteroverload conditions, in which

manifestations of stereotyping are normally nototsd.”

Even behavioural goals are susceptible to autor(gtiational) activation that would appear
to bypass processes of conscious initiation, ogktsind control. Bargh and Chartrand
(1999) overview the findings of a number of studres/hich the possibilities for priming

goals such as achievement motivation were examk@dexample, participants in an
experimental group performed a word search taskhich they encountered terms associated
with achievement (e.g. ‘strive’, ‘succeed’), whdentrols performed a similar task that did
not include achievement-orientated words. In subsegtasks, the experimental group
outperformed the controls, without evidencing amaeness of an association between or
effect of the earlier priming task on subsequeskgaSimilarly, in another study in which
experimental participants had their achievement gomed, these participants continued

14150, for example, in Spenceral (1998) Experiment 1, participants performed adxasmpletion task under
cognitive load (previous studies having suggestephitive load reduced or prevented the activatibn o
stereotypes). Control participants showed no evidei stereotype activation, whereas experimental
participants who had received negative feedbadhkpjisr to the word-completion task showed evideote
stereotype activation in the words they offerecbttegperforming under cognitive load. In this stuthe act of
denigrating others thus amounted to offering wahaisng the task that were associated with sterestyb

Asian Americans under the experimental conditiowlrich an Asian American woman was shown in a video
holding up the stimulus cards for the word-completiask.
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with a word generation ta¥® beyond the allowed time limit to a significantlsegter extent

than did non-primed participants (55% versus 21%).

According to Bargh and Chartrand (1999), the eff@ttthis non-conscious priming of
behavioural goals extend beyond just task perfoomam include the consequences of
success or failure for things like mood and sdiicaty. For instance, they report on
Chartrand’s unpublished findings in her doctorakgech in which she, once again, primed
experimental participants’ achievement goal, amah tixamined the effects of manipulating
task difficulty in an anagram task for which papants were told they were given an average
amount of time. Measures of mood after task congriethowed that control participants
were unaffected by variations in task difficultyhe@reas experimentally primed participants
were in a significantly worse mood after the difficanagram task compared to the simple

one.

As in all of this research, the evidence furtheggasted that none of the participants reported
any specific achievement goal on the experimeas.tFor Bargh and Chartrand (1999), this
shows that people can be moved, non-conscioushaatmnatically, to pursue a cognitive
and/or behavioural goal, and respond appropriatetypsychological level to the attainment

or frustration of that goal, without awareness thase processes are in motion.

Rather more unpleasant evidence of situational gdalation is offered in a study by Bargh,
Raymond, Pryor and Strack (1995) on males idedtdi® being prone to sexual harassing or
sexual aggression. In a priming task measuringithe to pronounce (out loud) a word
presented on a screen following the subliminalgmégtion of a prime word (the priming
words being related to power, sex or neither), malentified as likely sexual harassers or
aggressors were the only participants to resporm paickly in pronouncing a sex-related
target word following a power-related prime word dbrresponding decrease in response
time was observed when a power-related target Yodi@ved a sex-related prime. Bargh and
Chartrand (1999) interpret these results as suiggetstat, in these individuals, a situation
involving power automatically activates conceptseX. While it strikes me that there is

something of a leap to be made from activatiordeésabout sex to activation of sexual

142 The task required participants to write down asiynaords as possible from seven Scrabble letteas in
three-minute period. At the end of the three misugeclear ‘Stop’ instruction was given by the ekpenter,
and hidden video cameras were used to record tamjis to continue with the task after this indinrchad
been received.
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goals, the trend of the findings nevertheless Iéadker credibility to the authors’ claims
about the potential power of situational factoredm-consciously connect with an

individual's conceptual and motivational systems.

With regard to their third area of focus — evaloas — Bargh and Chartrand (1999) again
offer evidence that the processes involved in geimgy these are much more automatic than
some might like to think. In contrast to a reasdynabdespread view of emotions and moods
as occurring with little conscious choice beingdived*® Bargh and Chartrand (1999) argue
that evaluations are generally thought of as beiage consciously and intentionally:

Many theories of attitude formation and of the eative process hold that one weighs the pros
and cons, or positive and negative features obljpect or event, and with intention and
deliberation makes a decision about how one fdwmstait... (Bargh & Chartrand, 1999, p473)

In contrast to such views of evaluation, Bargh @hdrtrand (1999) outline a tradition of
theory and research in psychology that suggesevwaaf evaluation, and of the activation of
evaluations, as being largely automatic and out$ideealm of conscious intention. Within
this tradition, people are viewed as showing pefee and affective-evaluative responses
automatically, and specifically in advance of amaeeness of reasons for such preferences

and evaluation§*

Examples of empirical findings supporting a mortoeatic view of evaluation (and its
impact on mood, behaviour and conscious judgmeitesj by Bargh and Chartrand (1999)
are too numerous to describe in detail. They irel(idpriming tasks where automatic
evaluations of primed concepts are said to expéeter response times to positive or
negative adjectives; (ii) the apparent influence@fforming verbal tasks involving nouns
with widely-shared positive or negative evalua@asociations on subsequent measures of
mood; (iii) interactions between automatic evaloagi and behavioural dispositions such that,
for example, individuals would be slower to resptma positive stimulus when the required
response was the pushing of a lever (a generatliigant bodily movement) than when the
required response was the pull of a lever towadrdsbdy (an ‘approach’ response); (iv)
evidence that predictions of the character and\bebnof strangers was at least as accurate
when based on ‘immediate’ responses (observatib88 seconds or less) as when based on

more extensive observations and conscious delibaratnd (v) evidence that the longer an

143 Claims about the speed, automaticity, allegedsipity’ and relatively primitive status of emotidna
response are critically discussed by, amongst stiirEmasio (1994) and Blackburn (1998).

144 These accounts of links between perception amtdlearly resonate with Damasio’s (1994) claiinsua
somatic marking.



Chapter 6 159

individual consciously considers and deliberatesr dlreir evaluations and judgements, the

more likely it is that accuracy and predictive \elill belost

To what, then, does the “unbearable automaticityeifig” of Bargh and Chartrand’s (1999)
title refer? By their own lights, the central tresf their paper is “that most of a person’s
everyday life is determined not by their conscimisntions and deliberate choices but by
mental processes that are put into motion by feataf the environment and that operate
outside of conscious awareness and guidance” (B&i@hartrand, 1999, p.462). This thesis,
together with the cited evidence of non-consciodisi¢nce, might suggest a number of
potentially ‘unbearable’ conclusions to not only f@eople but also various theorists in the
debates over free agency. First, what we might fabgularist’ accounts of free agency
(Searle’s ‘gappy’ account of choice and action;regr@usal theories like O’Connor’s;
compatibilists who emphasise action in accord withscious decisive better judgements or
conscious reflective endorsement) should feel tliesze being exerted on the availability of
candidate choices and actions, engaged in withcoauns intention and deliberation, that
could serve as clear evidence for freedom beingnaml and regular characteristic of our
lives as human agents. If Bargh and Chartrand (1&@9correct in their arguments and their

evidence, candidate choices and actions mightittgearably’ thin on the ground.

Second, many might worry that the evidence for matiicity threatens to contaminate even
the remaining candidates for conscious volition ematrol. That is, once it is allowed that
non-conscious influenaean operate in the ways described, one may worryttieaactivity

of such automatic processes cannot be sufficielgigounted in cases of apparent conscious
volition so as to persuade us that these might theatriteria of conscious intention and
control set by the regularist accounts of free ageSuch a concern would have both an
epistemic aspect (contamination of possible evideand an ontological aspect (e.g.
extensive contamination of motivation through platalctivity of conscious and non-

conscious processes).

And a third source of concern might be the extenthich the evidence for automaticity
could be used to underpin claims of illusion in®@ous volition that will be further explored
in the context of Daniel Wegner’s work (below). Bargh and Chartrand (1999) note, we are
almost by definition unaware of the operation ofito@nscious processes. This makes it

relatively unsurprising that people might be getgraclined to excessively discount, or
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flatly reject claims about the extent of such iefige. But if the evidence is to be believed,
these objections and denials might be treatedrésefuevidence that consciousness is, in
some sense, rich in a variety of illusions, esplgorghen it comes to our consciousness of

our own agency.

The Timing of Conscious Volition

For all the concerns that the evidence about autoityamight raise about conscious volition
and control, it is at least allowed that consci@ssncan sometimes be an initiator of
behaviour, an activator of goals, and a sourcevaliuative judgements. Data from studies of
neural activity preceding voluntary movements, emmibvative attempts to map conscious
volitional processes onto the timescale of thigaleactivity, have been interpreted by some
as potentially undercuttingny claims of conscious initiation of action.

As early as the 1960’s, Kornhuber and Deecke (18i6&q in Dennett, 2003 and Libet, 1999)
identified a pattern of brain activity, precedinguntary bodily movements by between
800msec and 1 second, that has become known essattheess potentigRP). The RP
(readiness potential) has been widely interpretegnaindication of neural preparation in the
motor and premotor cortices for an ensuing volyntaovement, and its discovery has
suggested an apparently straightforward questiontatbnscious voluntary behaviour and its
relationship to underlying neural activity — naméipw does conscious volition map onto the

apparent timeline of neural activity indicated hg RP?

Adapting the methods used in the original studdesjamin Libet and his colleagues began
investigating this question by asking participaotperform a flick or flexing of the wrist in
an unplanned way, whenever they felt the wish teaLibet, 1999), and found an average
RP of -550msec before the movement. Libet sumnsatigelogic of his studies as follows:

The brain was evidently beginning the volitionabgess in this voluntary act [of wrist flicking]

well before the activation of the muscle that pratlithe movement. My question then became:
whendoes theonsciousvish or intention (to perform the act) appearthimtraditional view of
conscious will and free will, one would expect odoss will to appear before, or at the onset, of
the RP, and thus command the brain to performrtemiled act. But an appearance of conscious
will 550msec, or more before the act seemed intlifiunlikely. It was clearly important to
establish the time of the conscious will relativghe onset of the brain process (RP); if conscious
will were tofollow the onset of RP, that would have a fundamentahaohpn how we could view
free will. (Libet, 1999, p.49; italics in original)

In order to address the critical issue of timindpdt embellished the laboratory procedure by

asking his participants, as before, to flex theistg as and when they felt the wish to do so,
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but all the while observing a moving dot rotatingan oscilloscope at a rate of 2.56 seconds
per revolution. Participants were requested to tieggposition of the rotating dot on the
oscilloscope face at the precise moment when tingyblecame aware of a conscious wish to
flex their wrist — the position of the dot to bgoeted after the wrist flexing trial so as not to

interfere with the trial itself.

Allowing for an estimated error of -50msec in timiansing the above method, Libet found
that the average reported conscious wish was @0060msec before the activation of the
muscle involved in the wrist flick, and thus 3504@0msea@fter the onset of RP at an
average of -550msec before muscle activation. Hoetl(1999, p.51), this indicated that,
“clearly, the brain process (RP) to prepare fos troluntary act began about 400msec before
the appearance of the conscious will to act...”. [Ebet and many other commentators, the
implications of these results were clear: “Theiatibn of the freely voluntary act appears to
begin in the brain unconsciously well before thespe consciously knows he (sic) wants to
act!” (Libet, 1999, p.51) Here, it seemed, was adaniable challenge to any view of the
conscious human initiator and ‘unmoved mover’ bdhhreir consciously willed voluntary
actions. Conscious will seemed to make its appeartoo late to sustain such a view of

conscious volition.

Various aspects of Libet's studies will be discalsaegreater length in Chapter 7. For the
moment, it is worth noting that despite the appasenplicity of the studies and their results,
it is probably fair to say that there is no widshared interpretation of the significance of
Libet’s data. Libet's own interpretation of the u#s is seldom taken at face value, and his
proposal of a conscious ‘veto’ (between the appemraf a conscious wish and the
activation of movement) as the best means to utatetisg (if not saving) free will is widely
rejected. What these empirical data clearly offexyever, is one part of an explanation or
motivation for the apparent absence of detailedmdments on consciousness and conscious
volition in many accounts of free will — namely tipgonouncements on these matters may
carry with them the threat (or promise, dependin@e’s Popperian sentiments) of
empirical refutation. Alternatively, the possibyliof empirical hypothesis testing of this
variety might demand a much more detailed and eoafly informed theory of

psychological and brain function to accompany aoant of free agency than philosophers
have seen fit (or necessary) to provide, if onlpédbetter able to explain away any apparent

empirical failures that might emerge in the laborat
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To the uncritical eye, Libet offers us an innocuohsice situation, apparently free of the
deceptions, manipulations and proddings that petiertea empirical studies of automaticity
reviewed above, leaving the conscious will freshow us its true form. If we share Libet’s
intuition that his results do not fit with an ordny notion of the conscious will as an initiator

of action, just how much else about conscious miliht we have gotten wrong?

lllusions of Conscious Will?

The theory of conscious will offered by Daniel Wegi2002; Wegner & Wheatley, 1999)
suggests that we might, in an important sense, ihallewrong because our experience of
conscious will is illusory. Of course, it is impant to get clear on just what this illusion is
supposed to consist in — Wegner (2002) is evidardtya skeptic about mental causation.
Nevertheless, his work (and the provocative tiflaie bookThe Illusion of Conscious Wjill
clearly demands attention as an important recesahele of empirical challenges to our
understanding of volition that work, in part, byatlenging assumptions about the conscious
aspects of agency.

Wegner’s (2002) work is strongly influenced by Detits ideas about the so-called
intentional stance, as well as by empirical andigglophical work on the development of
theory of mind. The essence of his theory is thatdonscious will — what Wegner (2002)
calls the phenomenal will — is an aspect of mingagyed in a process of self-interpretation
and explanation of action, whereas what he caflethpirical will refers to the aspects of
mind that are actually (causally) related to acticall the causal relations that are the proper
subject matter of psychology. The intended contvastveen these two senses of will is
neatly captured in the following extended quotation

Whatever empirical will there is rumbling alongtire engine room — an actual relation between
thought and action — might in fact be totally ingable to the driver of the machine (the mind).
The mind has a self-explanation mechanism thatymesla roughly continuous sense that what is
in consciousness is the cause of action — the phenal will — whereas in fact the mind can't

ever know itself well enough to be able to say whatcauses of its actions are. (Wegner, 2002,
p.28)

At one level, these ideas fit neatly into a tramhitin philosophy that includes Spinoza and
Schopenhauer (Wegner (2002) himself notes a coionect Spinoza) in which it has been
argued that consciousness remains ignorant of fi&oy most of the actual causal factors

underpinning action, and yet such ignorance is thestaken for freedom from (Spinoza) or
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the absence of (Schopenhauer) such causal infledfid&egner’s (2002) take on these
matters involves offering a general theory of hbe ¢xperience of conscious will arises in
which the crucial claim is that the phenomenal g6 on a causal pathway that is ultimately
disconnected from action, such that the experiehcenscious thoughts having caused an
action is always illusory (or, to use the more naiterms Wegner (2002, p.2) offers in a

footnote, a construction or fabrication).

The overall structure of the theory is perhaps kegstesented in the following figure, adapted
from Wegner and Wheatley (1999, p.483):

Figure 6.1: Wegner’'s Model of
Conscious Will (adapted from Wegner,
2002

Thought . EXPERIENCE OF
Actual Causal Path CONSCIOUS WILL

.~ Apparent Causal Path
Unconscious )

Cause of
Unconscious
U : Actual Causal Path =
nconscious > Action
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Time
. >

Wegner (2002; Wegner & Wheatley, 1999) subscribestlumean view of the conditions
under which we infer causal relations, and the e&pee of conscious will is then treated as
a special case of causal inference establishirapparent causal connection between a
conscious thought (most often a conscious intergreceding action) and an ensuing action.
More specifically, given (i) an appropriate degoéeéemporal precedence, (ii) an appropriate
degree of consistency between the thought (conéeakthe action, and (iii) an appropriate
degree of exclusivity of the thought as the onlyrfmst obvious) candidate for being the

cause of the action, the mind will experience thigjenction of the conscious thought and

145 inks to Spinoza and Schopenhauer are also touralfin Blackburn’s (1998, 1999) work.
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ensuing action as a causal relationship. As isestgg in Figure 6.1., the causal origins of
both the conscious thought and of the action acenscious. Two parallel causal pathways
diverge from this ‘point’ of unconscious initiatiai thought and action, one leading to the
conscious thought and the other leading to theopmdnce of the action, but crucially never
intersecting or converging. The illusion of consmavill thus arises from the notion that the
apparent (inferred and experienced) causal patifinway conscious thought to actionrisver

the actual causal pathway that culminates in action

| take it that this is the crucial claim in Wegrsetheory, and provides his most significant
motivation for choosing the provocative and polehterm ‘illusion’ as his preferred label

for the phenomenon. Conscious will is not illusbecause we do not have such experiences,
or because we are sometimes mistaken about thentarftsuch experiences. Wegner wants
to argue that our experience of conscious wilbisthe whole, an important and useful aspect
of how we function as agents in the world. Moreower seems to allow that when the
unconscious causes of action and conscious th@uglsguitably related, the conscious
thought (especially conscious intentions) will aately flag the action that follows, and may
also provide a (partial and incomplete) represemaif the causal origins of the action in the
psychology of the agent. What remains illusory ureden these ideal circumstances is the
inference (and experience) of the conscious thohbgimygy a part of thactual causal pathway
leading to action because, given Wegner’'s (2002yiWe& Wheatley, 1999) model, this

inference is never correct.

Wegner draws on a wide range of empirical dateotésnpial evidence for his theory. For
instance, he thinks that Libet’s findings fit vergatly with his model of the conscious will
(see Wegner & Wheatley, 1999, and Wegner, 2002ever, the majority of the evidence

he gathers (especially in Wegner, 2002) can berstawt®l as an attempt to establish, in
something like the tradition of neuropsychologypadtern of dissociations between the
experience of will and the origins of action thetonsistent with his theory. On one hand, he
needs to provide evidence of demonstrably inteatiantion that is not experienced as
having been intentionally caused. On the other haedeeds evidence that the experience of
consciously intending or willing an action can lengrated under circumstances where the
candidate ‘action’ was demonstrably not intendedhgyagent. With these dissociations in
place, Wegner will offer his parallel pathways micakethe most plausible explanation for

the relevant phenomena — that is, you can exph@mlissociation of experienced
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intentionality and actual intentional action béstdu assume that these phenomena are

always distinct.

Wegner’s (2002) preferred evidence for intenticalon in the absence of experienced
intention comes from the study of what he call®matisms. While he includes some of the
phenomena discussed by Bargh and Chartrand (19@@Y this banner, Wegner’'s (2002)
favourite examples are of a more exotic varietgchuding Ouija boards, spiritualist table-
turning, and automatic writing. Consider, for exdenphe nineteenth century phenomenon of
table-turning reported at various spiritualist sz Participants in these séances claimed
that the table was being moved by the activitiespafits trying to communicate with the
gathered (chosen?) few (Wegner, 2002). Not onlytivaise no apparent awareness or
consciousness of the participants being responfibllae movement of the table, but those
attending expressed the conviction that they weté¢he source of the movement. Yet,
Wegner (2002) describes how Michael Faraday wastaldemonstrate, through the use of
devices attached to the hands and the table toureefsce, that the origins of the table
movements clearly lay in the collective actionsha participants (Wegner, 2002, claims this
can be established equally well be examining thection of finger streaks left on a dusty
table). To Wegner, this suggests that we can fisthnces of demonstrably intentional action
(action arising out of the desires and expectatadribe séance attendees), actively produced
by agents, and yet produced without being acconegddny the experience of intentionality

and voluntariness.

In order to establish the other dissociation ingplg his theory, Wegner (2002) harnesses
the three conditions offered for the experienceasfscious will to predict that a feeling of
having consciously intended an action could be rfaatured — an illusion of conscious
control could be generated — in cases where itoles that the agent’s intentions were not
the source of the action performed. As a mundaaeple of an illusion of control, Wegner
(2002) describes the experience of apparently obhinty the movements of characters in a
computer or arcade game, only to have “Game Owesbme instructions as to how to start
the game flash on the screen, thus revealingltr@dh. Through a combination of timing of
movements, sufficient coherence between intendegements and the movements of the
game character, and the relative exclusivity ofryotentions and movements of the controls

as an explanation of the ‘game’s’ unfolding, yowrhave a strong conviction that the
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character is responding to your actions — youramntrol. When it becomes evident that the

game has not started, the illusion is revealecdhimstant.

A more refined example of the illusion Wegner hramind comes from laboratory studies of
the experience (and malleability) of intentionahtrol. Wegner and Wheatley (1999)
describe a study designed to investigate whethélusory experience of intention could be
generated for behaviour that was in fact perforimgdnother person. Two participants in the
study (one was a confederate) were seated in &fcatomputer monitor, their fingertips
placed on a Ouija board-like device (a board onotogp computer mouse). On the screen was
a collage-like picture of approximately 50 smaljesits (e.g. car, swan, dinosaur) and a
cursor whose movements were controlled by movenadrite board/mouse. The apparent
procedure was for the two participants to movectivsor around the screen for about 30
seconds, at which point they would need to makea &£ach stop would then be rated for
the degree of intentionality felt by the participéon a scale from ‘I allowed the stop to
happen’ to ‘I intended to make the stop’). Bothtiggzant and confederate wore headphones,
and the participant was under the impression tbtt Wwould be hearing a mostly
synchronised but different soundtrack — namelys&&bnds of silence, followed by 10
seconds of music indicating that a stop should ademin addition, words would

occasionally be heard over the headphones, and W@ explained as providing a
distraction, with the participant and confederataring different words.

In reality, the confederate heard neither musicvmands, but instead received instructions
(on the key trials) to move to a particular objectthe screen, followed by a countdown
(overlapping with the music being played to thetipgrant) to them attempting to force a
stop of the cursor on the named object. On thegériads, the participant heard the word for
the object given in the confederate’s instructiandifferent times relative to the forced stop:

30 seconds before, 5 seconds before, 1 secondcebefal second after the stop.

For all other trials, the confederate allowed thgipipant to make the stops as they wished.
In about half of these trials, the participant ldeamvord for an object on the screen, whereas
for the other trials the word had no correspondibgpct. Hearing a word naming an object
on screen was intended to act as a candidate coigsitiought that could satisfy the three
conditions for being experienced as the cause acdon. Comparisons of the unforced trials

suggested that hearing the word for an object erstineen did not lead to stops that were
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significantly closer to the named object than wttesre was no word-object correspondence.
Since hearing a word for an object did not, orows, lead to significantly more stops on or
near the object, the researchers inferred thdbticed stop trials were unlikely to have
involved collusion on the part of the participant.

In the forced stop trials, participants tendedejmort the stops as intentional, but the effect
varied according to the timing of the ‘prime’ wdat the object on the screen. When the
word was heard either 30 seconds before or 1 seafterdthe forced stop (thus undermining
the temporal condition of experiencing conscioul) waarticipants on average reported less
intentionality; when the word was heard 5 or 1 selcbefore the stop, much higher ratings of
intentionality were reported (specifically, ratingsthe same range as those given for the
unforced trials where the stop had been determbyetie participant).

For Wegner (2002; Wegner & Wheatley, 1999), thislgtprovides evidence under
controlled conditions for an illusion of controktihprovides the other dissociation predicted
by his model of conscious will — the experiencéenténtional, conscious willing under
circumstances where (through the contrast withvegitly similar cases) it seems the real
explanation lay in the behaviour and intentionghef confederate. More significantly,
perhaps, this case suggests evidence for the diisocthat is more difficult to establish. It

is probably the case that people are, in genesalaverse to discovering and owning various
intentional aspects of action after the fact ofahhtihey were unaware at the time of
performing the action — acting intentionally with@wareness of intention. The permeation
of psychoanalytic thinking into popular or folk m$wlogy arguably provides evidence of a
willingness to accept retrospective intentionallarptions of action that were not obvious to
(indeed, might have been denied by) the agenedirte of action. Providing convincing
evidence of an illusory sense of intentionality aodscious control seems to be a much more
demanding task, making the generalisability of Waztgnlaboratory evidence a critical issue
in the evaluation of his theory.

Taken together, Wegner has offered evidence faiodiations between the experience of will
and what he calls the empirical will that attengpdtive a wedge between our experience of
volition and the underlying reality of mental catisa. As indicated above, the alleged
illusion of conscious will is not an illusion bes®iwe are necessarily out of touch with our

intentions and other mental causes of our actdffen optimal conditions obtain, our
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experience of conscious will may provide us a phend useful insight into the causal
origins of our acts. The illusion Wegner descrilsesupposed to lie in the fact that the causal
chain we experience as the source of our actionstimerely incomplete, but rathemsver

the causal chain at work in producing behaviour.
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Mental States, Processes, and Conscious Intent

What should we make of the various empirically-lasigallenges to conscious will
presented in the previous chapter? Do they prdvdker motivation for avoiding
commitments about the role of consciousness indgesmcy? Or should we share O’Connor’s
(2000) view that any adequate account of free agenest address issues relating to the role
of consciousness, such that the empirical evideited above only raises the odds stacked

against our succeeding in such a task?

As suggested in Chapter 5, my own view is that @i@w is correct to insist on the
importance of consciousness, in part because ajuatieaccount of free agency should be
able to successfully rebut any objections to théithat we are free agents arising out of
precisely the kinds of empirical evidence reviewe@hapter 6. If O’Connor (2000) is
correct in his assertion that available accourggafly neglect to give or find a significant
role to/for consciousness, it is not immediatelgaent how these challenges could be
rebutted except by way of some unsatisfactory stdpping of the challenges involved.
Taken together, the evidence offered for the péreasle of automatisms, for readiness
potentials that ‘jump the gun’ on conscious intens, and for the claim that our experience
of conscious will is always illusory must surelydemmine any confidence we could have in
our experience of agency to provide relevant aedibte data on which to base a theory of

free agency, and data to which any such theory emswer.

In short, the empirical studies of conscious veotitdescribed earlier suggest that conscious
volition is not what it would appear to be fromteepomenological perspective. If this is

right, then it becomes unclear what the relevaptaanda are for an account of free will

that takes seriously the challenge of addresss&df ito occurent mental phenomena. It also
becomes unclear what sources of intuitions abegt #igency we can rely on to test the
implications of available accounts. When we putsoiomusness and conscious volition under
the microscope of laboratory study, it would sebat tonsciousness constantly moves out of
the frame, or gets sidelined, as soon as we pudletails about the origins, timing and
precursors of choice and action. Of course, it toay out that conscious volition is not what
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we thought it was, without it being the case tlmtsctiousness can be sidelined (or rendered
prone to ubiquitous illusions) in the ways sugge$tg some interpretations of the empirical
evidence we have considered. One way or anothexe th a strongrima faciecase for
moving consciousness and conscious volition mongreestage in the debate about free

agency.

My primary concern, for the moment, will be withaewining the sense in which
automaticity, the timing of readiness potentiafg] ¢he apparent illusions of conscious will,
might individually and jointly comprise a threatttcan be understood under the rubric of

AA — the spectre of our being Agent Automatons.

Two strong themes run through the three areassefireh we have surveyed. First, each set
of ideas (and related empirical evidence) in sorag presents a domain of apparently
voluntary activity where, so it is claimed, wenk prima facieghat some kind of conscious
mental activity or process lies at the beginninghef causal chain that ultimately leads to
action, when in fact the evidence suggests thage thigher is no such conscious event or
process, or if there is, there is evidence ancoressthink that it does not or cannot play the
initiating role we would have it play. This is there threat of AA — that while we think we
have a certain kind of role consciously directing ateering our course through our lives,
there is mounting evidence to suggest that we dordior can't play that role. Instead, we

are more like some kind of automaton running alemgunconscious) autopilot.

Second, and mostly because we have this mistakese £ having conscious control where
we are, it seems, actually running along as if mcomscious autopilot, our conscious self-
understanding is in various ways flawed, illusong anisguided. Isolating and highlighting
this theme helps raise serious questions abouxteat to which we can use our apparent
self-knowledge, introspective reports, and expeeemased intuitions, as suitable data with
which to test out claims about freedom and agevg/are not only AAs, but AAs who don’t

know it — indeed, who refuse to acknowledge it.

As suggested in Chapter 5, it is possible to redpporthe threat of AA, and/or to the specific
claims and evidence presented in Chapter 6, byosing that dealing with such threats is not
a priority within the context of the traditionak# will debate. From such a perspective,

claims about automaticity, or the timing of consantentions, or supposed illusions of



Chapter 7 171

conscious will, do not require urgent attentionhivitthe context of a traditional debate about
free agency in so far as these puzzles (if theynaieed puzzles) need to be addressed and
dealt with byboth compatibilist and libertarian alike. Until it céa@ shown that this material
presents someifferentialdegree of challenge for the opposing sides ofrdwitional debate,
addressing these issues might not be a prioritsuseit will not necessarily advance the

cause of one side or the other in their debateemdgency.

The reasons for rejecting this kind of responseighdy now, also be familiar. That any
particular issue might not generate movement wighilebate that tends towards an
unproductive impasse does not provide a good ref@asdhinking that the issue is not
pressing or urgent. Those ‘reflective agnosticghvain interest in defending our claims to
being free agents are likely to be troubled bydlaéms discussed in the previous chapter,
and will want a response to especially the moretszad and threatening of these claims
irrespective of whether or not that response als@aiaces the cause of either libertarianism or

compatibilism.

Resisting the Threat: Events and Processes, Tiankglime-scales

There are many individual issues, claims and im&gpions of evidence at stake in the work
that has been discussed. In what remains of tlaipteh | will only begin to offer the first of
a series of responses that will unfold in the tgteats of this thesis. My initial focus will be
on Libet’'s work, partly because it is the more fianiand widely discussed data within
philosophical discussions of agehtyand because some of what needs to be said about
Libet’s work will have relevance to the automatiditerature and (especially) to Wegner’s

account of conscious wiill.

As we have seen, Libet's work was apparently mégardy a very simple idea: if we can
record and time the onset of the brain activity firacedes an instance of voluntary
behaviour, and if we can time the onset of the mquamying conscious mentation, we can
relate the timing of the one (neural activity) bhe tother (conscious intending). The first thing
to be said about Libet’s (and other similar) stadg perhaps unsurprisingly, that this

apparent simplicity is misleading. There is, nessll® say, an extensive critical literature

16 There is a vast and ever-expanding literatureibetls work, including extensive discussions in iages of
Behavioral and Brain Scienceand in thelournal of Consciousness Studgpgcial issue of 1999 titlethe
Volitional Brain. | cannot hope, nor do | intend, to survey or aéscthis work in any amount of detail, as it
would only serve to distract us from the centrahpoof clarification and responses that | wishrtake.
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built around Libet’s work, and | cannot and willtrpretend to offer an extensive review of
that work her&’. But some important points of clarification mustiade about the very

basic ideas Libet thought were being put to workishexperiments.

The initial points of clarification | have in mirfdllow from two general correctives about
how we think and talk about the mind, mental states$ processes. The first of these is that
mental states are not, in genethingsthat wehave or discrete entities, events or states that
we are somehowelated to Instead, they are states thataeeupy

Galen Strawson (2004, p288) alludes to the needudn a corrective when he laments
“philosophers... [talking] in a strongly reificatoway about mental states as if they were
things in us, rather than things — states — werafénd Simon Blackburn hints at the need
for a similar corrective when he asserts that:

Typically, in deliberation what | do pay attentitmare the relevant features of the external world:
the cost of the alternatives, the quality of thediathe durability of the cloth, the fact that | deaa
promise. | don't also pay attention to my own desir. Deliberation is an active engagement with
the world, not a process of introspecting our oensciousness of it... [Consider] the many ways
of failing that await the poet who makes his or tvn consciousness of emaotion into the subject
of a poem, instead of the emotion itself. (Blackhur998, p. 254)

Strawson and Blackburn are making somewhat diffggemts. Strawson’s (2004) complaint
is quite general, and is directed against any tecy® turn mental stateguastates that we
are in or that we occupy as whole persons or agentsreified internal mental entities in us
that we somehow have and that we, thus, must beae selation to. So if | am in the mental
state of, say, intending to get myself a cup ofemfit shoulchot be inferred that there is
necessarily a mental entity of some kind in me melg, an intention whose content is that |
should get myself a cup of coffee — to which | amehow related. Intention is a state that |
am in, that | occupy, as an agent and as a sulifjesiperience. Of course, we talk about
having intentions, just like we talk about havirgiefs, or desires, or various emotional
states. But this talk of ‘having’ is part shortha part grammatical artefact. When we say
we ‘have’ any of these mental states, what we ng@ashould mean) in the first place is that

we arein these states, rather than that ‘they’ are nedgssaythingin us

147 See, for example, peer commentaries and respansempanying Libet (1985), as well as various
contributions to Libet et al (1999). Dennett dissaessLibet's work extensively in Dennett (1991), amdsits
some of what he regards as the central issuesnnd®e(2003). Libet defends his data, methods and
interpretations in Libet (2004).
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Blackburn’s (1998) claim is being made in the caht# criticising certain assumptions

about deliberation and the deliberative positférHis point is to highlight that our mental
state in the midst of a given deliberative progesgorld-directedrather than being somehow
introspectively directed at the contents of ouradsiror at our consciousness of the world and
our consciousness of the contents of our minds.\\Weedeliberate, what we contemplate is
the worldas shaped hyas structured by, our interests in particulat€émms of what we

notice and what appears salient), and by our psggles more generally. For Blackburn, it

is a mistake to think of deliberation as some lgrge significantly introspective process that

involves (requires) second-order reflection ondesires, values, beliefs and intentiofts.

Whatever the full impact of Blackburn’s claims @sues of deliberatioper s¢ we can note

for the moment that the spirit of his claim is igrsficant agreement with Strawson’s (2004)
concerns. If we read Blackburn in the terms offdrg@&trawson, we could say that to ‘have’

a given desire or interés! (that is at play in our deliberations) isdecupy tobe in a mental
state that is world-directed; it is not to have ental state (the desire, the interest) that is
necessarily some thing in us, that we introspelgtiggamine, and that gets pushed and pulled

around as we deliberate.

The second general corrective | have in mind relaté so much to mental states as it does to
intentional behaviour — to actions. If we are préméalk about mental states as if these were
somehow discrete things — mental entities — thmsamehow in us, then we are also inclined
to talk about the actions we engage in (with iricerit’) as if these were discrete, isolatable
and pin-pointable events in the world (includingthe case of ‘mental’ actions like choices,

in us or in our heads). But very few actions castan this push towards discrete

identification of beginnings, ends and other bouieda

Consider some of the classic examples that popthlatphilosophy of action — match
strikings and assassinations. Match strikings migbk like they have discrete beginnings

and ends, but these can be made to look moreilliesory. For a start, any appearance of

18\We will return to his discussion of these issue€hapter 9.

149 This is not to say that we are not capable obsgection and second-order reflection.

130¢|nterest’ is Blackburn’s preferred term when faltik about deliberation, rather than the more sjzetsfm
‘desire’. See Chapter 9 below for discussion.

511n so far as they are actions, it can be assuhmdhese behaviours are by definition engagedtim w
intention. | am simply making the point explicitfugnt, given the prominence of notions of intentand intent
in Libet's work.
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distinct boundaries tends to be a function of ticaéss and if we magnify our analysis to an
ever finer timescale, we will land up with an ersdlseries of essentially arbitrary choices of
beginnings and ends. Moreover, the boundary betteeavent that is the supposed action
of match striking and that which is, say, the prapan for match striking following a

decision to strike a match, and the boundary betwee supposedly discrete event that is the
decision and all that follows, suffer from the sasease of potentially arbitrary discreteness
being imposed on things which are inherently ex¢éenid time and space, and fuzzy around
the edges. The same goes for assassinations an@ftios other less exotic, everyday

actions that people engage in.

For the most part, then, actions are (like consnessprocesseshat are inherently

extended in time and space. They are not natwladbrete entities or events, nor are they
easily or sensibly decomposed into such discrdigemnor events, nor into series of discrete
events (or micro-events). They exist and evolvanabntological level that maps both closely
enough and yet also loosely enough onto eventpawesses that we might carve out in
various other sub- or non-intentional vocabularfasd when we are not doing philosophy, or
engaging in certain kinds of neuroscientific orgsylogical experiments, this desirable and

appropriate looseness of fit does not worry usiy significant way>>

The significance of these two correctives to Libetork should be clear. For one thing, the
apparent simplicity of Libet’s original idea of n@pg the timing of conscious intentions
onto neural ‘preparations for action’ should alnelmbk suspicious in the light of the above
considerations. Conscious intentions are not jagtgs’ that somehow happen in or arise in
us at discrete instants in time. Instead, we artdroccupy states of conscious intending
whose boundaries in time are fuzzy, continuousavailapping with a range of other mental
and bodily processes that evolve over time. Exackigre a supposedly discrete ‘first’
awareness of the wish or intention to flex one’stvon a particular occasion might ‘it in’,
understood in the broader context of ongoing preeegbodily, psychological, etc.)

associated with continued participation in Libd#lsoratory experiment, is far from clear.

152 This looseness of fit is, arguably, so natural famdiliar that even children become adept at exipigiit to
their own ends — like the child whose irrefutatdply to their parent’s enquiry “Are you tidying yoroom?” is
“Yes, I've just started.”
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But the more important point is that the significarof the occurrence and timing of such an
‘event’ is, in itself, far from clear. Certainlyng attempt to straightforwardly identify this
(supposedly discrete) event with an hypothesisstint at which we become aware of a
conscious intention falls foul of the correctiveged by Strawson and Blackburn. States of
conscious intention are not that sort of thingythee not inwardly-directed states relating
‘us’**3to some internal mental object or content. Ratinesse are world- (including body-)

directed states that we occupy as whole psychabgidjects and agents.

The Libet-type scenario also falls foul of the setoorrective | have urged. If actions are
not, in general, micro-analytically discrete evemtsurring at instants in time on some
microscopic timescale, then the identity conditiandg boundaries of the intentional activity
that is choosing to perform a wrist flexing, and thtentional activity that is the wrist flexing
itself, were never going to be neatly mapped oribet’'s RP and motor neuron activation
measurements without the risk of serious confuarmhmisinterpretation. The intentional
activities are processes extended in time (ande3p@e need to be able to say something
about the relationships between these intenticstalies and (i) RPs, (i) the subjective
experiences and the reports of Libet’s participa(iity the activation of motor neurons that
will lead to wrist flexing, and (iv) the overall ntext of extended activity (intentional and
otherwise) of each participant over the entire sewf the experiment. But it is safe to
assume that neat patterns of identity, or mappamgs neat and discrete mereological sums,
will not be in the offing. If Libet (and others) gected such neatness, they could only have
done so by mistaking, at the outset, the proc&sselharacter of intentional states and

activities.

Shaun Gallagher makes a related point in his cortamgnn Libet's data. Gallagher (2005)
insists that we need to be clear about the kindstbns that are relevant to questions about
conscious volition, decision and free will, andtttiee decontextualised wrist flexing
movements of Libet’s studies are precisely nohefrelevant kind. Deciding on a course of
intentional action is, for Gallagher, a procesa kvel that abstracts from details of bodily
movement or implementation:

Voluntary actions are not about neurons, muscledy Iparts, or even movement — all of which
play some part in what is happening, and for thetrpart, nonconsciously — but all such
processes are carried along by (and are intentmduse of) my decision... to participate in an

153 Which part of ‘us’ or ‘me’ would that be?
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experiment, etc. — that is, by what is best deedritin a personal level as my intentional action.
(Gallagher, 2005, p240)

The primary point that Gallagher is making hereng about the kind of mapping one might
expect between voluntary, intentional actions oa lband, and what we might call the
components of instances of their bodily implemearaon the other harief. As | have been
urging above, Gallagher is insisting that voluntacgions are not about, and thus should not
be expected to map in some overly neat fashion, diigorete and particular instances of their
bodily implementation, even while any given processpisode of intentional action is
“carried along by” our having arrived at a decisioar having occupied a state of intending

to act in a certain way.

From this perspective, it makes little sense (despy appearances to the contrary) to go
searching for a discrete event that is our (iriimhoment of conscious intending, as if on the
model of some initial billiard ball that would s&f the subsequent chain of events.
Understood correctly, states of conscious interdiiodh (context-rich) intentional actions just
are not sensible candidates for being lined upriea causal chain as if they were the
ontological equals of things like neurons, muscesl the various activities of these latter

entities.

Bodily Movements and Actions

Gallagher’s (2005) take on Libet’s data is alsghdlbecause he highlights the extreme
artificiality of the candidate intentional actiobsing performed by Libet’s participants. As
he succinctly puts it: “The kinds of actions that freely decide are not the sort of bodily
movements described by Libet’s experiments” (Gakkag2005, p240). This rather obvious
but important observation adds a further criticisinthe supposedly simple scenario Libet
intended, one that goes beyond the correctivesawve been considering thus far. Our
concern here is not so much with whether or nabastare processes extended in time and

space, but with the appropriate characterisatiaescription of the actions we intend.

Consider the well-worn example, much loved (andiably abused) by philosophers of
mind, of raising one’s arm. The most obvious thimgay about the ‘action’ of raising my

arm is that it is not a very good example of amoactThe reason for this is very simple: we

1% |ndeed, the section immediately following Gallagh¢2005) discussion of the Libet data is called
“Redrawing the map.”



Chapter 7 177

don’t typically go about our lives engaged in thaisge and eccentric activity of
intentionally raising our arms. Rather, we go abmurtlives intentionally reaching up for the
book on the top shelf, or indicating to the chhaattwe would like a chance to speak, or
waving a greeting to a friend across the roomryang to catch the attention of the absent
waiter, or making a bid at an auction, or hailintgua. These are the intentional activities that
fill our lives, and in which arm-raising plays, wercappropriate circumstances, a critical role
in implementing our intended course of action.dms cases (e.g. the reaching), the arm-
raising might be pretty much essential to our utifaj action, given the facts of our
embodiment and physical surroundings; in othercés®st of the rest of the previous
examples), the significance of arm-raising may leeraplex mix of facts (it is easier to be
noticed by a friend, waiter or taxi driver of yaanm is extended) and norms (our society
considers it both normative and acceptable toghaditer or taxi by raising your arm, but not
by throwing something at them, even though thedattight, as a matter of fact, be more
effective). Nevertheless, raising one’s arm in eafchese cases should not be mistaken for
or confused with the intended action that is inséded, in part, by a token arm-raising. In
every case, the appropriate characterisation of¢tien remains at a level that tends to

abstract from the details of its implementatfon

By implication, wrist flexing is not a good candidantentional action to serve as a basis for
exploring the neuroscience of conscious volitiore Wé more spend our lives engaging in
intentional wrist flexing than we do in intentioraim raising. After a long day hunched over
my computer keyboard, | might flex my wrists to dmhthe stiffness that is setting in to the
muscles and tendons in my lower arms and handghBubtentional act in which | engage
here is that o$tretching in order to relieve or reduce stiffneather than one of intentionally
flexing my wrists. At best, it is only true in amdirect and derivative sense that |
intentionally flex my wrists: in the act of stretoy my lower arms, | intentionally flex my

Wrists.

Gallagher (2005) makes the same point while emptpygi vehicle-content distinction to

1%5\We can, as a result, easily track type-identictibas across very different embodied implementatior
instantiations of those actions. In the digital, eésing my arm at an auction | am attending irspe serves the
same purpose as a telephonic bid or an electrashisubmitted in real time over the Internet. Aluow, in a
straightforward and unproblematic way, as implemtons of an intention to make a bid in an auction.
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highlight the contrast he has in mind:

| cansay;, in a derivative fashion, that in taking a drinkrh freely extending my arm, etc., but
only in the same way that | might say that the aasiiactivated when | see red are the ‘red
neurons’ — | don’t mean that the neuronsatiallyred, nor do | mean that the reach and grasp,
the muscle extension, the neural activity are yrebbsemer se (Gallagher, 2005, p240; italics

in original)

So specific bodily movements — wrist flexions, masactivations and contractions, motor
neuron firings — are properly seen as the vehactbé content that is a particular consciously
intended and willed action. As with so many othehigle-content distinctions, confusion
awaits if we do not recognise and respect thisndisbn between embodied vehicles and
intentional volitional contents. Libet's work — @ther, the intended interpretation of the

scenario for conscious intentional action thabitstructs — does not appear to do this.

These observations about the appropriate charsatiem of intentional actions can be used
to generate at least two significant difficultiesthe interpretation of Libet’s data. First, it
should by now be clear that participants in Libetperiments should not be characterised as
engaging in individual intentional acts of wrisexXing, whatever the temptation to make this
inference given the instructions these participaeteived and the data generated for
‘individual’ trials. Instead, the appropriate intemal description of the participants actions
should, at the very least, be one that adequakelsacterises thengoing processf

intentional engagement and compliance with theucsbns and demands of the
experimental scenario as a whole. This processtefntionally and voluntarily engaging with
the demands of the experiment, stretching ovextanded intermediate time frame on a
scale of seconds and minutes, includes individugtWlexions and motor neuron activations
amongst the embodied components or vehicles th@ement this intentional plan of action.
These embodied components are not, except in adeasative, artificial and misleading
sense, the objects or contents of individual momehintending.

There is an obvious synergy between this firsiaiffy and the second general corrective
discussed earlier; but the problems they raiséitmet’s studies are relatively independent.
“Flexing their wrist” is not the appropriate chaiextsation of the intentional activity of
Libet’s participants, irrespective of what one ntlaipk about the issue of the time frames of
intentional actions in general. On the other haviten the time-frame corrective is combined

with the difficulty concerning appropriate intema description, we find a powerful set of
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considerations for doubting the aptness of Libexgerimental scenario as a context for

teasing out the complexity of consciously intendad willed action.

The second difficulty | have in mind is less abtha appropriate characterisation of the
actions performed by Libet’s participants, and maiveut the appropriateness of wrist
flexing as a candidate action to consider in the\sbf conscious intention and volition.
Suppose it were claimed, for example, that wrestifig is in itself a perfectly suitable
candidate action to be undertaken with consciotehtion, in the same way that looking in
the mirror and trying to raise one eyebrow is dqmtly good case of an action engaged in
with conscious intent. Libet's experiment throwsome necessary trappings of compliance
with instructions, repeated trials, and the addaiaactivities of self-monitoring combined
with oscilloscope tracking. But, so the objectiaresg, consciously-intended wrist flexing
remains in itself a perfectly good candidate foirdgantional action, in the same way that any
instance of conscious voluntary control over théyboould, under the right circumstances,
properly qualify as the appropriately characterigsgentional action of the agent. We might
thus still learn something important, and/or befemted by significant challenges, by
studying ‘simple’ actions like wrist flexions undappropriate laboratory conditions, even if

these ‘simple’ actions are not ones that we typidal our waking lives with.

It might seem bloody-minded to try and deny that@e bodily movements like wrist

flexions or arm raisings or eyebrow raisings caeldr be appropriately characterisedhaes
intentional action performed by an agent. | dothotk it necessary that | make such a denial.
Given the first difficulty discussed above, it isoeigh that the wrist flexing performed by
Libet’s participantsn his experiments not appropriately characterised as the intentional
action they were engaged in. But | nevertheleskttiiat it is worth emphasising just how far
we might need to go in resisting the introductiésimplistic and decontextualised bodily
movements as candidate actions that might aid usderstanding conscious intention and

volition.

Let us consider a list of relatively simple bodagtivities we might engage in with conscious
intent: raising one eyebrow, flexing a wrist, wingian eye, letting go of an object we were
holding. As we have already seen, each of theseldinaise some concern in that they have
the potential to be used to suggest actions ageneral, discrete events that are pin-pointable

in time and space — the caution raised in our sgeneral corrective. Yet, even if we do not



Chapter 7 180

allow this concern to be decisive, there are otbasons to be suspicious of these candidate
actions. For a start, we might think that eachheht would seem a peculiar candidate for an
action unless something more was said about tkatiohs of the agent. | stand in front of
the mirror, and | raise one eyebrow. What am | g@ikvidently, there is a perfectly
reasonable sense in which | am just testing oup€dnaps confirming, if I have done this
before) what my body can do under my consciousntaly control. But even this intentional
characterisation is richer and more complex tharctaim that | am merely (intentionally)
raising an eyebrow. Moreover, it is an intentioctaracterisation of my eyebrow-raising that
would distinguish this instance from other instanitewhich my intention was specifically to
see how | looked with one eyebrow raised, or to oréesa the feeling of different eyebrow-
raisings so as to have better control over thessvahmirror is not available, or to exercise
my single-eyebrow-raising muscles, or whatever rotbasons one could have for standing in
front of a mirror raising one eyebrow. And once lveere acknowledged these thin additional
intentional layers to our simple bodily exertion® can see that even they take place in a
context of ongoing intentional engagement with ioterests, projects and the world that
blurs their boundaries, including their startingsl &inishings.

There is an additional problem, though. Decontdided bodily movements lack meaning
and, for this reason, they lack something thaergral to the actions we engage in with
conscious intent. Isolated instances of wrist thesi, arm raisings, etc. that gointerpreted
by the agent and (where relevant) others are aoisgdle candidates for the study of
consciously intended action. Actions are intendwdi @erformed under certain aspects or
interpretations and not under others. They typydaltim part of larger patterns and processes
of meaning-making and exchange — examples givdieeaf just some of the possible
meanings with which arm-raising activity can be ural provide a suitable illustration. A
wrist flex that has no significance (beyond expemtal compliance) for either agent or
observer is thus not a phenomenon worthy of sthidyriobject is to understand the springs
of consciously intended and voluntarily willed beioaur.

Conscious Intention

Thus far, | have highlighted a number of reason®&ing extremely cautious, if not
sceptical, of any simple interpretation of Libegdperimental task and the resulting data. In
short, we have good reason to think that Libeti$igipants’ actions are not adequately

characterised as mere wrist flexions; and evemely ivere, such wrist flexions would not be
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suitable candidates for studying the neurosciefcemscious intentional action in the

simplified scenario set out by Libet.

It might be claimed, however, that this commentamyLibet’s work is obfuscatory, in so far
as it fails to address a central, singular chakemgsented by these studies: how does the
timing and sequencing of conscious volitional dttivelate and map onto the timed and
sequenced neural activity recorded by Libet andpgaom? Perhaps there are valid issues
about the fine-grainedness of timescale we canldgragpply to intentional processes; and
perhaps the choice of intentional wrist flexinghat ideal when it comes to the ecological
validity of these studies. But for all that, queas about the timing of conscious intentions,
in relation to the neural activity associated witkparation for and initiation of these wrist

flexions, demand some kind of answer.

My response to this particular complaint has beeeshadowed by my comments on the first
general corrective urged by Strawson and Blackbuendon’t so much ‘have’ conscious
intentions as weccupy states of conscious intendifi¢hen we speak of having a conscious
intention, we are describing a state we occupy whemct with conscious intent. The
(primarily negative) point made earlier is that bmundaries of such a state, and particularly
its beginnings, are likely to be fuzzier than i®akd by the apparently neat logic of Libet’s
experimental scenario. More specifically, the fireiment of awareness of a particular wish
to flex one’s wrist seems a particularly inapprafgicandidate to identify with the beginning,
or taking up, of a state of conscious intentiorgremnder the decontextualised conditions for
action manufactured by Libet. Moreover, it is aagpropriate candidate because having a
conscious intention is not to be in an inwardlyedied introspective state in which we are
examining some internal aspect of our psychaoldfgBut perhaps these responses could
benefit from a little more detail on the view ofnseious intention that is being propounded

here.

To reiterate, then, ‘having’ a conscious intent®io be in a state of conscious intent, where

this means that we knowingly intend that somethiegr become the case. Since intentions

136 | et alone a partly introspective state in whichawe trying to track the contents and changes ietts of
our conscious awarenessile alsotrying to explicitly map certain of these changeso perceptual input about
the position of the dot on the oscilloscope. Thimfs not to suggest that we are incapable ofgtieats; rather,
it is that this is not an obvious analogue for#eatld conscious decision-making and action onltasis of
conscious intention.



Chapter 7 182

are for the most part directed at our own actid@magans that being in a state of conscious
intent is to knowingly intend to do something. Tépmstemic element gestures towards the
fact that when we intend something, we intend derran aspect or description, such that
knowingly intending something is to be cognisantanfare of, or to otherwise have access to
the aspect or description under which it is intehde contrast, it is possible for us to intend
something, and intend it under an aspect or degmmipand yet we will be unaware of either
the intention or the particular aspect/ descriptiader which something was intended. (A
good therapist might, for example, convince us ghiaghaviour we thought unintentional was
in fact intended, or that an act we thought ofndsrided under one aspect/ description was in

fact intended under another, perhaps rather diffeaspect/ description.)

To act with conscious intent is thus to engage wighworld in order to knowingly bring
about some state of affairs. When | drive to waorkhie morning, | do so with the conscious
intention of getting myself to work. If anyone weoeask me what | was doing, | would reply
that | am driving to work. There are, of coursensnather things that | am or might be doing
when asked this question: | will be sitting dowmill be holding a steering wheel, | will
probably be listening to music, and | will mosteik be driving my own car. Different kinds
of questions, and different pragmatic contexts,hiéicit one or other of these responses
from me. But to the generic question “What are gloing?”, | would answer that | am

driving to work, and this answer would give theatkst indication of my primary conscious

intention at the time of interrogatib.

My consciously intending to drive to work does netessarily involve me in some ongoing
experience or contemplation of a mental entity thay conscious intention whose
(propositional) content is that | drive to work. Ns it obvious that the (fuzzy-boundaried)
beginning of my consciously intending to drive torkvshould have necessarily involved my
experience or introspection of some discrete iatiestate with this propositional content. It
would probably be apt to say that | have a longditay commitment (and, thus, a reliable
background intention) to get myself to work on eanl every morning that | am supposed to
be at work. If my wife asks me, on a Tuesday evgmrterm time, whether | intend to drive
to work in the morning, | would doubtless answes fenless there were some exceptional
reason why | would not be doing this). And it is part, because | have such a long-standing

5" There is, of course, nothing to stop me havingtiplel conscious intentions at the same time, otffnen
perhaps the limits of attention, memory and boddgrdination.
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commitment and reliable (background) intention th&buld not expect any dramatic
internal psychological precursors to my shiftingsame point every morning in term time,
from a state of background intention to one of canssly intending to drive to work. To the
extent that this shift is a significant one, it imidpe elicited by an alarm clock, by the thought
or memory of an appointment later in the day, loyamce at a clock followed by the thought
that it is getting late, or by any other numbembérnal or external ‘triggers’. One or other of
these triggers might provoke the (internally oreemally expressed) thought “I must get
going!”. And my knowingly intending to drive to womust include my having the capacity
to somehow entertain or represent to myself theveait states of affairs — my driving, my
arrival at work — associated with my state of camss intention. But, again, nowhere in this
perfectly mundane example does there appear tliefaea first moment of conscious

awareness of the wish or intention to drive to work

Perhaps it will be countered that the comparisdwéen regular activities — the stuff of habit
and settled dispositions — and relatively novel disdrete opportunities for action, such as
those presented to Libet’s participants, is unfa@rhaps the operation of conscious
intentions in a context of reliable background k&bnd dispositions need not be punctuated
by discrete conscious episodes of intention foromafi hat does not mean that such episodes
should not be expected in contexts of relative figwehere decisions are taken and

intentions formed ‘in the moment’.

The supposed obviousness of this response is, lepneasily exposed as a misrepresentation
of the ordinary flow of intentional behaviour. Swge | engage a stranger in conversation.
Since | am conversing with a stranger, | takeat the relative novelty of the situation is
beyond question, as is the dynamic ‘in the momemdracter of the intentional behaviour in
which | am engaged. It is my conscious intentioerigage this stranger in conversation on
the topic at hand; moreover, my contributions ®¢bnversation are offered with equally
conscious intent. Yet | do not suppose for a morttettsuch a conversationakso peppered
with my formulating and acting on individual corses intentions for each and every
individual speech act | perform. To reiterate tb&sbns of the preceding sections, this
demand for discrete moments of conscious interibonation is misguided. It mistakes the
character of mental states like intention, as aelthe nature and timeframe of conscious

intentional behaviour.
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What about conscious control?

Perhaps, however, we ought to anticipate a diftétigral of objection at this point. Suppose it
is conceded that Libet’'s characterisation of thevaies and intentions of his participants is
flawed; further, let it be conceded that the caitimoment of conscious activity that Libet
sought to time and relate to both RP and motorereactivation data is ndthe momenof
conscious intention formation. Might it not, neVestess, be argued that the timing of
conscious awareness for a particular wrist flexmighin the context of an ongoing process
of engaging with the demands of the experimennadequate to allow much scope for a

meaningful and effectivprocess of conscious control over acion

The guiding idea behind such an objection coulddiaething similar to that underpinning at
least one sort of sceptical response to Libet'scimus veto-based interpretation of his data.
Libet has, in various ways, tried to save the motbfree will by claiming that what his
participants still demonstrated under his experiaeronditions was a variety of ‘free won't’
— namely, the ability to veto or abstain from atigatar wrist flexing at the moment they
became aware of the conscious wish to perform tneement->® But Libet’s interpretation

of his own data on the timing of conscious volitgeuggest an obvious objection to the veto
account. Libet’s claim is that the conscious wisbresents a post-hoc awareness of a
process of preparation for action (as representdf) that was begun unconsciously. But
then why should we not assume that a consciousivéielf the post-hoc manifestation of

unconsciously initiated process of inhibiting otaiag an action?®

Whatever the merits of this criticism of Libet’stgethere is a potentially related point to be
made about the time available in which consciourob(whether in the form of a veto, or
some other form of conscious intervention) couldosivably be exercised. According to the
data, awareness of the wish to flex manifestee@vden 200 to 150 milliseconds before
motor neuron activation. Assuming that a changertmhibition of, the eventual motor
neuron activation could not be effective beyon&0 milliseconds®° this leaves a window

of between 100 and 150 milliseconds in conscioushvbontrol could be exercised. This
small window of opportunity could, of course, bedss partial motivation for the claim that

any conscious intervention — veto or otherwise dldonost plausibly be seen as the

158 See Libet (1985, 1999, 2004).
159 ibet (1999, 2004) addresses this particular doest
10 5ee Libet (1999, 2004).
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outcome of an unconsciously initiated process proee generous time scale. But the worry

could be taken as having its own merit and impioces.

In the light of the second (time-frame-related)reotive proposed earlier in this chapter, we
should in general expect that conscious processasding the conscious initiation and
control of intentional behaviour, will unfold ovan intermediate term timeframe of seconds
and minutes, even hours and days. Taking this lkesson to heart, our imagined respondent
might want to claim that the time available for theercise of any kind of conscious capacity
in the experimental situation — veto, guidance mnihatever — is simply inadequate. In
winning the battle over whether or not Libet haseid the moment of conscious intending,
we lose the war over the potential relevance afichely of consciousness in the control of

behaviour.

Notice that this sort of argument can be levellethe likes of Gallagher. In the pages
preceding my earlier references to him, GallagBéf$, p238) asks us to consider an
example of him walking along a path, and a snakeimgan the grass next to his feet at time
T. Between T + 150ms and T + 200ms, and withouta@hér knowing much anything about
it, the amygdala in his brain has become activdtegjering a (crude) fear response, and he
has jumped away from the snake. Activity of thisdkand on this timescale is automatic,
reflex-based, and neither needs nor would berreim fconscious awareness and ‘control’.
On a very different timescale (T + 1000ms onwards)allagher becomes aware of what
has happened, and of the stimulus that set ofirftial rapid response, a different order of
activity emerges. Gallagher asks us to imagine hinf, + 4000ms, recognising the type of
shake he has encountered and that it is a harnvdeiesy such that, at T + 5150ms, he moves
back towards the snake and (voluntarily) triesiti ¢ up. This, for Gallagher, is the
appropriate timescale of conscious voluntary actmd it is much slower and more

temporally extended than that of his initial, austim response.

There is much to be said for Gallagher’s use & thise as a means to highlighting the
contrast between the ordinary (intermediate) tiamafs over which conscious voluntary
action unfolds, on one hand, and the attempt toeavaoalyse the timing of action along the
lines of Libet’s studies. Much of my response tbdtiso far is in agreement with Gallagher,
and we will revisit aspects of Gallagher’s positiorChapter 8. But for present purposes, his

claims would seem to lend weight to the currenectipn: because conscious voluntary



Chapter 7 186

action takes place on scales of seconds, etctolP00 milliseconds just seems inadequate to
the task of giving any meaningful role to conscimess in Libet’s trials. Unless we have
something more to say about the nature of cons@onsol over our actions, then we are
going to be left with the worry that, at least ibbét-type scenarios, consciousness really does
appear to be a mere spectator. And, so the objestiald go, once the case is conceded for
some cases of simple (if trivial) actions, it i4 nkear how the rot could be stopped in other
cases — including cases like Gallagher’s (allegettipscious voluntary response to the
snake.

| have no immediate response to offer to this dlmacindeed, | think an immediate
response would be ill-advised. What is required isvisiting of issues associated with the
control of behaviour. But whereas any previous esions into this arena were shaped and
coloured by the tensions and points of differenevben compatibilists and libertarians —
most especially including (i) whether indeterminisnvolition reduces control over action in
freedom- (and agency-) threatening ways; and fi¢tver, as Fisher would put it,
compatibilist agents can be said to have regulatorerol of their behaviour, or merely
guidance control — we will now be able to focusgorestions about control that are neither

prompted nor constrained by these traditional corece

In the following chapter, | will thus explicitly tn to questions about the nature of control,
and specifically the nature of control in biolodisgstems. The challenge will be to identify
the varieties of control on display in nature, émdecide whether one or more of these can

be put to work in the defence of a variety of camss control that deserves to be called free.
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Understanding and Distributing Control

Questions about control are central to many trawlti discussions of free agency. Libertarian
(especially agent-causal) accounts tend to arqgtiyely, for a distinctive kind of agent-
based control; and yet the apparent loss of cottitedlcomes with the insertion of
indeterminism into moments of volition is, as | bargued, one of the critical flaws in the
libertarian strategy. Even so, Kane tries to exg@aiertain kind of reduction in control in
explaining how SFAs open up genuine alternativesipdgies when choosing between
competing and incommensurable courses of actioarewve have what he called ‘plural
voluntary control.” Outside of libertarianism, Samkky and Fischer both emphasise the
importance of less ‘meaty’ but nevertheless impuartarms of control — ‘local control’
(Smilansky) and ‘regulative control’ (Fischer) -eewwhile they argue that we lack more
metaphysically weighty forms of control — what Fisc calls ‘guidance control.” And
compatibilism in general tends to give consideramigortance to questions of control,
whether this be negatively through the absencatefference in Frankfurt-style examples
(the ‘non-intervening controller’), or positivelg & Mele’s emphasis on self-control. In
short, if there is a lack of consensus as to th@mance of alternative possibilities to
understanding free agency, there is much greateeagent about the importance and
centrality of issues and interpretations of conitndiee agency. That said, there is not much
agreement within the traditional debate on whatlisrof control might be needed to secure

claims of free agency.

At the conclusion of the previous chapter, we entened a concern that, whatever the
problems and qualifications we might associate Withsetup and interpretation of Libet’s
studies, perhaps the data still show that in tltg #ere just isn’'t enough time available (100
- 200ms) for consciousness to make a significdferénce to the control of action. On this
view, conscious volitional activity has been shawothnot lie at the origin of various
causal chains leading to action (as per Wegnecsuat of the illusion of conscious will), as
well asnot offer the prospect of conscious control over thiolding activity. A sceptical
epiphenomenalist generalisation of this positiomMalaim, in line with Wegner’s
generalisation about the experience of consciolistiat what is revealed about our lack of
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conscious control in the impossibly tight timefraofd.ibet’'s experiment is, in fact, a feature
of all behaviour: it is both driveand controlled by sub-personal, non-conscious prosgsse
with no need or space for conscious guidance anttaloLibet’s data, like the carefully
controlled automaticity studies, just helps bring hature and extent of such sub-personal,
non-conscious control into focus. Consciousnes$inkigep us (imperfectly) informed about
what we are up to, and perhaps even deliver uggillission of some kintf*, but we are
misled if we think that consciousness does any rti@e this by way of active intervention

and control of our behaviour.

In short, what is it stake here is the idea thahaxe some kind afonscious executive
control over our lives as agent — the kind of consciolecetive control whose absence (as
discussed in Chapter 5) represents the threawinate merely, or even just mostly, agent
automatons (AAs). The burden of the current chapttr tackle this concern head-on
through a sustained examination of ideas and madelsntrol. | will argue that, while we
might be inclined to make certain common sense fduldsophical) assumptions about the
nature of control implicated in human agency, trenfand distribution of control in complex
biological systems, including our own bodies, im@ch more complicated affair that requires
empirical and theoretical illumination, as wellaseful philosophical theorising. A defence
of free agency may well require a characterisagioth defence of distinctive varieties of
human executive control, especially involving caossness, but it need not be just one
image, oronekind of control that is implicated; nor need itthe case that distinctively
human varieties of control over behaviour alway®ant to more than a matter of degree, at
least when compared to other conscious animalsofadh perhaps not to non-conscious
artifacts).

Assumptions about Control and Executive Control

As intimated in Chapter 5, the image that is méesarty threatened by the spectre of the AA,
and thus the image that is most obviously threatdayethe evidence and arguments
presented in Chapter 6, is that of the conscioestagn control of themselves and their
behaviour. This is not an image of the agent asggs®d of some strong form of self-control
(as understood by, for example, Mele (1995, 200&e-Chapter 3 and Chapter 5 of this
thesis) conceived in strongly cognitive, deliberatand rational terms. It is, first and

161 See Dennett (1991) and Ngrretranders (1998) foe o the idea of user illusions.
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foremost, an image of the agent and their relatignt® their motives, plans and intentions,
as well as to their actions. In this familiar imatiee human agent has a significant degree of
what we might caltonscious executive contraver their actions, accompanied by a fallible
but (mostly) reliable conscious awareness of thkeins and intentions in action.

In Chapter 7, | began to clarify part of what thigght mean, at least in relation to what it
means to act with conscious intention. Consciotention is not an inwardly-directed state
involving a relation to some mental item. Instela@ying a conscious intention is to occupy a
state of conscious intent, and to act with consciatent is to engage with the world in order
to knowingly bring about some state of affairs. &ivhis clarification, the latter part of the
image just described (i.e. the part involving camgs awareness) fits nicely with a careful
understanding of conscious intention and actionjths not yet clear if the assumption
regarding executive control is entirely apt, eviesicting with conscious intent presumably

must require a significant role for conscious cohif some variety.

What could this assumption of executive control anido? One tempting answer might be
that, if we strip the word ‘ultimate’ of its libentian and incompatibilist connotatidfs we
could say that we think of our conscious selvesragh or most of the time, being the
ultimate arbiterof what we do. In contrast to libertarian notiafsiltimacy, there is no
necessary emphasis here on being the ultis@mieceor initiator of what we do. Being the
ultimate arbiter of (much or most of) what we dtates as much to what vedlow ourselves
to do as it does to what we choose to do, whereloamsing is part of some process that
initiates a course of action. And, as a first p#ssultimacyof such control can be cashed out
(again in a manner that avoids metaphysical corafios of the traditional debate) in terms
of an ability to consciously monitor, modulate, nigdsuspend, persist with, and terminate
behaviour in the light of our conscious intent éimel monitored outcomes of our ongoing

activity.

This first gloss on the notion of conscious exa@itontrol suggests, in turn, that part of
what is so distinctive about conscious agencydapacity for centralised, instructive control.
This control iscentralisedin so far as there is some functional equivalért single, central
control room in which information about the stame activities of the system is brought

162 As in Kane’s (1996, 2002a) notion of Ultimate Rexsgibility.
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together, and from which executive instructionghrest of the system are issued. The form
of control isinstructivein so far as it is based on (functiondffy centralised planning, such
that the executive instructions that are issudtid¢aest of the system derive from the central
plan, and thus convey information about that p&milarly, if we are to understand the
monitoring aspects of executive control along tHesss, we would expect to find that
information about the state and activity of thetegsis gathered centrally, such that
monitoring comprises a comparison between the aleplian and the actual progress/
outcomes so far, with these feedback mechanisnasnguany requisite modifications of the

central plan, ongoing executive instructions, ahbo

This picture or model of conscious executive cdrdhmuld strike most of us as being
familiar, intuitive, and lacking in any obvious p¥sophical baggage. It is, arguably, just the
kind of image of agency presupposed by the bagic laf Libet’s experiments. And a model
of just this kind is helpfully described by Frane&@chroeter (2004), under the label ‘basic
executive control’, in his critique of action thg@and endorsement-based accounts of
autonomy. While the details of Schroeter’s actwajgrt are not central to my concerns at

this point, his account of basic executive consalseful for expository purposes.

In the midst of his critique of what he calls ‘sdand action theory’, and with it also
endorsement-based accounts of autonomy, Schr@é@4) presents us with an account of
what he thinks basic executive control amount®tdhtiman agents. In particular, he
highlights three aspects of such basic executimgrab (i) the agent that is best identified as
the system wielding basic executive control isdbescious self(ii)) human actions of a
relevant order of complexity are carried out in@dance with action plans, and because we
have these action plans, basic executive contiiasacterised by the agent (i.e. the
conscious self) being in a position of, in geneékabwing what they are doingnd (iii)

action can bénitiated by central commands*“the motor system can be directly activated by
a command issued by the conscious self” (Schro2d&d, p645).

Of course, much more needs to be said about suigweof agency and executive control if
it is to stand up to both intuition and a wide rarmg relevant empirical and conceptual
considerations. But for expository purposes, Sdiertseaccount will do nicely. None of (i) to

183 The emphasis on functional centralisation is stoasoid any unnecessary assumptions about pysica
centralization (in the sense of localising of fuoij.
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(iif) sound especially outrageopsima facie or excessively loaded with philosophical
baggage. One key idea under (ii) seems particulartpntroversial, especially in the light of
what | have argued in Chapter 7 about the link betwacting with conscious intention and
our being aware of our intentions in action, astamder some relevant description. In this
sense at least, conscious human agency is indedeadrniay us, in general, knowing what we
are doing. The central claim under (i) will raisEious hackles on the part of sceptics about
the self, consciousness, or both; but | think 8atroeter is correct in claiming that this is
our common sense assumption about agency — prespphically, we identify ourselves as
agents with some notion of our conscious selves.. @&aim (iii) is not some metaphysically
overburdened claim about the nature and possilefiggent-causatiora(la agent-causal
libertarianism), but rather an expression of theemn sense idea that, at least some of the
time, we Quaconscious selves) can issue commands or instngctoy our selves (especially

our bodies) to do things that wgu@ conscious selves) have decided we will do.

As is so often the case, the trouble with intuiineppealing, common sense
characterisations is that they so easily land usouble. Each of (i), (ii) and (iii) is under
threat, in some way, given the evidence of Chapteigarding automaticity, readiness
potentials and the apparent illusions of conscwilisrg. The claims regarding automaticity
advanced by Bargét al directly challenge (i) and (ii), while suggestithgt the scope for

(iif) might be vanishingly small. Wegner rejectsitodi) and (iii), while his view of (ii) is less
clear and, at the very least, counterintuitive. Wagner, we may in one sense generally
know what we are doing, but this is complicatedhsy claim that, in another sense, we are
alwaysmistaken about what we are doing because we duft@rthe illusion that our actions
are a product of our conscious willings, as péY. (iilbet’'s data need not prescribe any
particular position on (i) and (ii) — certainly,dat’s own interpretation of his data would
suggest that he endorses versions of (i) andHji§) data prompt puzzles about (iii), however;
and, given these puzzles, the data also raiseigugstbout the nature and possibility of
executive control wielded by the conscious selin(ithe light of centrally-formulated action

plans (ii).

In summary, it is relatively easy to make a casdHere being a particular, distinctive notion
of agent control over themselves and their actiand,to further unpack this notion of
control by way of ideas of a conscious, centralisedf-aware and instruction-issuing form of

basic executive control that we attribute to thesoious self. Yet it seems that it is just such
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a picture of basic executive control that is mdstiously threatened by the evidence and
arguments of Chapter 6. How, then, should we adv#meimmediate objective of
understanding control in human agents in such aasag better defend our claims to be free

agents?

Centralised Thinking

A sensible place to start is by asking whetheirdiively human executive control, such as
we might think is implicated in free agency, reaieds to be centralised and unified in the
way that seems to be implied by Schroeter. Thah&ge is value in asking whether notions
of conscious executive control in human agents te&e strongly tied to ideas of a
centralised controller that is unified and ideetfiwith the conscious self — a central planner

and instruction issuer.

One reason to be cautious in taking this routexpdi@ting the notion of conscious executive
control captured in a warning sounded by Andy C{a89Q7). Clark draws on MIT researcher
Mitchel Resnick’s (1994, 1996) idea of ‘centralizédhking’ in warning against our
tendency to look for single-factor explanationgoimplex phenomena:

People seem to have a strong preference for cizatiah in almost everything they think and do.
People tend to look fdhe causethe reasonthe driving force the deciding factor. When people
observe patterns and structures in the world ¢an®le, the flocking of birds or the foraging
patterns of ants), they often assume centralizadasawhere none exist. And when people try to
create patterns or structure in the world (for epl@nnew organizations or new machines), they
often impose centralized control when none is ngeffesnick, 1994, p120; italics in original)

The tendency is not just epistemic — it is not puguestion of what we look for, and what we
assume is or must be the case, in our various ptsesh describing and explaining various
patterns we encounter in the world. Centralisedrobexists, and in many of the places
where we will find it, it is there because humansipthere. Command economies and serial
computers designed around a single central prowpssiit would, | take it, be some of the
relevant examples that Resnick and Clark might haweind.

As self-aware and self-reflective agents, our ogenay and how we understand that agency
presents an interesting case of the potentiabfud, potential consequences of, centralised
thinking: (a) we may or may not experience oursglypee-reflectively, as agents who exert
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the kind of centralised executive control that ®eler describég&* (b) we may well be
inclined to characterise our agency in centraliseghs when we reflect on our experience
and engage in various tasks of explanation andigagion for our behaviour; (c) we may
well be inclined towards centralised thinking wivee engage in various third-person
explanatory projects involving other human agestseh explanatory endeavours would
range from the mundane ‘folk’ activities of expliaig and predicting the intentional activities
of our fellows, to more specialised and technisgl@natory efforts within psychology or
economics; and (d) depending on what we experighitg and come to believe under (a)
through (c), we may aspire to and strive for a fafraentralised agency that conforms with
aspects of our experience and beliefs, but thatanayay not fit well with our real character

as embodied agents.

We will touch on these issues repeatedly in whigdvics. Clark’s (1997) immediate purpose
in highlighting our tendency towards centraliseitking is twofold. First, he cites Resnick in
the context of discussing a view of human develagrttet is, as Clark (1997) sees it, one
that does not require ‘blueprints’. Second, Clar®9q7) is explicitly addressing questions
about control, and in this context argues for thpartance otlecentralisectontrol as an

alternative to exclusive, even excessive, assumptdout the need for centralised control.

Clark thinks of blueprints as, essentially, cemsead plans, and his primary claim is that, at
least in the case of a range of behaviours that baen the focus of various developmental
studie$®, “there is no ‘blueprint’ for [this] behavior ifé brain, or in the genes” (Clark,
1997, p40). There are two ideas of blueprints akwere. One is the idea of a central plan —
probably ‘coded’ in the genes, but also perhagsm&cribed’ somewhere else such as in the
brain — according to which development unfolds.iSaiblueprint would dictate and guide
the course of the developmental process itself.SHvend is the idea of a centralised plan for
specific behaviours, such as those that have leesubject of inquiry in developmental
studies. These include walking, reaching, and legro cope with slopes. In this context,

the absence of a blueprint for behaviour would yntpe absence of a single, central plan for

behaviour — most likely interpreted as a centrialbatedmotor planof some kind in the

184 Schroeter clearly assumes we do have this exmeriéris arguably the case that Libet and (everpMeér
also assume this to be our experience.

185 Clark (1997) draws almost exclusively on the iefitial work of Thelen and Smith (1994). Aspectshié
work are discussed later in this chapter.
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brain. Similar to a developmental blueprint, suehaor plan would dictate and guide the

unfolding of a behavioural sequence, such as regdbr a desired object.

Turning to issues of contrpker se Clark (1997) is intent to outline and highligtarious
possibilities for decentralised control in biologfi¢and other) systems as a kind of corrective
against the tendency towards centralised thinRivigereas the absence of a blueprint
suggests the absence of a centralised plan, datisedk control in a system highlights the
absence, or potential redundancy, of a centrakolbat in a system that manifests
coordinated, adaptive behaviour. For Clark, adegjteftection on the existence of systems
exhibiting decentralised control, along with recibign of the robustness and highly adaptive
character that such systems can display, shoul@ mskautious in asserting too quickly,
along with Schroeter, just what form basic exe@itontrol must take in human agents.

In order to see these ideas put to work, it wilhiegpful to consider a detailed example of the
kind of processes Clark has in mind and, througg) the light that might be shed on issues
of control over behaviour in human agency. As ggens, we have already met with such an

example in earlier discussions — the case of anildkearning to reach.

Bodily and Mental Flailings
In Chapter 3, we saw that Mele (1995) draws anagydbetween how a child progressively
gains control of their bodies and how they gairnr greater control of their minds and wills:

Our earliest limb movements are mere flailings, thetflailings themselves play a role in our
gaining control over the motions of our limbs. @arliest sequences of practical thoughts might
best be viewed as mental flailings, flailings thkty a role in our becoming competent practical
reasoners. Eventually, we are able to represemrapto select among them, and to take steps
toward the selected goal. By that time, we are bdyoere bodily and mental flailing, and we are
able tochoose (Mele, 1995, p.228; italics in original)

Mele’s (1995) analogy is both apt and misleadihgs apt in so far as it suggests some kind
of continuity of issues between our gaining contnagr our bodies and our becoming
competent practical reasoners. It suggests a paitgninportant relationship between bodily
‘flailings’ and mental ‘flailings’ in the emergena# distinctively human forms of control we
most closely associate with agency and choics.ttisleading, however, in so far as one
might try to read too much into tlamalogyitself — that is, one might be tempted to infeatth
instead of a continuity of issues, the analogyeiadtimplies a clear and sustainable

distinction between issues of bodily control, or ¢rand, and issues of mental control and
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practical reasoning on the oté? Certainly, the research and theory that Clark 7199
discusses suggest that bodily control is not sohmanalogous tar like the acquisition of
mental control — for the most part, these are gradtparcel of theameprocess. Indeed, it
may be that ‘flailings’ (which hardly seem like nfucf a model of or basis for control) are
quite generally crucial to the development and gerece of control in human agents,

including any relatively distinctive forms of exdisme control we might lay claim to.

Let us, then, look in greater detail at the rede#inat Clark finds so thought provoking, and
so challenging to our ideas about centralised phawascentralised control. Clark (1997) is
primarily interested, in this context, in the deymhental research of Esther Thelen and
Linda Smith (Thelen & Smith, 1994). Their reseaochthe development of reaching and
grasping behaviour in infants, as summarised bykCtasonates particularly strongly with
the quotation from Mele above. In the extract belGark describes two of the infants
whose longitudinal development of the ability tack formed part of a larger study (four
infants in total) originally reported in Theletal (1993), and discussed at length in Thelen
and Smith (1994):

One infant, Gabriel, was very active by nature ggating fast flapping motions with his arms.
For him, the task was to convert the flapping mugioto directed reaching. To do so, he needed
to learn to contract muscles once the arm wasawittinity of a target so as to dampen the
flapping and allow proper contact.

Hannah, in contrast, was motorically quiescenthSuovements as she did produce exhibited
low hand speeds and low torque. Her problem wasoncdntrol flapping, but to generate enough
lift to overcome gravity. (Clark, 1997. p.44)

In the context of Thelen and Smith’s (1994) worlandah and Gabriel provide a wonderful
contrast that helps undermine certain assumptibostalevelopment. Both infants are
learning to reach. As an abstract developmentd| gty have this much in common. But
these infants have to solddferent problemsn order to achieve this overarching
developmental goal. This neatly illustrates theagjanentioned earlier, about development
without blueprints. Hannah and Gabriel’s reachiebdviour does not represent the
unfolding of some common developmental plan. Harlrehone set of problems to solve —
problems about generating activity, developing @motorque to get her arms and hands
moving in the right direction — while Gabriel facas almost entirely different set of
challenges — shaping, constraining, dampeningrieésgetic arm movements to as to turn

these into something that approximates a controladh and grasp of an object. This

1881t is not clear to me to what extent Mele (1998gnds his example to be read as an analogy. Hietfiee
sentences are consistent with an analogical reatilmglast sentence, by placing bodily and mefilihgs’
alongside each other, is suggestive of greateiraotyt with respect to the issues involved.
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variability in the developmental problems faced] anthe solutions that need to be
generated, by these children suggests both theg then fact, no single developmental
‘plan’ unfolding in their cases, and that at anierthere could be no single plan that would
cater for the variable challenges involved.

The development of reaching, as evidenced in timaets, also provides a useful case to
illustrate the notion of what Clark (1997), agasidwing Thelen and Smith (1994), cafieft
assemblyRather than following some single, centralisethgdbr the unfolding development
of reaching behaviour, Hannah and Gabriel can beght of as soft assembling solutions to
problems that they face in their increasingly ititmmal and intentionally-driven engagements
with the world, such as wanting to reach out arasgran object like a toy. For Clark, the
idea of soft assembly is both critical to an appadp understanding of development, but also
essential to an appropriate understanding of theeaement of control in various systems,

including little systems like Hannah and Gabriel.

Soft Assembly

The notion of soft assembly is, in a critical sertamtrastive. Design and developmental
processes involving soft assembly are to be unagalsh part through a contrast with what
Clark (1997) calls *hard assembly’, and at the mfdahis contrast lies a distinction between
different forms of guidance and control. In briedrd assembly is characteristic of systems
(including many systems designed by humans) tha hastrong centralised controller
issuing commands to the system’s parts based i@’ representations, blueprints,
specifications, centralised computations and/druiction sets. The centralised controller can
command a given range of movements or operatiotifeeafystem’s parts, and does so on the
basis of ‘plans’ for how a specified goal mightdmhieved by following a definite sequence
of operations. Critical to the idea of a hard adslephsystem, then, is a centralised controller
possessed of ‘knowledge’ about the systems padtpatential operations, capable of
performing relevant computations that relate tliesbe attainment of a given goal, able to
issue commands to the rest of the system thaat@iind control movement towards
successful achievement of the goal, and able ®ive@and accommodate to feedback from
the system (and the world) as a given performanéads. In terms of knowledge, control
and guidance, hard assembled systems are heaytthnastric, with the centralised controller

being critical to just about all aspects of systehaviour.
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In contrast, soft assembled systems tend welsentralisedpiecing together coordinated
goal-directed behaviour out of the dynamic inteydhany number of variables and
constraints both inside and outside of the systerthe place of a centralised, instruction-
issuing controller, we find something more like #mmergence of coordinated goal-directed
behaviour through the dynamic interaction of intédrand external characteristics, capacities
and forces. In terms of symmetry, Clark (1997) sedsassembled systems as displaying
something more like an ‘equal partners’ approadh vaspect to the roles played by the
various interacting factors and forces, such thagxalusive or excessive emphasis on any
one factor the causethe deciding factor, as Resnick put it) is likely &at to fundamental

misunderstandings:

To focus on any one of these parameters in isolai®o miss the true explanation of
developmental change, which consists in understgrtie interplay of forces in a way that
eliminates the need to posit any single controlfangjor. (Clark, 1997. p.42)

Besides the potential for misunderstanding, theeraway from a single, centralised
controller also has important consequences fouress and adaptability. If no instruction-
issuing central controller is needed, then theredised ‘knowledge’ bases, instruction sets,
computational resources, and command and monitocapgcities required for coordinated
goal-directed behaviour are either not needednoré€ likely) are of a very different kind

from what we would expect to find (or posit) in thard-assembled case.

Clark (1997) provides a helpful illustration of tbentrast between hard- and soft-assembled
systems — this time drawing on the work of Pattee®lof MIT — by describing a case of a
scheduling system in which we want to allocate jmba group of machines in order to
maximise on efficiency and productivity. | like toncretise the abstract description provided
by Clark by imagining a group of networked photogag machines. Our task as system
designers is to come up with the most efficimd robust system for distributing individual
print jobs amongst these machines, given theiouarcapabilities, service cycles, faults, and
their existing cues of print jobs. A centralisedrdrassembled solution to this challenge
would be to have one part of the system — or, asbedhe case, a separate system — act as
central monitor and job allocator. We might imagifoe example, a computer interface
hooked up to a scanner, at which a user can dmatetails of a given print job and scan the
relevant pages to be copied. The hard-assembleslagefsystem controlling the larger
system would then compute, relative to its late&irmation about the status of each machine

in the network, the most efficient strategy fooaliting the new job. This setup requires that
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the central controller be in constant contact wilech production unit in the system, and that
it receive accurate information about each of thests on at least all of the variables
mentioned earlier — print capabilities, maintenasdeedule, faults, existing job list, etc.
Furthermore, it must constantly update all thiginfation, and reschedule (i.e. modify its

central plan) based on ongoing updates from theorkt

By contrast, a decentralised solution to this @magle of task scheduling, drawing on ideas of
soft assembly, would have a network of machinebaut any central controller to act as
either monitor or allocator of individual jobs. Igiae, instead, a network of printing
machines each of varying capabilities, maintenatatels, etc., that have been hooked up
such that (i) any individual machine can be usesttm and programme the required
specifications for any new print job; and (ii) ey@enachine in the network can make a simple
calculation of estimated time to complete a giventgob, given its own local state, and
submit this ‘bid’ to the machine at which a new fads been submitted. The machine in the
network with the fastest estimated completion timeas’ the new job, and the relevant data
gets sent across the network to that machine. Estbry.

Notice the numerous important differences in tHeassembled, decentralised solution to
the task-scheduling problem when contrasted wihhidrd-assembled centralised alternative.
Most notably, there is no central controller in fliystem tasked with monitoring the state of
all the system parts, and with making costly caltiahs of job distributions based on
information about the system'’s state that is, m,tbeing constantly updated. Indeed, there is
no part of the system that has information aboaisirstem as a whole — this information is
distributed throughout the system in a properlyet@lised fashion.

Not only does this setup obviate the need for cempbftware capable of receiving and
integrating system status information and perfograystem-wide scheduling calculations on
this basis; it also makes the system immune t@dssibility of catastrophic failure that
would result from a breakdown in the central monitgp and allocation system. The system
is, in this sense, robust in ways that a hard-alskshtentralised version is not. The soft
assembled system is robust in other ways too, nmaiably because the local failure of any
given machine has minimal effect on the operatioth® system as a whole, even if overall
productivity is negatively affected for the peritbed machine is out of action. All that

happens is that the machine that fails, or thatireg down-time for maintenance, does not
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submit bids within the system over that period. Tést of the system carries on as before.
There is no need to recalibrate or recompute diginns and distribution algorithms for the

system, because there are no centralised systetinesaf operations.

The efficiency, adaptability and robustness of fuff-assembled decentralised system comes
from a combination of relatively simple local propes for units in the system (specifically,
each unit being able to compute and submit a sedban its own state) with important
system level properties (interconnectedness o utie allocation-to-best-bid principle) that
result in both information about and control of #ystem being distributed and non-local. In
this sense, the capacity of the system to effityesthedule tasks is properly amergent

feature of the system; and it is specificalbyt the result of an explicit instruction set
constructed for the purpose of computing task salesdn a system of given parameters, and

to be implemented by a centralised monitoring amtrolling executive system.

This extended illustration of the contrast betwkard- and soft-assembled systems brings
into focus not only the potential power and utilifysystems manifesting decentralised
control, but also the potential overlap of ideasutsoft assembly and decentralised control
with ideas about self-organising phenomena, indlgdielf-organising behaviour in various

biological systems.

Self-organising behaviour and systems: a modera takemergence

Clark (1997) himself makes an explicit link betwdes claims about soft assembly and more
general notions of self-organising behaviour iraaety of systems, including flocks of birds
and colonies of foraging ants. Resnick (1994, 1898@)larly makes use of these examples,
along with traffic jams and slime molds. This limk,turn, points towards a contemporary
vein of thinking about the concept@inergencewhere the latter term has been stripped of
most of its historical associations with vitalismdahas, instead, been put to work in
describing and explaining systems that evidencegené complex and coordinated
behaviour in the apparent absence of any centratalter (a dictatorial queen ant in the case
of an ant colony; any semblance of a nervous systearslime mold — which is in fact a

collective of individual organisms) by ‘followindimited sets of relatively simple rulé8’

157 For discussions of non-vitalist emergence (outsidmainstream analytic philosophy), see, for ex@mp
Johnson (2001) and Holland (1998).
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A description of the behaviour of ant colonies tigh the lens of self-organising

behaviout®®, for example, suggests the emergence of systeehdeordination and control
(as if instructed by a dictatorial queen ant ant&r‘generals’) that is in fact built on
elements of the system (individual worker antspoesling to relatively simple chemical cues
that cannot in isolation be viewed as constitutiigrmation about the colony’s collective
goal. Empirical evidence suggests that individue dnave the capacity to respond
differentially to a variety of chemical (pheromonalies, and to gradients of such chemicals.
Interpreted from our point of view, we might attdabels to some of these cues such as ‘I am
carrying food’ or ‘Run away’ (alarm). And yet, undod strictly as an emergent system, it
is far from clear to what extent any kind of ‘infieation transfer’ is needed in detecting and
responding to these signd$ Individual ants need to detect and respond difféally to
chemical signals, not ‘read’ or ‘interpret’ them.

Let us put some illustrative flesh on these congaiones. Imagine a colony of ants whose
foragers set out for the day. There is evidéffde suggest that exploratory foraging is
largely based on the more-or-less random exploratod individual ants. Yet most readers
would probably think of prototypical signs of antdging behaviour as involving a busy
column of ants blazing a trail between their nest a food-source in a disciplined, almost
military fashion, as if under the control of sonemtral command structure. The appearance
of central coordination, command and control isyéeer, an illusion. Instead, these columns
of coordinated food-retrieval activigmergerom a much simpler pattern of foraging

behaviour and chemical trailblazing.

Random foraging behaviour will, on average, rejaelsult in individual ants encountering a
food source. When an ant ‘shoulders’ their loatbofl and returns to the nest, all they need
do is leave a particular chemical trail that othets can detect — the release of the relevant
pheromone being a simple, reliable, ‘blind’ respotsthe presence of food. Now, if another
random forager encounters this chemical trailthedly need have (in order for the coordinated

188 gee, for example, Johnson (2001). Clark (1997) pievides a brief account of ant foraging behavtbat

is largely consistent with the one | offer hereeTirecise details of the mechanisms used by vaanuspecies
do not matter so much as the idea of how thereyfioga(and other) activities can emerge from follogi
relatively simple, local-level ‘rules’ or dispositis.

1891 qualify this statement in this way in part besadohnson (2001), and many of the theorists amhrehers
he discusses, display a tendency to talk aboutrivtion and even ‘semiochemicals’ (implying sommadkof
semiotic capacity).

170 5ee Johnson (2001).
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retrieval system to get off the ground) is a s@éleatesponse or bias to follow that trail in the
direction of decreasing chemical gradient, thd traing strongest where the food-carrying
ant was most recently — namely, closer to the fetstey encounter a trail and turn in the
direction of decreasing chemical gradient, they onl average eventually arrive at the same

food source encountered by the first ant.

As more and more ants follow the same simple patthe trail of ‘food carrying’ chemicals
will grow stronger, increasing the likelihood ohet foragers successfully detecting and
following the trail to the food source. Moreovenyaants emerging from the nest itself will
be increasingly likely to encounter the trail bef@ven engaging in any random foraging.
Thus can we explain the elegant emergence of amrobf hard-working foragers moving
determinedly to and from the nest. And, once tlwel feource has been exhausted, the ‘food-
carrying’ chemical trail will naturally dissipategsulting in a gradual return to either the nest

or to random foraging.

The positive lesson to be extracted from this ahérexamples of self-organising behaviour
(birds flocking, slime molds, etc.) is that you gt emergent, coordinated, system-level
behaviour from the action and interaction of reflly simple units within the system that
each behave according to relatively simple ‘ru(es; better, dispositions) which involve
relatively simple differential responses to a tigkly simple set of local conditions or
variables. The negative (or cautionary) lessoretexiracted from cases of self-organising
behaviour is that you do not need to assume somedbcentralised control and
coordination (including attendant systems of infation gathering and exchange) whenever
a system is encountered that displays interestmmplex and coordinated system-level

behaviour.

Beyond Self-organisation: Instruction versus Sébect

So far, we have encountered illustrative example®ft-assembled systems and, more
generally, systems displaying self-organising behay that involve the interaction of
relatively independent units to produce an emerbgem of system functioning and
coordination. Clark (1997) clearly thinks that safisembly-based accounts of human
development and behaviour will follow along similisres to these other explanations that
utilise ideas of self-organisation. But we haveygitseen a case where these principles have

been applied within a system that is itself, forimas descriptive and explanatory purposes,
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an obviously integrated whole — like an individoagjanism. Before we make too much of
the prospects for decentralised control over behann creatures like ourselves, it would be
helpful to ask about the potential relevance ofanst of self-organisatiowithin biological
systems that appear to have greater systemic amdétyntegration than ant colonies, slime

molds, flocks of birds and ecosystems.

A fruitful avenue to explore in this regard invadva subtle shift of emphasis. Consider, once
again, the case of our foraging ants. | said gahig we might be tempted to impose labels
on the relevant chemical trails involved in the egeace of coordinated foraging activity,
such as ‘I'm carrying food’ for the trail left byhant returning with a load to the nest. | also
noted, however, that whatever the temptation td nermation into these chemical trails
(‘semiochemicals’ — see my earlier footnote in tthapter), there was no need to assume
information transfer regarding either the ‘meaniafithe chemical trail, or the state and

goals of the system as a whole, in order for tlstesy-level behaviour to emerge.

This emphasis on information and information transs at the centre of the contrast that
Gerald Edelman puts to work in his approach to imohogy, neuroscience, and biology in
general. Edelman has, for many years, groundethéies and hypotheses on a critical
contrast between what he calistructivemodels andelectionaimodels. Both the immune
system and the brain are, for Edelman, systemsooignitioncharged with the task of
responding to variable (and novel) ‘inputs’ in angdex and coordinated fashion that serves
the ends of the organisms in which these systeemeated. In both cases, Edelman holds
that the key to understanding how these systemk h&srin selectionist thinking, as
contrasted with instructionist thinking. The costress most clearly (and, arguably, neutrally)

illustrated in the case of the immune systém.

In his bookBright Air, Brilliant Fire, Edelman (1992) gives perhaps his most accessible
description of the historical developments in timgkabout the immune system that led from
an instructive model to a selective model. Accogdim Edelman (1992), the theory of
instruction that prevailed prior to the influentbrk of Burnet in the late 1950s had
involved the idea that the antibody molecules poadiby lymphocytes would bind and
mouldor fit themselves to the shape of antigens encountertbeé inody. Having thus ‘read’

"1 Edelman’s Nobel Prize was awarded on the badissofork on the immune system.
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the shape of the antigen before detaching thenséiom it, the antibodies would then keep
the shape they had taken on when binding to thediers By means of this transfer of
information about antigen shape, the system wasléfeprepared to meet and bind to any

molecules of the same kind in the future.

Edelman frames this as what he wants to cailhsinuctiveprocess because of the posited
transfer of information about antigen shape thatsothesised as taking place when the
foreign molecule is first encountered. The shapeermembered’ by way of the antibody’s
holding the complementary shape it has taken dhdrbinding process for use in future acts
of ‘recognising’ the same kind of antigen on theibaf shape and fi2. The system is
instructed’®, through information transfer, about to the shafoe given antigen, and the
system is then left with blueprintfor dealing with future encounters involving tigbe of

antigen.

According to Edelman’s (1992) historical accouhg tival theory put forward by Burnet
(and further developed and tested by Edelman) mexgpeselectionisimodel, based on the
hypothesised existence of a population of pre-gsintibody variants. On this selectionist
model, the immune system is characterised by &inutapacity to produce antibodies with a
vast range of shapes (in terms of their bindings3itAny previously unencountered foreign
molecule entering the body is thus not confrontgddime generic antibody capable of
somehow fitting itself to the antigen’s particudmape (instruction). Instead, it encounters a
population of immune cells with a large repertafexisting antibodies with an already
diverse range of shapes, one or more of whiclkédylito have a shape that is sufficiently
complimentary to bind with the novel invader. Swesfal binding then triggers the
lymphocyte to start dividing, thus giving rise t@@portionately greater number
lymphocytes in the system as a whole that carrysiinecessful’ antibody/ies able to bind

with the specific antigen that was encountered.

The immune system thus acquires the ability to déthl a range of pathogens by way of a
selective process involving differential leveldyhphocyte reproduction from amongst a

pre-existing population of variants. Because swsfoébinding sets off a process of cell

2 The scare quotes simply indicate my caution irlyipg these psychological terms to these obviously-
psychological and sub-personal processes.

173 programmed’ could be substituted for ‘instructesb long as the metaphorical implications of tis kept
in mind.
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division, successful binders become successfuicatpls whose distribution in the
population of lymphocytes increases as a resavjmg the organism adaptively prepared for

future encounters with the antigens it has encoadte

On this basis, Edelman (1992) views the immuneegysts a kind afecognition systerwith
a form ofmemoryembodied at a cellular level. At the same time,délectional basis of the
system, grounded in pre-existing variation in tbpylation of antibodi€$*, also leaves the
organism ready to adaptively respond to new inv&decluding molecules never before
encountered by the organism or its ancestors. We a&ind of recognition system with a
memory, built up over the individual life-span bktorganism, capable of largely adaptive
responses to both previously encountered and patbbgensywithoutrequiring a
mechanism of instruction (via information transfegarding shape) or centralised control
(instructing the system as to which antibodiefatdd reproduce in the face of a particular

antigen).

The immune system, understood as a selectionisgrayprovides a clear example of what is
effectively a subsystem within a larger systeme-dtganism — in which coordinated,
adaptive responses that serve the purposes anaraveffthe larger system can be achieved
without the need for centralised instructive cohnt&nce selectionist systems represent
examples of soft-assembled solutions to adaptieblems based on mechanisms of
decentralised control, we can expect to find sedeanbly and decentralised control in any
biological system that displays such selectiorfistracteristics. And we find such additional
evidence for the relevance of self-organisation softlassembly to human behaviour and
control in certain influential accounts of brainvdpment, including Edelman’s overarching
theory of neural development — the Theory of Neat@roup Selection (TNGEY — as well
and in the work of Terrence Deacon (1997) on theauevelopmental process he calls
displacement. Moreover, there is evidence to sudggasour tendency towards centralised
thinking shows its head when we think about boddyelopment more generally, especially

174 Edelman (1992, pp77-8) provides a brief but ciount of the genetic mechanisms that assist in
generating such variation. In essence, his reseappests that antibody production by the lymplegyt
involves the production of polypeptide chains tiate both stable and variable regions, the variag®ns
being associated with the binding site for theladiy. Variations in the structure (and, hence stiepe) of the
binding sites appear to be enabled by a kind afitjling’ of parts of the genetic material in the lyhocyte, this
taking place over the course of the individual oigan’s life-span, and in such a way as to make each
individual’s repertoire of antibodies unique to soaxtent.

175 A theory endorsed, for the most part, by Theleth &mith (1994).
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in relation to ideas about genes, genetic ‘bluéprend genetic expression. It is thus worth
our while visiting these conceptual and empirigahas to see how the tension between

centralised thinking and these rival ideas plays ou

Brain-body Development

Given our alleged tendency to look for or assuneeetkistence of centralised controllers
within complex systent?’, it is not surprising to find a strong tendencyi@w embryonic
development in general, as well as the specifie chsieural development, as a story about
controllers — genes — somehow being involved inimgsorders and instructions for the
building of an organism according to the genetiebtint provided in the individual’s DNA.
While self-confessed genetic determinists are addiit thin on the grourtd’, the tendency

to view development as a progressive unfolding efr@es of instructions for building a

body, with these instructions being somehow laidmland encoded in an organism’s DNA,
is a widespread and familiar feature of developatiscussions across multiple disciplines.
And yet a range of theorists (including Deacon,7t¥delman, 1988, 1991; and Rose, 1997,
to mention only a few) have provided detailed aoavincing insights into the

developmental process — most particularly the agreent of the brain and nervous system —
that go a long way towards undermining any suctegamtric interpretations, with their
attendant assumptions about genetic control andrédsed?) orchestration of ontogenesis.
Instead, these theorist put various distributelsagganising and selectional (as opposed to

instructional) dynamics and processes at the loééine developmental story.

On the views offered by these theorists, embrydeielopment is a dynamically interactive
process in which the gametes, the embryonic enwiean, the relative positions of cells
within the growing embryo, and irreversible devetmmtal events (such as cell death) all

have a vital role to play alongside the admitteadiportant and complex constraining and

178 See Resnick (1994, 1996); Clark (1997).

17 see, for example, Dennett’s (2003) almost sarcaitmissal of the idea that anyone, including leifiys
might be a genetic determinist under any usefuhdin of the term. And yet talk of ‘genes for’ naus
characteristics, not to mention innumerable claaimsut the (genetic) heritability of any number ofplex
characteristics, including the various ‘hardwireténtal modules that are the stock in trade of eiwiary
psychology (see, for example, Tooby & Cosmides2)98ersist in popular and scholarly discussioespite
the apparent denials and qualifications offeredhie\iikes of Dennett.
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enabling roles of DNA. Here, for example, is Edatrsasummary of the lessons of what he
calls topobiology’®

...Cells express genes in time and space to goverplmacegulatory molecules [CAM’s, SAM’s
and CJM’s], which in turn control cell movementslarll-to-cell adhesion. These actions take
place in groups of cells in proximity, allowing theo exchange further inductive signals. These
alter the expression of homeotic genes, which #ieen the expression of other genélse key
players in this topobiological cascade are the gellhich move, die, divide, release inductive
signals or morphogens, link to form new sheets,rapdat variants of the process. Genes control
the whole businesadirectly by governing which morphoregulatory or homeotiadarct will be
expressed. But the actual microscopic fate of kisdketermined by epigenetic events that depend
on developmental histories unigue to each individed in the embryo. (Edelman, 1992, p62;
italics addedY”®

Nowhere is the complex and dynamic play of cell eraent, differentiation, topological
arrangement, division and death in the procesgwtldpment more evident than in the case

of neural development.

In the case of the human brain, the complexitjhefdevelopmental task is matched by the
sheer size of the task. The adult human brainevéintually consist of up to a hundred billion
neurons, and up to ten times as many supportiagjagils. By the time a child is around
three years old, somewhere in the region df &gnapses will have been formed, at rates in
the region of 30,000 per secolfd Even producing an infant brain at birth (far freme
finished product) is a Herculean task, made mdfedit by the fact that brain development
does not proceed in a smooth pattern of successli/division within an ever-growing ball
of progressively differentiating cells. Most neusareed to migrate from where they are
formed, by division, to their final position withthe developing brain. And yet, for all the
complexity and size of the developmental task,jnfent brain emerges in a form that has
various species-typical characteristics, and reamtlyable to play various roles in the
organism’s performance of a range of survival-daged functions. Brain and neural
development thus provide an appropriate case stuahich to consider the plausibility of
developmental accounts that are genetically detestra, (primarily) instructionist, and
inclined towards assuming/ positing hard-assemébdations to developmental challenges;
as compared to alternative accounts that are nrongy/frooted in the dynamics of self-

organisation, interaction, selection and soft asdem

8 The term ‘topobiology’ is Edelman’s chosen termdmphasizing the importance of thiaceor position of
a cell within a given sheet of cells within an egdm influencing the functioning, movement and
differentiation of that cell. See especially Edefrsa1988) bookl opobiology

1791cAMs’ are cell adhesion molecules; ‘SAMs’ are strate adhesion molecules; ‘CIMs’ are cell junetion
molecules. See Edelman (1992, pp60-64).

180 Estimates from Rose (1997), pp144-5.
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A rough-and-ready summary of human brain developmees something like tht§
Following the formation of the neural tube withiretembryo, the head end of the tube begins
to swell and take the shape of three rough divsslmetween the fore, mid and hind brain.
Precursor cells — the cells that will form the g and glial cells — are not formed within
the developing brain itself, but must instead defasm the neural tube and migrate
relatively vast distances to their eventual desitina. This pattern of migration is repeated
by, first, the glial cells, and then the neurorentiselves. Finally, similar migratory paths
must be taken by neural processes (axons) extefrdimgsource/parent cells in one location
to target destinations in various other locationthe developing brain. In addition, similar
stories unfold for all other parts of the centnadl @eripheral nervous systems, enabling the
formation of various sensory and motor pathwaysveeh brain and body.

Although many of the details of this story arel $kie subject of empirical research and
debate, it seems that much of the tale will bar{(@&delman’s (1992) description of the
‘topobiological cascade’) a complex story of mormgulatory molecules (CAM’s, SAM’s
and CJM'’s), gradients of various trophic factorg] ¢he activities of various homeotic genes
(Edelman, 1992; Rose, 1997). This much, at leppiears to be correct in the picture that
more gene-centred theorists would like to offergesies play a crucial role in the production
of these influential molecules, and the mannertanohg of this genetic expression is
especially important to the degreespkcificityor uniformity of structure that can be
observed in the brains of a given species, inclylitimans. There is, metaphorically
speaking, a significant degree of reliably produgexssor macro-level *hardwiring’ within
the human nervous system, and genes play a s@gmifgart in the achievement of this degree

of reliable specificity in structure.

Yet we would do well to temper this latter obseimaton the importance of genetic
expression with a number of important qualificai@md observations. In particular, we
should recall Edelman’s (1992) dictum that it&dls (and, we might add, cell sheets and
other cell arrangements) that are the central piayere — to the extent that we desire any

candidate to act as ‘central play&f’ Genes play an importantiydirect controlling role, in

181 Based on Rose (1997), pp144-153. See also Ed€R0ad), pp28-9.
182 Again, see Resnick (1994, 1996) and Clark (1983, pp39-45) for criticisms and alternatives tmtealised
thinking’. See also Thelen and Smith (1994, es@p@dr 1) on the deficiencies of central-cause @wgtlans.
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the sense that it is the expression of variousgandifferent times and in different places
that has a crucial enabling and constraining mleéevelopment, helping produce a variety of
inductive molecules that in turn influence futuengtic expression both within an individual
cell and in its neighbours. Nothing, however, sdaubke us lose sight of the importance of
epigenetic events in determining the fate of eadividual cell, as well as collectives of
cells; nor, hence, of the importance of (irrevdeiindividual developmental histories in
accounting for both the detailed and overall dgwelental trajectory taken in the individual
brain. In sum, the drama of brain development:

...is inherently dynamic, plastic, or variable at &veel of the fundamental units, the cells. Even
in genetically identical twins, the exact samegratof nerve cells is not found at the same place
and time. Yet the collective picture is specieseffiebecause theverall constraints acting on

the genes are characteristic of that species. ifizdel 1992, p64)

It is crucial to recognise the extent to which #b@ve-described views of ontogenetic
development in general, and neural developmenaitiqular, truly stand for a view of
development without blueprirtf§. It has become something of a truism to notettret

human genome could not possibly encode the spatiifits for the estimated ¥synapses

in the brain; but the gap between acknowledging tiiism and properly abandoning the idea
that our DNA somehow contains the basic specificetifor building a human brain is
remarkably wide and resistant to closure. The ehgkt of coming to grips with the picture of
development sketched by the likes of Rose and Eateimto recognise that there is no
single, central orchestrator of the unfolding depehental dance of cells and molecules.
Embryonic development, including neural developmesnsomething of a paradigm case for
seeing complex interactive dynamics at work, wiarany one point in the process, we
might shift focus between the importance and infaeeof such diverse factors as
temperature, chemical gradients, the presencesenab of particular molecules, the activity
of certain sequences of DNA, the movement of irtial cells, or of cell collectives, and
topological relations between cells and cell cailexs. Depending on our momentary interest
and/or focus, one variable might take on the amear of a ‘critical factor’ for a while; but
then we shift focus and recognise that it is noawaitical than a string of others. Now we
focus on issues of topological relations as cruciaome unfolding sequence of
developmental events; next we note how topologyterstn part because of how it relates to

and influences temperature and various aspectgeif's chemical milieu.

183 To borrow Clark’s (1997) phrase.
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DNA does not contain the instructions to build agamism, or a brain, any more (or any
less) than the topological arrangement of celsnrembryo constitutes a plan or set of
instructions for the organ these cells will (quigééably) form over the course of hours, days
and weeks. DNA is critical to development becadsesandisputed importance in the
formation of proteins. But this is not the kindaitical role that should motivate a ‘critical
factor’ account of development centred on DNA. As been noted by many a critic of gene-
centric thinking, DNA in the absence of a wholedbtunctioning cellular machinery is just
inert (organic) chemical material. DNA exerts itfluence (especially its constraints) on
development as part of a multitude of distributhghamic and interactive processes that have
more in common with the local behaviour of unitséif-organising systems than with
instructive processes that might build a hard-aséeansystem via processes of centralised
planning and control. Ontogenesis is, from thisipof view, much more the self-organising

dance of cells than the orchestrated symphonygeihatically-encoded score.

Neural Darwinism

Edelman takes his own version of decentralised;assfembly-related developmental
processes — most notably, his ideas about sel&iteystems — and applies it not only to
relatively macro-level accounts of neural developtbut to a much more detailed account
of neural development that forms, at the same tiheetheoretical basis for his account of
brain function in general, and consciousness itiqudar. The significance of such
selectionist (rather than instructionist) developtaéprocesses at the level of neural micro-
structure is most clearly evident in his ‘Neuralr®aism’ — more specifically, in his Theory
of Neuronal Group Selection (TNGS) that provideshhasic underpinnings for all his
theorising about consciousness (Edelman, 1987,, 1982, 2004; Edelman & Tononi,
2000)®*

A crucial element of the anatomical background delEhan’s theory has been anticipated in

1841t has to be said that Edelman appears to notdiidiked in certain philosophical and neurosciattircles.
Horgan (1996), for example, relays a number ofatigging remarks about Edelman made by fellow Nobel
Prize winner Francis Crick; and Horgan’s accourtiisfown meeting with Edelman is far from flatteyin
Dennett (1991, 1992, 1995) also enjoys mixingastns of Edelman’s ideas with comments that cay bel
regarded aad hominemWhile not uncritical of Edelman’s work (espedjdftiis discussions of neural correlates
in Edelman, 2004), my interest here is primarilyhtia limits to which he attempts to push a sel@iip non-
instructionist account of brain development andcfiom.
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the discussions above:

Evidence from developmental studies suggestslieatxtraordinary anatomical diversity at the
finest ramifications of neural networks is an uridable consequence of the embryological
process. (Edelman, 1992, p82)

In a manner that parallels the characteristicsaofwnt antibody populations within the
immune system, Edelman (1992) claims that the eamcybrain is characterised by a
massive overabundance of neural connections (instef both axonal projections and
synapses) that is idiosyncratic (not specifiedi®ydgenes, not shared by identical twins) and
that develops under the influence of multiple mi@ond macro-level factors, including
irreversible stochastic events such as cell dé&tbh overabundant and idiosyncratic
variation in connectivity patterns provides bofhaippopulation of variants in the form of
multiple possible pathways for neural signals legdo multiple possible ‘responses’, and
(ii) a potentially massive redundancy of pathwayisereby a similar ‘response’ might issue
from multiple pathways. At the same time, as weehalveady noted, genetic influences and
constraints on neural development tend to religbbgluce a gross pattern of anatomical

organisation that is species specific.

For Edelman, the implications of this anatomicéiipetaken together with a number of other
considerations, provide strong motivation for adtugpaselectionalaccount of neural
development — his so-call&teural Darwinism Using a digital computer/Turing machine as
a prototypical model of a system following instioos, Edelman (1992) contends that (a) the
world does not provide a steady stream of unamhigsaynals in the manner required by a
Turing machine tape; (b) the (neuro) anatomicaéidity noted above would constitute
variations in hardware wiring that could not be@omodated within a traditional computer
system; and (c) an instructional view of brain fiime would tend to require a signal- and
symbol-interpreting homunculus, along with all freblems traditionally associated with

homunculi.

In contrast, treating the nervous system as atsabat system “in which matching occles
post factoon analready existingliverse repertoire” (Edelman, 1992, p82, italic®iiginal)
exploits the features of anatomical overabundadigessity and redundancy noted above, in
an attempt to explain how the brain comes to caiegthe world and guide the adaptive
behaviour of an organism in its environment. Hisx@welectional theory, the TNGS (Theory

of Neuronal Group Selection), does so by way cée¢luentral tenets: developmental
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selection, experiential selection, and reentry (Bde, 1992, 2004; Edelman & Tononi,
2000).

Underdevelopmental selectipEdelman has in mind two particular sources ofrging
connectivity in the nervous system (see Edelmaro&ohi, 2000, p83). On one hand,
Edelman points to the kinds of processes (descehdder) through which initial patterns of
axonal and synaptic connectivity emerge in a magsoverabundant fashion (again, under
the constraints of species-specific gross anatdnttyeobody and nervous system). On the
other hand, Edelman sees developmental selectimvalsing a subsequent initial pruning
of these connections based on shared patterneaifieal activity within the neuronal
populations. As Edelman and Tononi (2000, p83)iptieurons that fire together, wire
together.” As a result of relative proximity anabgs patterns of shared connectivity within a
group of neurons (e.g. neurons tending to recegreats from other parts of the nervous
system at the same time), this ‘fire together-wagether’ logic of correlated firing activity
(along with patterns of cell division, cell deaéimd the growth and withering of axonal
processes) will tend to result in neurons withgraup being more connected to each other
than they are to cells in other groups. Neuronaligs thus form as a significant part of the
individual development of the organism, rather tbarthe basis of some genetic pre-
specification or other (potentially centralisedgtmictional process. Developmental selection
is, according to Edelman, especially characteradtiearly development, including periods of
embryonic development that follow the formatiortled gross anatomy of the nervous

system; and it gives rise to what Edelman callgtimaary repertoire of neuronal groups.

The focus of the second tenet of the TGN&periential selectior shifts from patterns of
anatomical connectivity and selection to the seledtrengthening and weakening of
synaptic connectiongithin the neuronal groups established (and tbatioue to be shaped)
by developmental selection (Edelman & Tononi, 2000k basis for this selective process is
behavioural experience, together with the influeoicehat Edelman calls the “diffusely
projecting value systems” (Edelman & Tononi, 20084) whose activity is constantly
subject to change on the basis of successful ‘dsitpAs is often the case, Edelman is far
from generous with his examples and illustrativplamations, so it will be important to take

some time to unpack the different elements andndait work in experiential selection.
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As | interpret Edelman’s theory, the distinctioriiaeen developmental and experiential
selection is partly based in anatomy. Embryonicfaetal developmental processes giving
rise to the primary repertoire of neuronal grougtslalish patterns of anatomical links
between neurons, including the patterns of availalphaptic connections. Amongst these
synaptic connections selected under developmesidtson, individual connections will be
either strengthened or weakened over the courset@vioural experience. As an example,
Edelman and Tononi (2000) cite evidence that thenbaries of maps for tactile signals from
the fingers can change over time on the basis in@ patterns of finger use. Assuming that
Edelman and Tononi (2000) are referring here tetional boundaries within an existing
anatomy of interconnected neurons and neuronalpgtdbe idea is that the strength of
synaptic connections (and, thus, of correlated/ég}iwithin and between neuronal groups
can vary over time based on variations in behawicoutputs’ (in this case, the use of
different fingers) and the value or adaptive sus@#ghose ‘outputs’. So, superimposed on
the developmentally selectadatomyof the primary repertoire, we get what Edelmatscal
the secondary repertoire of connections definediayges and variations in teengthsof
populations of synaptic connections.

For purposes of clarity of exposition, | will igreodetails about the mechanisms of synaptic
strengthening and weakening (as Edelman tends ito lnis own expositions of experiential
selection — see especially Edelman, 2004 and Edesiritononi, 2000). What does require
some immediate explication is Edelman’s notion vhlue system. Edelman (2004) calls
these systems of ascending projections (originatingrious subcortical nuclei) ‘value
systems’ because of their association with rewardsurvival-related responses — that is,
they are implicated in signalling value or saliefmethe organism to diffusely distributed
areas of the brain. Each ascending value systassciated with a particular
neurotransmitter or neuromodulator capable, whiased, of affecting the firing activity of
large populations of neurons to which that particglystem projects. Bathed in a wash of a
given neuromodulator, neurons reached by the axoo@ctions of a value system will

exhibit different probabilities of firing in respse to excitatory input¥” The overall effect

18 While Edelman uses ‘neurotransmitter’ and ‘neurdmator’ more or less interchangeably in relatiorhe
ascending value systems, | prefer the use of they i@rm so as to maintain a more consistentrdistin
between the modulating effects just described,rent@and, and the activities of glutamate, the priyma
excitatory neurotransmitter of the brain, on theeothand. As Edelman (2004, p25) explains it, ffects of the
neuromodulators from the ascending value systempramarily on “the probability that neurons in the
neighbourhood of value-system axons will fire afeseiving glutamatergic input.” See LeDoux (2062p.
chapter 3) for a useful overview of neurotransmstend neuromodulatory chemicals in the brain adyb
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of these systems, in the context of Edelman’s thasithus to “bias neuronal responses
affecting both learning and memory and controlliaglily responses necessary for survival”
(Edelman, 2004, p25). Some examples of the valstesys described by Edelman (2004,
p25), and their associated neuromodulators, aremsuised in the table below:

Nucleus/Nuclei of Origin | Associated Neuromodulator
Locus Coeruleus Noradrenaline

Raphé Nucleus Serotonin

Cholinergic Nuclei Acetylcholine

Dopaminergic Nuclei Dopamine

Table 8.1: Ascending Value Systems (based on Edgl#04)

The significance of these value systems to a haglerstanding of experiential selection is
that the strengthening and weakening of synaptimections associated with behavioural
experience takes place under the influence or mngt of the ascending value systems. So
while changes in synaptic efficacy might generbltyassociated with temporal patterns of
correlated firing (see, for example, Edelman, 2@22), the impact of the value systems will
be such as to influence the probabilities of firpagterns over the areas to which a given
value system projects, thus acting as a constwainbr bias in, the processes associated with

changes in synaptic efficacy.

Edelman and Tononi (2000) describe the third tehdte TGNS —+eentry— as a dynamic
process enabling the correlation of selective evantoss different maps in the brain.
Anatomically, reentry is associated with the prewak of massively parallel and reciprocal
pathways between different brain areas (Edelmaro&onhi, 2000), most especially within
the thalamocortical system (Edelman, 2004). Reararnyact both locally (within a particular
map) or globally (between different maps, or evetwieen whole regions) (Edelman &
Tononi, 2000). In the context of the TGNS, and delhan’s overall account of

consciousness, reentry is a process of which mxglamatory work is expected, as
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evidenced in the following extended qute

Reentry allows an animal with a variable and unligjiredividual nervous system to partition an
unlabeled world into objects and events in the mbtsef a homunculus or computer program...
[Reentry] leads to the synchronization of the aistief neuronal groups in different brain maps,
binding them into circuits capable of temporallhecent output. Reentry is thus the central
mechanism by which the spatiotemporal coordinatiodiverse sensory and motor events takes
place. (Edelman & Tononi, 2000, p85)

In short, Edelman sees reentry as promising bathwion to the binding problem, as well as
a non-instructive, non-feedback-based mechanisougfir which categorisation (across
different neural maps and sensory modalities) @adhieved in the absence of central

executive controa laa homunculus, Turing tape reader or computer CPU.

The complexities of Edelman’s account of reentot,to mention the inaccessibility of much
of his prose, argue against a more detailed unpgakithe concept at this point. In the
context of the current chapter, however, it is im@at to unpack Edelman’s specific claims
about the differences between reentry and feedlistddman and Tononi (2000) draw the
contrast in this way:

Feedback occurs alongsiglefixed loop made of reciprocal connections usirgvjous
instructionallyderived information for control and correctionglklas an error signal. In contrast,
reentry occurs in selectional systems acrgkiple parallel paths where information is not
prespecified. (Edelman & Tononi, 2000, p85, italiteriginal)

| take it that Edelman wants to highlight the feliag aspects of the contrast between
feedback and reentry. With feedback, whether indil{p homeostatic system or in a
machine, there is typically a single path or lompoiving the transfer of information to which
parts of the system are instructively sensitivettgocells in a hormone-producing gland are
differentiated or specialised in such a way thaytban be described as instructively sensitive
to concentrations of that hormone (or some othdeoudes related to the relevant hormone
system), producing more of the hormone or lest®hbrmone according to the changes in
concentration of the relevant molecules detectethéyland. An initial response to a given
change in concentration (say, an increase in hogmpooduction/release) is followed further
down the line of the feedback loop by a correlatie@inge in detected concentration that, in
turn, corrects the system by reducing hormone mtaolv/release. The system has an
instructive control function built into it througts capacity for differential response to a

particular kind of chemical information.

186 Searle’s (1997) discussion of Edelman’s worktledi‘Gerald Edelman and Reentry Mapping’, hightigh
the significance Searle attaches to reentry witisrinterpretation of Edelman’s theory.
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In contrast, Edelman wants to emphasise that rgentolves multiple parallel pathways of
concurrent neural activity (hence not a single Jabat has the ability to synchronise firing
activity (locally and more globally) in neural mapghout the reentrant signals having a

specific instructive or information-transfer furanti

It is not difficult to see why critics might ward hevertheless label this reentrant signalling
as feedback: on the surface, an interactive sigiggirocess, leading to coordinated activity
in different systems or parts of a system, jushsisdike it must be a kind of feedback
mechanism. To use a Dennett-like turn of phrasedibes what feedback does, it must be
feedback. But | think this response refuses to sakeusly Edelman’s larger project of
articulating a global brain theory that tries tewase as little as possible about the need for
information transfeandinstructive controls a basis for mind-brain functioning, despite the
temptation to think that the bragjuabiological information processor should be open to

description and explanation in precisely theseuasibnist terms.

Specifically, | think Edelman is pushing us to stene particular wayof thinking about
reentrant signalling, in favour of his more radigakelectionist interpretation. For example,
Edelman and Tononi (2000) assert that reentry nable a synthesis of neural responses in
different submodalities, such as colour and maoimote visual system. It is, | think, clear
that it is all too easy to reinterpret this ideaarms of neurons in one part of the brigiing
neurons in another part of the brain what theyuareo, where ‘telling’ is to be unpacked on a
model of information transfer — the colour informatprocessed and decoded in the colour
processing areas is being communicated and exctianigethe motion information decoded
by the motion processing areas. Instructionistiiihig of this kind will then all too easily lead
to questions about later delivery (or integratiohdhis information further down the line —
perhaps in or to an association area, or the fréottas — with the attendant risk of then

introducing a homuncular central executive ‘locatecsome part of the brain.

Whatever the temptations — even the apparentyildf speaking in terms of information
transfer of this kind, | take it that Edelman therdf reentry as specifically not requiring
information-based instruction. In somewhat simptifterms, if reentrant signallirsggnals
anything, it signals a much more basic ‘messagamething more like ‘there is activity in a
neuronal group or map at the other end of thistraehchannel.” Moreover, such ‘signalling’

between two brain areas is concurrent and bidoeati Edelman’s theory (and his computer
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simulations of reentry in different generation$af Darwin robots) suggest that this kind of
non-instructive signalling, under constraints oliuea(and alongside mechanisms like the fire-
together-wire-together logic of developmental sibeg together with the capacity for
strengthening and weakening of synaptic connectibasacteristic of experiential selection)
can yield synchronised and coherent categorisitigitgcacross (real or simulated) neural
maps. Crucially, Edelman sees categorisationgdskal activity that emerges from these
neural and bodily dynamics — and | take it thatrfeans that, for the most part, information
emerges at this global levdkeentry, then, does not involve the instructiongdrmation
transfer typically characteristic of feedback beszgat the level of function described by the
TGNS, reentry occurs atsaib-informationalevel. Hence Edelman and Tononi’s (2000, p85)
claim, quoted above, that reentry is critical taderstanding how organisms like ourselves
“with a variable and uniquely individual nervoustm [can] partition an unlabeled world

into objects and events in the absence of a honluson computer program.”

Salient examples of what reentry can help enabllearabsence of a programmer or specific
instructive or learning algorithm come from variasnputer-simulated systems that
Edelman and his colleagues have constructed atetiteger a number of years. Reeke and
Edelman (1984), for example, describe a compuieulsition (aptly named Darwin II)
constructed on the basis of the TNGS whose taskaovi@srn categories (specifically letters
of the alphabet) based on exposure to variant ®kéthese categories, and without specific
instruction or programming. As Thelen and Smith9@Phighlight in their discussion of this
particular simulation, the learning of letter caiggs is generally assumed to be a clear
instance of explicit teaching — children will leathrough explicit instruction and correction,
which marks on a page are instances of a partitettar and which ones are not. Reeke and
Edelman’s (1984) challenge was thus to produceatafeat whose performance in learning
to discriminate letters of alphabet without suclgfic instruction and error-based feedback,
using the principles of the TNGS, could act asmaalestration proof for the possibility such

learning.

| will not delve too deeply into the details of thienulation. In essence, Reeke and Edelman
(1984) constructed two parallel networks linkedrhte same ‘optical’ input array — a feature
detection network (topographically-sensitive tebrof different orientations, curves, etc.)
and a network involving a tracing mechanism (analsgto the eye scanning an array and

tracing the outlines of objects encountered invisaal scene). Each network is, in one sense,
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independent since each has its own method of saghalid registering whatever is present in
the input array. Moreover, the characteristic gesises of each network mean that, on their
own, they have different response tendencies. dpegraphical feature analysis of the
feature detection network makes it likely to proglumique respons&4to each stimulus
pattern in the input array; whereas the sensitwitthe tracing network to the mere presence
of lines and line junctions disposes it to prodgdime same response to a class of inputs
irrespective of various transformations and/oratigdns. On the other hand, in line with the
TNGS, the system as a whole is designed to allentrg both within and between these two

networks!8®

Exactly what claims can be made on the basis ofabts reported by Reeke and Edelman
(1984) is a little unclear. Reeke and Edelman (19848) are of the opinion that the various
experiments they report “demonstrate that a netwaded on a selective principle [those of
the TNGS] can function in the absence of forcednlieg or ana priori program to give
recognition, classification, generalization, anslagsation.” Of course, what is meant in each
case by ‘recognition’, etc. is an analogue of rextgn represented by patterns and changes
in activity in the system that Reeke and Edelmaarpret as recognition. Nevertheless, these
are remarkable achievements for a system thatdagpilicit instructive function for

learning letters, and that is not employing anyl@at#on of outputs from the system.

Thelen and Smith (1994, p169) are even more erahtisiabout the outcomes of the

study?®

Reeke and Edelman showed that this device coutd &@d generalize letter categories. The
deviceteaches itselfo recognize letters without making any externaligluated responses. No
one needs to tell it that all As are As for it ieabver the similarities that exist between As. The
intelligence of the device is in the simultaneoelé-srganizing activity of the three maps the
intelligence is in the pattern of activity of thénale.

187Where ‘response’ means something like ‘patteractfvity within the network’ rather than a speciiatput
of some kind. It is important to note that Darwimbes not involve any externally evaluated outputs

188 The effects of simulated reentry being especialiglent when comparing the system’s functionindghbweith
and without internetwork reentry — i.e. activitythre networks can be compared when they are furingio
independently and when they are functioning witmiey.

189 One cannot help but suspect, given various detaitsained in their exposition not evident in thigimal
published study, and the general accessibilitheirtpresentation, that Thelen and Smith (1994)yvdne more
than just the published article by Reeke and Edel(h884) — perhaps personal communication with f&edal
whose theory forms an important part of Thelen &midth’s (1994) own project. | have, however, beauatious
in my use of Thelen and Smith’s (1994) presentdfioriear of uncritically adopting their enthusiast
interpretations.

1% Thelen and Smith (1994) are referring to the fesmtletection mapping, the trace mapping, and thetrant
mapping occurring between these networks.
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Even if we treat this as an optimistic extrapolatd what Reeke and Edelman were in fact
able to demonstrate using Darwin Il, the possipbiit such a demonstration proof of the self-
organising power of selectionist networks that mpooate reentry is itself significant. The
exciting idea is that a system could learn to aatieg, without being taught to categorise, as
an emergent feature of the self-organising dynawifitee system. The activities of two or
more sub-systems that each represent independwaptisgs of a stimulus input are
correlated in real time with the result that thb-systems ‘educate’ each other. Of course,
the system (like a human brain) embodies all kifdeatures and properties — it has its own
intrinsic dynamics — and these are important tosirstem’s capacity to learn and categorise.
But learning emerges from what happens when araysith such intrinsic dynamics is
simply exposed to instances of As and Bs. An eglgsrogrammer or teacher, or internal

controller or instructive (e.g. error correctinggjaithm, is unnecessary*

Displacement

A final example of a developmental process thasttlates ideas of soft assembly,
decentralised control, and development without firiuds, again specifically in the context of
brain development and function, is Terence Deac@®87) notion of displacement. Like
Edelman, Deacon believes that many of the more litapbprocesses of brain development
need to be understood in more or less Darwiniandgf, specifically in terms of processes
of competition and selection amongst availableradteves. Deacon’s account of
displacement is a relatively simple applicatiorthedse ideas to an account of the (ongoing)

development of connecting pathways amongst diffusas in the brain.

As outlined earlier, patterns of cell migration gatterns of axonal projection are critical
aspects of brain development. Deacon’s (1997) fottaking about displacement as a
critical selective process in brain developmemrighe latter. For neurons sending out

projections to other neurons, whether locally dr, tiee destination of their projecting axons

191 Edelman (1989) provides an extended and compksussion of simulations based on his Reentranid@brt
Integration (RCI) model for certain aspects of gaisual processing. Detailed discussion of thiaregle
would occupy too much space here, given the ‘tak®di message already extracted. In short, Edelih@89)
claims that reentrant signaling between segregzitedits (analogues of areas devoted mainly toddieig
orientation, occlusion and motion) could, for exdenpesolve conflicts in the detection of illusagntours, or
combine motion cues (direction and direction disicauity) and occlusion cues to synthesise illusooytours
in a combined illusion of perceived shape.

192 Deacon (1997, pp473-4) sees his view as havinditucommon with Edelman’s Neural Darwinism. He
contrasts his and Edelman’s positions, howeveerims of (i) assumptions about the sources of trana
available for selection, and (ii) Deacon’s speeiaphasis global biases that emerge as a reswdtatifvely
large-scale quantitative relationships betweenaleagions. See the discussion that follows intéxe
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is, of course, the dendritic processes of somer dtzen area/s or individual neurons. These
dendritic processes are, in turn, often the siterfany hundreds or thousands of axonal
terminations; and, for any particular projectingaxthere is competition for synaptic space
on these dendrites with axons stemming from loeakons, other local and diffuse brain
areas, as well as axons that project from the sag@eas the axon itself. In the course of
development, the overabundance of connectiongatteular dendritic site will be pruned
through processes such as cell death, as wellambwithering of projections whose
synapses are not strengthened through (correlasedy.

Displacement (in Deacon’s sense) is a straightfodwaantitative effect of a competitive/
selective mechanism of axonal pathway developngavgn suitable variations in thielative
sizesof projecting brain areas ‘targetting’ any singendritic destination. In purely statistical
terms, it is clear that a larger projecting areth s@nd more axonal projections to a given
dendritic site than a smaller projecting area Vigétlner axons. Thus, on average, projections
from the larger area will tend to ‘crowd out’ prof®ns from the smaller area, with more of
the larger area’s projections surviving into latewelopment and adulthood through sheer
weight of selective forces favouring the larger ens of potentially ‘successful’
projections. Under such circumstances, a relatika@ltyer area of axonal origination is said to
displaceconnections that might otherwise have been forbyecbmpeting axons from either

local neurons or other projecting brain regions.

In principle, the significance of displacement ateselopmental process is that it provides a
mechanism that could account for quite radical geann connectivity patterns within the
brainwithoutrequiring any specific genetic mutation that ‘cedi@’ this novelty or change
(together with any associated changes in functignal hat is, the potential developmental
effects of displacement suggest that genetic nrtatassociated with, for example, a change
in therelative sizeof one brain area, and/or thedative paceof development of a brain area,
might in themselves lead to novel patterns of cotiviéy (and function) that cannot be
meaningfully attributed to the mutation itself Hedst, not in the sense that the mutation
could be said taode forthe change in connectivif}’. Deacon’s (1997) favoured example,

involving the origins of human linguistic capacity,the increasing encephalisation of the

19 That is, primarily by way of processes describgdElelman aslevelopmental selection
194 To the extent that we might ever want to talk datzogene, or a genetic mutation, ‘coding’ for aityghin
particular other than, perhaps, a protein of some.k



Chapter 8 220

primate and hominid lines that, through displacetreads to increasing forms and degrees

of connectivity between the cortex and various suizal structures.

Brain disproportion, displacement and cortical canht

Deacon (1997) argues (and provides empirical ewgethat the increase in relative size of
the tertiary and frontal areas of the cortex in edhand human brains is, by way of
processes like displacement, significantly resgdador the increasing degree of cerebral
connectivity to, and resulting cortical influenceeo, subcortical structures that control
breathing, and the muscles of the larynx and toifthese examples being, of course, vital to

the emergence of human speech).

Deacon summarises his view of this trend in mamanadind primate evolution as follows:

As a result of the reduction in proportions of gastcranial body compared to the head and brain
there has been a change in the relative proportietvgeen the forebrain as compared to the brain
stem and spinal cord, and this embryological shifteural proportions is a recipe for
displacement. With so many more descending axoing \Wgr space in the primate motor system,
the more numerous cortical axons displace therlesgerous local connections, since these
displaced connections arose from systems that sealed for a smaller body. In non-primate
brains, the initially overexuberant and somewhai-specific cortical projections to these brain
stem motor nuclei are outcompeted by local prajestiand pruned back during development to
leave only those projecting to premotor regionthefbrain stem and spinal cord. In primate
brains, the initial cortical projections are so muous that they outcompete the local connections
and persist in far greater numbers in many additiorotor nuclei. (Deacon, 1997, pp248-9)

In the case of human brains, Deacon observes nhedditional increase in cortical/ brain
stem disproportion over our primate relatives amceators would likely lead to an even
greater invasion and recruitment of subcorticalonauclei, and consequent increases in
cortical influence and control:

[Cortical axons] will almost certainly increaseproportions in face and tongue muscle nuclei,
with the consequence that the voluntary contreéhege systems will be greater than in other
primates. In addition, however, the more extenbiw@an cortical projections have probably also
invaded nuclei in the brain stem and neurons irsfiieal cord that even primates do not have
voluntary control over: nuclei controlling visceralscle systems. (Deacon, 1997, p249)

Of these latter nuclei/ neurons, those that cotilarynx and breathing are of particular
interest to Deacon because of their relevancededp— something that requires a degree of

control over vocalisation not evident in our prismabusins.

Consider, then, relationship between breathingllswag and laryngeal control. As long as
we are not vocalising, breathing is mostly an aaterbehaviour in humans, as is most
clearly evident during periods of sleep and uncmnsness. Similarly, control of the larynx
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is also largely automatic, as evidenced in thedligureliable swallowing reflex that safely
shuts off the air passages to allow fluids or sola@pass into the oesophagus. Breathing and
the movements of the larynx in swallowing are, tHargely automatic, coordinated

functions that carry on beyond the reach of (odrfee) cortical control. However, humans
also display a remarkable degree of control oveathing and laryngeal movement, at least
when vocalising. Deacon’s (1997) claim is that spetential for control is, in significant

part, a result of the ‘invasion’ of cortical projens into nuclei that, in other species, would
tend towards more exclusively autonomous functigninder an array of subcortical
influences. Deacon describes this pattern of irsingecortical influence, via mechanisms

like displacement, as a ‘leveraged takeover’ ofanobntrol via increased cortical

projections.

We will revisit this idea of a leveraged takeoward the novel opportunities it presents for
the influence and control of action, in discusditgrlin Donald’s (2001) work in Chapter 10.
For present purposes, it is the mechanism and gsadfedisplacement itself that is of interest
as a further example of decentralised control afidassembly. Specifically, the mechanism
of displacement offers a strong basis for challeggiarious ideas about the potential
controlling power of genes in the (hard) assemblyrains that exhibit distinctive species-

specific patterns of connectivity.

Let us suppose that Deacon (1997) is correct iclhisms about the dramatic increase in
proportions of cortical-subcortical axonal projeats in human brains, as compared to our
primate cousins. Let us further suppose that thesenctive patterns of connectivity are so
reliably reproduced in development that they has&@ng and robust statistical association
with a particular genetic feature not found in ptimate cousins. From a statistical point of
view, then, the distinctive patterns of corticabsartical connectivity might appear to be
‘attributable’ to the distinctive genetic charad#c. A critical question, at this juncture, is
this: what exactly should we attribute to this genfactor? How should we understand the

genetic ‘influence’ associated with our distinctiveuroanatomy?

The answer that would be encouraged by our tendenerds thinking in terms of
centralised control, and associated processesdfdsaembly, would be one in which the
relevant genetic feature is thought ofcasling forthe relevant neuroanatomical pattern. That

is, the genetic feature in some way encadstuctionsfor ‘wiring’ a brain in such a way as
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to yield the requisite pattern of increased colstdocortical projections. The ontogenetic
emergence of the pattern of projections would tieithought of as under the (centralised)
control of a set of genetic instructions. The lootisontrol is not spatially centralised, seeing
as all cells contain the relevant genetic instari But it is centralised in the functional
sense of being under the influence of a singlécatifactor that is identical in all of the sets
of genetic instructions, and that therefore dirdlsésemerging ‘wiring’ activity, as it were,

with a common (instructive) voice.

Displacement provides us with an empirically andaaptually plausible alternative to this
interpretation of how brains and bodies are assethi@iven the statistical regularities
involved, Deacon (1997) has shown how a distingb@ttern of neural pathways can reliably
emerge on the basis of changes in the relative,gmeportions and rates of development of
different brain regions. The patternagnnectivitydoes not need to be coded or planned
anywhere, or instructively controlled by some fumaally ‘central’ critical factor. Instead,
distinctive species-wide macro-anatomy and funetibncan emerge from the interplay of a
number of developmental factors (‘equal partneéosiyse Thelen and Smith’s, 1994, and
Clark’s, 1997, phrase), including the statisticait of a selection-based mechanism such as
displacement. There are, on this view, mechanidrmerdrol in development that produce
order and coherence in a reliable and coordinatsigidn; but that control may well (like
processes of displacement) be distributed, dedestia and involve a number of interacting

factors.

The Significance of Self-Organisation, Soft Assgrabt Selectionist Systems

We have taken an extended excursion into a vaofetipmains in which this collective of
related ideas — self-organisation, decentraliseddistributed control, soft assembly,
selectionism — can be encountered in one or otrer.fThis is not, however, merely some
loose collection of ‘sexy’ ideas or faddish coneegpiat happen to be doing the rounds in
parts of the biological and cognitive sciencestdad, they represent an interconnected group
of concepts that offer considerable explanatorygraw various domains of application; and
the range of examples described in the currenttehaprves as testament to the potential

range of applications for these ideas, especiallyimthe biological sciences.

Moreover, some of the systems to which these eajday concepts have been applied are

not just any biological systems. They have notélglgn applied to systems that are found in
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human agents. These ideas have potential relefanbhew we understand genetic processes
and genetic expression in general, for how we wstdied the adaptive functioning of our
immune systems, for how we understand and exdi@mnhtogenetic processes involved in
overall brain development, as well as for certataded accounts of neuroanatomical
development and associated functioning. And, infade’s hands, they form an integral part

of his attempt to explain primary consciousness.

A first conclusion to draw from this extended dission is that, at the very least, we can be
sure that there is more than one variety or forroamitrol at work in a complex biological
system such as a human organism. While each @fppkcations and theories we have
discussed is empirically defeasible, it is an erogily reasonable bet that one or more of
them will turn out to be largely correct explangtaccounts of the systems that are their
targets of interest. And while this modest but im@oat conclusion cannot, in isolation, settle
any of the debates about conscious agency andotoaised in Chapter 6, it at least
motivates caution, and the need for careful emgdiriequiry, when it is claimed or assumed
that conscious (executive) control fits the kinccehtralised, hard-assembled model that is at

work in the sceptical arguments of Chapter 6.

Before attempting to develop this conclusion furthéhink we can anticipate at least two
objections. On the first objection, a critic migitbtest that they cannot see the relevance of
all these concepts and examples to the issue afigxe control. Given the conclusion just
offered, the discussion does not stand as an arguagainst the possibility that human
agency involves the superimposition of a genuielytralised form of executive, instructive
control on top of whatever other (subpersonal)esyistof control we might find within our
organisms, whether these latter be decentralisédassembled, self-organising, or not. And
if it were to turn out that human agency, or owguasptions about a distinctive form of
human agency, requires a more centralised formxexdgive control, then it is not clear how
pointing to the existence of other varieties oftcolnn biological (and other) systems could

be of assistance in defending against the scepticadlusions of Chapter 6.

The second objection is of a different kind. Ors thibjection, a critic might wonder whether
the ideas and examples discussed in the curreptarhare noextraammunition for revising
our assumptions about conscious agency and caitnod precisely the lines of the sceptical

positions sketched in Chapter 6. The critic migigue that ideas about self-organisation and
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decentralised control just make the ‘revisionisgws of agency proposed by the likes of
Bargh and Wegner all the more plausible, precibelyause they highlight ways in which
systems can exhibit coordinated and adaptive regsonithout these needing to be initiated,
orchestrated and managed by some well-informedalesgd (conscious) controller. Framing
the behaviour of such systems as self-organisihg\weur, soft-assembled solutions,
decentralised control mechanisms, or in terms obnscious and sub-personal processes,
makes little difference to the conclusion, whichhat we are mistaken in thinking that we

exert a significant degree of conscious contror @ mental and behavioural existence.

Another way of framing this second objection wob&lto claim that an overly strong
emphasis on decentralised and distributed systéemntrol, together with an emphasis on
the power of self-organising systems made up adresgly ‘dumb’ units responding to local
conditions on basis of relatively simple rules,salinds very much like Daniel Dennett’s
more sceptical views on consciousness and theAdedf. all, what Dennett seems to offer
with one hand (e.g. the more constructive, agenendly aspects of works likélbow Room
andFreedom Evolveshe often takes away with the other hand (esggarien in sceptical
mode about consciousness, a€onsciousness Explaingaut even when banging on about
Cartesian thinking and the legacy of the CarteS$iagatre in works liké&reedom Evolvgs

In short, when Dennett (2003) indicates that Heaigpy to smear the self of agency around in
time and space, he seems a little too happy tavatlto fragment and disappear amongst a
host of non-conscious, sub-personal processesnigthe rest of us (who attach some value
to a less sceptical view of consciousness) feal@gply uneasy. The objection, then, is that
the discussions of this chapter so far seem ta powards a Dennett-likdismantling of the
agent rather than towards a suitably nuanced and compiderstanding of agency that can
nevertheless sustain claims of agent unity, integraand the importance and efficacy of

consciousness.

Both these objections mistake the immediate pditite preceding discussion, as well as of
the larger project that is being advanced. Rehatl the central conclusion of this chapter, so
far, is that we can be sure that there is more ¢tm&nvariety or form of control at work in
complex biological systems such as a human orgamismagainst our first critic, this
suggests that it would be a conceptually and thieatly risky strategy to put forward only
one model of distinctively human executive conthalt is strongly instructive and

centralised, when we have good reasons for thintkkiagany such executive control system
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mustat the very leadbe compatible and capable of interfacing with etées of systems that

do not fit such a highly centralised model.

Consider again, for example, Thelen and Smith’94)@ccounts of the development of
reaching behaviour and of walking. Since theseag@oted, empirically-defeasible
accounts, let us assume that they turn out torigellacorrect explanations of these
achievements in human children, meaning that theisos to these developmental
challenges are soft-assembled strategies that grdphentralised and distributed forms of
control in service of overarching intentional go&uir first critic may well imagine
superimposing a system of executive control oves¢himportant but modest successes in
achieving intentional bodily control, and they ralgt the direction of my project if they
imagine that | do not want to say more about distrely human agency, including
appropriate notions of executive control that aspect empirical facts about our natures,
abilities and limitations, while also serving asasis to secure (some of) our claims to being
free agents. What this critic should recogniséad it would be explanatorily peculiar to
imagine that any superimposed executive contrdegsysvould somehow have to re-solve the
problems of coordinating reaching and walking béhavby replacing decentralised and

soft-assembled solutions with strongly centralisedd-assembled, instructive solutibhis

So, again, the lesson of the current chapter tstbashould not expect conscious influence
and control over action to just neatly fit one mloateimage of how such control is achieved

— not just because we want to hedge our empirieil, bbut because there is good reason to
think that there are many different systems andl&wof control at work within our bodies.
And this matters greatly to the larger project @fistering the sceptical arguments of Chapter

6, because the self-declared targets of scepkieBlargh and Wegner, and the ‘naive’ model

19 For example, the ideas about kinematic imaginafizonald, 2001) discussed in Chapter 10 are prgper!
associated with an increase in executive controkedver, in drawing on Deacon’s (1997) ideas about
displacement and the ‘leveraged takeover’ througlehvvarious subcortical systems come increasioghjer
the influence of cortical processing in the humeairl) the employment of kinematic imagination asesans for
developing a skilled performandeesinvolve superimposing novel forms of influence,dutation and control
over what were previously largely autonomous nesyatems of bodily control. The critical issuethe light

of the ideas and arguments of this chapter, isobeenphasis. Increases in cortical influence andutation
over subcortical control structurbessm part ofa novel form of control system. But the contradteyn thus
realised is not a cortical control system, buteath system thancludescortical and subcortical structures and
processes that, in dynamic interaction with eablergtmake novel forms of embodied performance ptessi
(To treat the new layer of cortical influencetlscritical control system is to once again succumthé
temptations of centralised thinking (Resnick, 198896).) On this view, a process like soft assembigains
amongst the critical mechanisms for assemblingpantécting skilled performance in pursuit of infengl
goals across the lifespan of the individual — ita$ a process that is or needs to be supplant@dooy
distinctively adult human capacities for learning.



Chapter 8 226

of agency purportedly under investigation in Ligettudies, all depend on the idea that
conscious contrdits one modedf how intentional behaviour needs to be causegtifire to

claim effective conscious control over ourselves aar activities as agents.

This same lesson, however, also points to somethiogg with the objection made by the
second critic. The second critic is, in effect, gegting that mechanisms of self-organising
behaviour are so powerful and versatile that oneg@egognise this, we will find increasingly
little motivation to posiany other mechanisms of control, even in complex systike
human agents. But this suggestadsowould have us believe that we are only going to
encounter one basic form of system organisationcanttol in certain complex biological
systems and, more specifically, that the form tff@eanising behaviour we will find will be
of a kind with, say, ants and their collective bebar — i.e. it will involve essentially ‘dumb’
units blindly responding to local conditions acdéogito simple ‘rules’, such that we can talk
about the intentions of the system and the knovdetigtributed in the system, but all of this
would be metaphorical psychology at best. The gppate response to this one-track
(reductive, dissipative) view of organisation amdtcol is, for a start, to point out that it
would be surprising in the extreme to find only dyyge of control at work in a complex
system like an embodied human agent. To supposéstho more reasonable than supposing
that all conscious intentional behaviour involvee &ind of special executive control

mechanism.

Yet our second critic requires a stronger resptimae just the above corrective. The second
critic is, after all, expressing an eagerness tede that the important concepts and
examples discussed earlier are persuasive witlidegahe relevance of these kinds of
mechanisms to human functioning. What they arengskir is a good reason $toppushing
this kind of explanatory project to the point whaheorganisation, coordination and control
of behaviour in human agents is achieved by suckrdealised and distributed means. In
other words, how do we avoid the process of dishmgnthe conscious agent once we have

recognised the power of self-organising systemsdaeeéntralised systems of control?

There is a real tension here between, on the omé, llae powerful dynamics of self-
organisation that promise to explain the behavidua range of systems without needing to
resort to any kind of central planner, coordinatontroller or knower and, on the other hand,

the desire (articulated in Chapter 5) to avoiddigelining of consciousness and conscious
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awareness in ways that might suggest we are, iartdemuch more like AAs than suitably
self-aware free agents who exert meaningful degseesntrol over our lives. It is a tension
that has been noted by others who have been iattigy, and persuaded of, the potential
importance of self-organisation to understandingh&n agency, while remaining equally
convinced (unlike our imagined sceptical criticttithere is an important place for
meaningful, indeed ineliminable, talk about selfrgmance tot®. How should we balance
these perspectives in such a way that an arguroeself-governance does not run afoul of
precisely the mistakes | have been cautioning aga#rlier in this chapter?

This brings to a head one of the deepest divisiegarding the appropriate characterisation
and explanation of human behaviour — namely wheithaot we are willing and able to give
or reserve a distinctive role to/ for consciousnelsn it comes to a complete and adequate
account of human agency. At one extreme, we havpl@dike Schroeter (2004), and
probably many agent-causal libertarians, who waidentify the agent that wields basic
executive control with the conscious self. At tilees extreme, we have the likes of Dennett
and his follower¥”’, probably along with the likes of Bargh, who atgte happy to see
standard notions of consciousness and conscioilmedl|buried along with Cartesian
dualism, the Cartesian Theatre, and any numbethef aupposedly ‘pre-scientific’ ideas we
have had about the mind and agéntyn between, there are those (like me) who want to
articulate exactly how and why consciousness ngsi@much to our agency while
recognising that (a) consciousness cannot licegtsast in the machine’ explanations, but
also (b) explanations involving consciousness mahe end look very different to
explanations to be found everywhere else in scigmeeisely because consciousness is so
distinctive; and because it matters.

From this perspective, our second critic can beised of playing the ‘more-of-the-same’
card that is familiar to readers of Dennettian atiter accounts of consciousness, in which it
is alleged that something that we thought distugctf consciousness and conscious agents

19| am thinking in particular of the work of Jenniamael. See héfhe Situated Se(2007).

197 see, for example, various enthusiastic and/or syhgic commentaries on Dennett’s work in Brook and
Ross (2002). Arguably the most enthusiastic folloafeDennett is Susan Blackmore. See, for example,
Blackmore (1999) as well as her contributions ®itfierviews she conducted in Blackmore (2005).

198t is far more difficult to fit someone like Wegniato this picture for, while Wegner pushes theadhat our
experience of conscious will is always illusorys hccount depends on acknowledging that our beairis the
expense of generating this distinctive conscioymarnceor usand, moreover, that there may be benefits to
our having this experience.
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like ourselves is really just some complex, perhitggated combination of something else
that is not at all distinctive of consciousness amascious agents — a kind of “We-are-just-
really-sophisticated-thermostats” view of intenaibty and consciousness. In this case, the
suggestion is that the ‘real’ work of agency we migave wanted to associate with
consciousness is reallyst being done by a complex combination of interactalf-
organising systems. So the control we find in camscagents like ourselvesally turns out
to just bemore of the samkind of control we can find in ant colonies, fl@céf birds, and

slime molds.

This strain of resistance to any special role torstiousness is well illustrated by a to-and-
fro exchange between Dennett and Gallaffieegarding the appropriate interpretation of
and response to Libet's data on the timing of cmnscintentions. In a postscript (on free
will) to a 1998 interview with Michael Gazzanigathe Journal of Consciousness Studlies
Gallagher had written:

| think that this problem can be solved as longvasio not think of free will as a momentary act.
Once we understand that deliberation and decisi®prcesses that are spread out over time,
even, in some cases, very short amounts of tine@, tthere is plenty of room for conscious
components that are more than accessories afttadhéGazzaniga & Gallagher, 1998, p.715)

The problem Gallagher is referring to here is tepsical interpretation of Libet’s data on
which it seemsa la Wegner, that the brain both takes a decision befonsciousness has
any chance to get in on the amdthen further plays a trick of making us think that
consciousness decided the matter afterall. De2@®3) thinks that Gallagher is mostly on
the right track, both in opposing the idea tha¢ fnell somehow consists in momentary acts,
and in wanting to spread out the agency involvedeiiberation and choice over time. But
unsurprisingly, Dennett latches on to the promie@allagher wants to give to conscious
components and processes as just one more harafdvartesianism. He chastises Gallagher
for supposedly going on to claim that “if the feadk is all unconscious, it will be
‘deterministic’ but if it is conscious, it won’t b€Dennett, 2003, p242 n. 3). As if to remind
us how easy it is to fall into the traps he hasaefully identified for us, Dennett ends by

commenting that “Cartesian thinking dies hard”dii

199 The initial ‘exchange’ involved Dennett (2003) amenting on Gazzaniga and Gallagher (1998) in a
footnote. Gallagher (2005) quotes this footnotel, #ren responds to Dennett’'s commentary. | encoethtidhe
different parts of the exchange, in essence indigdty, in both Dennett (2003) and then in Gallag@a€05).
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To be fair, Gallagher’s reference to “deterministoops in the production of action was a
poor choice of phrasing. What he said was this:

There is some feedback that is irrelevant to theef free will. If components involved in a
feedback process are limited to completely physgahts such as nonconscious brain events, the
loop is completely deterministic. (Gazzaniga & @gher, 1998, p.715)

If I understand Gallagher correctly, what he meeas that if the feedback loops associated
with behaviour are entirely non-conscious eventd, @articularly events that might be given
an exclusively ‘physical’ description, then theeefls of that feedback loop on unfolding
behaviour would be entirely determined by the lawd/or regularities governing those types
of events. The intended contrast was not suppasbkd between the determinism of non-
conscious brain (and other physical) events andhtteterminism of conscious events.
Rather, the contrast was supposed to point taipeitance of conscious feedback logpa
conscious processes in the production of intentibehaviour that is the proper subject of

guestions about free will.

It is worth emphasising just how close Gallaghat Bennett are to each other as regards
their basic response to Libet's dataFieedom EvolveDennett concludes his discussion of
Libet's studies thus:

When we remove the Cartesian bottleneck, and witteicommitment to the ideal of the mythic
timet, the instant when conscious decision happenst’sibdesscovery of a 100-millisecond veto
window evaporates. We can see that our free \ki#, all our other mental powers, has to be
smeared out over time, not measured in instanenriBtt, 2003, pp.241-2)

In 1998, Gallagher had recorded his own similaetak the appropriate conclusion to draw
about Libet’s work: “What we call free will cannbé conceived as something instantaneous,
a knife-edge moment located between being undeedddeing decided” (Gazzaniga &
Gallagher, 1998, p.717).

Dennett (1991, 2003) is, however, committed toskiptical ‘anti-Cartesian’ view that there
is no ‘finishing line’ for things arriving or enteg into consciousness. Or, as he might put it
using his Cartesian Theatre metaphor, there isarment when things take the stage in the
Cartesian Theatre (for the benefit of the homurrcalaience seated in the theatre). Because
he takes this sceptical view, Dennett does notcantiot make a principled distinction
between conscious processes and un- or non-cosgmiooesses. Exactly what marks
something as ‘conscious’ on Dennett’s view is nags clear, but irConsciousness

Explained(1991) it comes to something like ‘featuring inep@ort in response to a question or
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probe.” And we can see this sceptical stance glednvork in the latter part of his response

to Libet inFreedom Evolves

Once you can see yourself from [the perspectiwehith ‘you’ are not some extensionless point
but are instead distributed in both space and itintiee brain], you can dismiss the heretofore
compelling concept of a mental activity thati®onsciouslhybegunand then only later “enters
consciousness” (wheg®uare eagerly waiting to access it). This is arsitha since many of the
reactionsyou have to that mental activity are initiated at éaglier time... (Dennett, 2003, p.242,
italics in original)

For me, Gallagher, and everyone else who doesaiedbennett’s sceptical stance on
consciousness and the self, there is all the éififlez in the world between something that has
crossed the threshold into consciousness and tiiagdaveni”, whatever the puzzles and
problems that this idea might have associated wibennett’s view is effectively a ‘more-
of-the-same’ position in which distinctively consas processes (such as Gallagher’'s
conscious feedback loops) disappear from view tmime merely one amongst the many
parallel processes going on at any one time ibthm of the agent. The ‘conscious’
processes might be ones that get reported onpomes to a probe, or that feature as a
narrative strand in an account spun by the setfeamre-of-narrative-gravity™; but that isall
that marks them out as conscious (in contrast yooathe other processes running alongside
them). This does not explain consciousness anccmrssprocesses — it simply eliminates
these as phenomena that require scientific (addsgghical) description and explanaith

If we reject, as we should, this kind of more-oé-game reductionism (or eliminativism) that
refuses to mark out distinctively conscious proessand we do so both generally and
specifically in relation to the central issue aktbhapter, namelgontrol, then we can see

why the central lesson outlined earliferes indeed argue against replacing distinctively
conscious control and agency with a mere concatenalf self-organising systems and sub-
systemsThat central lesson implies not only that we sttt look for conscious control to
be in the business of re-doing what is alreadyddione by way of more decentralised and
distributed means (my response to the first cribc} also that we should now have a clearer

view of where distinctively conscious processesasftrol in agency could and should fit in,

20 g5ee, for example, Baars (1994, 1997), on just safrttee many differences between conscious and non-
CONSCious processes.

21 On the notion of the self as centre of narratinaviy, see Dennett (1991), especially ChapterariB14.
22|t is no an accident that Dennett’'s workGonsciousness Explainégs been variously relabeled with
revised titles like ‘Consciousness Denied’ (seel8e&997) and ‘Consciousness Explained Away’.
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rather thardisappear If these processes disappear, we will clearlyhaoe done justice to

the phenomena we set out to characterise and axplai

Consciousness, Conscious Intention and Conscions'@o

A crucial line of thinking that has been developsigce Chapter 5 has been that, if we are to
do justice to human agency in ways that best pr@etoisnake sense of and secure our claims
to being free agents (and thus avoiding the triredtwe might merely be AAs), then we

need to foreground, clarify and defend the sigaiiice and role of consciousness, conscious
awareness and conscious control. Chapter 6 focuaseattention on a particular set of
challenges to the presumed role and importancergaousness, most clearly represented
by sceptical readings of Libet’s data, and as edpdnnto a general account of the illusory
nature of conscious will by Wegner.

At the conclusion of Chapter 7 it was argued thatywithstanding the important correctives
and clarifications offered in that chapter, a siogpcritic might remain unconvinced that
100-150 milliseconds could provide enough of a wimdor conscious processes to have any
influence over behaviour, even where such processesnderstood as extended processes of

intentional monitoring and control occurring oniatermediate-term time scale.

Following the discussions and arguments of thegortieshapter, we can now see our way
clear to provide an appropriately nuanced (if gtilomplete) response to this objection. As |
have been repeatedly emphasising, the centraliedgbis chapter has been that we should
not be looking for conscious control to somehow féirggle, simplistic model of strongly
centralised and instructive control, when we havedyempirical and other) reasons to think
that there will be multiple systems and sub-systefrtontrol at work in a complex

biological organism such as a human agent, inctudirange of dynamic and adaptive
control systems that are likely to provide decdisted control over soft-assembled solutions
to behavioural challenges. The role of consciousimrethe conscious control of behaviour is
not going to be to unnecessarily reproduce or daf#ithis control by the superimposition of
a centralised executive of some kind that somelesdoes the work of these other systems.
Instead, we should expect consciousness to plalsitisictive rolewithin a larger complex
system of ongoing monitoring, feedback, modulatiad control of behaviour within a
framework shaped, guided and constrained (as lgigfield in Chapter 7) by our states of

conscious intention.



Chapter 8 232

With regard, then, to the question of the amourninoé ‘left’ to consciousness for it to have
its influence, as suggested by Libet's data, a rermobresponses are now in order. The main
response motivated by the preceding discussidraisie should not be looking for signs of,
and gaps for, a process of conscious controlré@icatesor fits the model of some other
form of agent- or body-related control. Supposegfample, that the RP turns out to be part
of a process of decentralised control over the m®gstem, along the lines suggested by
Thelen and Smith’s (1994) account of the develogroémtentional reaching behaviour. We
should not be looking for a system of consciougrobio come along and somehow redo the
work of the motor system. It would be nothing shadrsystemically, developmentally and
evolutionarily extravagant to expect this kind eflundant superimposition. At the same
time, we should not be expecting any ‘activity’ the part of a system of conscious control to
somehow fit the model or timeframe of these motocesses. That is, we should not be
expecting that the neural processes associateccantbcious control are somehow going to
fit the very same rough model imposed on Libet®diee. RP precedes conscious intention
which precedes motor neuron activation, all ovema span of 500-700 milliseconds. Of
course, if we are going to expect a ‘consciousvaetion’ (a veto, a trigger?) to look like
this, we are going to be puzzled or troubled byapearent window of 100-150 milliseconds
‘left’ for consciousness to make a difference. &ty should we expect conscious control
and influence over intentional behaviour to ‘lodike this or fit this modéP>?

It is almost as though, having mistakeéfifyexpected to find a ‘conscious intention’ at the
beginning of a causal chain leading to a giventvitéx, we must then at least expect
consciousness to come along later and give an ktganudge of intervention, and 100-150
milliseconds strikes us as inadequate to this tshecially in a context where it has been
emphasised and reemphasised that consciousnesallypperates on more extended
timescales. But given the data and the contexte@tkperiments, none of these voluntary
wrist flexions needed any extra nudge from consress 100-150 milliseconds before they
happened. As voluntary, intentional acts performegart of a larger, ongoing intentional

project of participating in and cooperating witle #xperiment, the flexions smoothly

293 Notice that Dennett seems to make exactly thid kin(more-of-the-same) mistake in the passageeguot
earlier: “This is an illusion since many of theeBans you have to that mental activity are ingthat the earlier
time...” (Dennett, 2003, p.242), as if it had by nb&en established that all conscious activity tiailer some
neural activity that sets it in motion.

24 5ee Chapter 7.
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followed awareness that they were about to be pedd. There is nothing here to make us
doubt that systems of conscious control were fonatig absolutely normally in all of these

participants.

What about when systems of conscious control dd teegmake an intervention’? There are
two immediate and short answers to this questibleast in relation to any purported
relevance that Libet's data might have on the mafiest, and most bluntly, Libet’s data
shedno obvious light on what we should expect in instaneien conscious intervention is
required. His experiment had no such requiremertt,amy ‘spontaneous’ interventions on
the part of his participants, including any so-®alVeto trials (where the participant claimed
to have consciously vetoed the decision to flexagarticular occasion at the point when they
became aware of the intention to flex), strictlgaking represented departures from the
prescribed procedure for the experiment, and ttrictlg speaking are bad data. Veto trials
were not completed trials — there was no flexingglse it was supposedly vetoed — so there
could not be timing information available for uspiozzle over. There is thus no evidence to
suggest that a veto does, can or must have itsteff@er a time-span of 100-150

milliseconds.

Second, it is exceedingly difficult to see jastwan analogue of Libet’s study could be
successfully constructed to test and time consdaittesventions in the course of intentional
action, given the nature of precisely the interierd that need to be studied. What gave
Libet’s original studies some degree of methodaalgcredibility, when it came to the issue
of timing conscious intentions, was that the stretyuired the participant to be essentially
passive — the ‘wish’ or ‘intention’ to flex shoulast be allowed to arise spontaneously, such
that the participant only had to divide their atiem between monitoring their consciousness
of their ‘intentions’ and the position of the o$edicope ‘clock’. But real-world examples of
contextually rich and meaningful intentional actiarwhich we identify some particular
instance of (assumed) conscious intervention antt@locan only have their validity
compromised by trying to divide attention betwees assumed) intervention and some

other exercise in timing consciousness.

Once again, | repeat the message of this chaptendm®le. Control in a complex biological
system like a human agent is not going to just ldakone thing, or just neatly fit one

model. But then why should we expect to find thaiscious control will look just like one
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thing, or fit one model, let alone replace, supp@amunnecessarily) replicate these other
systems of control? The answer is that we shouldinstead, we should expect
consciousness to play its role within a complexaamg process of behavioural initiation,
monitoring, feedback and modulation in the lightohscious intention. Whether or not there
might be some more distinctive form of conscioustan is something that still needs to be
addressed in the chapters to follow. But Libetiglgts certainly do not raise issues about the

need or form of such control.

Here is one example of the kind of real-world, extally rich and ecologically valid
behaviour that would be an appropriate test cased¢aonscious control mechanisms at
work. Consider the remarkable feats of intentidrediavioural control achieved by a concert
pianist in performance. With ten fingers plus feetvork, it is obvious that a pianist’s
conscious control over their performance doesieditlthe level of detailed motor
instructions to individual body parts. Through exdiee practice, these sequences of
movements have been automatised over time, ledhengianist to focus most of their
conscious attention on the performance as a whefgecially on its more expressive,
emotional dimensions. At the same time, the piasifee to shift their attention from the
flow of the performance as a whole down to therigrénd force of a particular note.
Consciousness can ‘intervene’ to influence thisviddial note, or intervene to adjust the
pace of passage in which little or no attentioalliscated to the details of the automatised

motor sequence.

This is what consciousness looks like at work mrbal world, and it is a picture that (I have
argued) is not threatened by the data that emdrgedLibet’s laboratory. It is also a picture
that points to the more ordinary, agency-enhanaspgcts of our capacity for automatising
elements and sequences in various skilled perfacegrin contrast to a Bargh-like view of
automaticity as somehow undermining our agencycamdol over our live€”. Finally, it is

a sketch of the conscious agent in action in wthehalleged illusionary status of conscious
will looks like an implausible box-and-arrow abstian that no-one could sensibly apply to

the dynamic flow of the unfolding performari®

25\We will revisit these aspects of learning andlsidhuisition in Chapter 10.

28 \Where, we might ask, would Wegner like us to betismggregating the myriad elements of this peroroe
in order to impose the schema outlined in Figule?There is no part of this dynamic display of edibd
control that can be isolated from the rest as thatiggere somehow a discrete action about whiclhaee the
illusion of its having been initiated by an equaligcrete conscious intention.



Chapter 8 235

It is certainly not the case that we understandradlven most of the details of how we
achieve these feats; nor have we have solvedeaprigssing problems it is possible to raise
about consciousness. Nevertheless, a suitably adanew of the matter, both with respect
to important conceptual and philosophical issudsafffer 7) and to important empirical
clarifications as to the nature and diversity afteyns of control in biological systems (this
chapter), provides us with sufficient justificatitlmresist the more sceptical interpretations of

those data.

Nevertheless, an as-yet unsatisfied critic mighttvwa push one more objection. Suppose it
is conceded, for the sake of the argument, thatehé&al conclusion of this chapter is correct
— that we should not expect control in a human mgga to just fit one model. Suppose it is
further conceded that we can stop the slide towafdsnnett-like dismantling of the agent —
we can successfully ‘'smear’ human agency in tintesgprace without advocating excessive
scepticism about consciousness and the conscitiutngée context of a project intent on
defendingfreeagency, can we not still ask the following questiane the models of control
described in this chapter, and the resultant coxnpterplay of control systems within a
human agent that is envisaged, any nineadly to freedonthan the strongly centralised,
implicitly instructional model of control my argumies seem intent on destabilising, if not
displacing? Perhaps the latter model is more valvlerto the apparent threats posed by the
data and arguments of Chapter 6; but perhaps iaedrshould be defended rather than
abandoned, especially if it promises to be moredoen-friendly than the decentralised and

distributed alternatives?

| would first make two observations about this chn. First, the arguments and discussions
in the current chapter have pointed to importamistjons oempirical plausibilitywhen it
comes to the assumptions and claims we make abatrbtin biological systems. If Chapter
7 suggested that the model/s of agency assumée sceptical arguments of Chapter 6 were
conceptually and philosophically problematic, ourrent discussions add a weight of
empirically-based argument against assuming orgwiog such models. To reject (or ignore)
these arguments because it is as yet unclear tbextent the alternatives are freedom-
friendly would be to miss the point. The alternatmodels demand attention because their
empirical credentials must be weighed against timsequent empirical implausibility of the

more traditional model.
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Second, the objection is somewhat premature. Orhand, we have yet to consider in any
great detail a model of distinctively human controdgency, and it is thus premature to ask
whether the role/s given to more decentraliseddisitibuted systems of control within that
model are freedom friendly or not. On the otherdhdhe proposals that will be developed
here can only hope to be programmatic — that &y Will be proposals that point to
promising avenues along which we might look to teand explicate the grounds of human
free agency. To ask of such programmatic propoghéther or not each and every element
of the sketch of agency on offer makes a freedaeemdity contribution is, again, rather

premature.

Be that as it may, | have two brief responses ferafur critic. The first is that, if your
preferred model of agency (and, thereby, of fremnag) is one involving subjugation to the
demands and strictures of the rational ®Jlthen | suppose the model (or, more modestly,
the sketch) of agency emerging here will look keesdom friendly than a more centralised,
instructive alternative. But, as we are about miseChapter 9, there are strong empirical and
philosophical considerations that ar@gainstassuming too much about the powers and
reach of the rational will. To state the case mtéérms introduced in Chapter 5, | will argue
that we need to avoid claiming that we are, or Washould aspire to belyper-reflective
Hyper-rational AgentgHHAS) if we want our defence of human free agencyasspoth

empirical and philosophical muster.

My second response is that, as has been evidém oreceding sections of this chapter and
elsewhere, a significant part of the current priofand programmatic proposal) is to
foregroundconsciousnesandconscious process@s human free agency. In this context,
guestions about occurrent processes, capacityapatity limitations take on a significance
that tends to be neglected in more traditionalaedssed accounts of deliberation, choice
and actiof’®. Relative to this context, the models of contistdssed in the current chapter

can (and ought to) be exploited in order to givesoious processing its proper place in our

27 That is, for example, something along the lineMefe’s (1995, 2006ideally self-controlled agenwhom

we have encountered in earlier chapters.

2% gee my discussion of the tendency to avoid comeriteregarding consciousness and occurent mentation
Chapter 5. It is not that questions of ability aagbacity are irrelevant on reason-based accoumisle’s

ideally self-controlled agent requires many impottabilities. It is rather than that these tenkk lieasons and
propositional attitudes themselves, to be lessalsly related to occurent mental processes andabacity
limitations we might associate with these.
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account of agency by, in part, reserving consceajacity so it can be utilised where it is
most needed®. In this sense, the models of control discussebignchapter are importantly
freedom neutralbut they promise to make a contribution to an ieicgdly-informed,
empirically- and philosophically-plausible, and soiwusness-friendly account of human free

agency.

There is, of course, much more to say about consn@ss and its importance to free agency.
Specifically, more needs to be said about the wiayghich consciousness contributes to a
form of self-governance that we might consideridcity human. In the following chapter, |
will take this project forward by, paradoxicallypuwnding some notes of caution about just
what we think the reflective, monitoring and reaagrpowers of conscious thought could

amount to.

29 Eor example, in the monitoring and modulation peaformance, as with our pianist, rather tharhin t
(extravagant) initiation of a myriad micro-actioesch one requiring the formulation of a consciatention.
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Realistic Self-governance I: Consciousness, Emaotion
and the Limits of Reflective Deliberation

Thus far in this thesis, consciousness has beamgtak an increasingly prominent role
following my proposal of a framework for investiga agency and freedom that is no longer
defined by the overarching concerns of the tradéidree will debate between compatibilists
and incompatibilists. In Chapter 5, | argued (intiphagreement with O’Connor) that giving
a distinctive role to consciousness was a critoahponent of any attempt to defend claims
of free agency against the threat that humans mighite end, turn out to be agent
automatons (AAs) of some kind. And in Chapter 6,sa® how the stakes have been raised
in this regard by the accumulation of a range opieical evidence that has been used to
mount various sceptical arguments against thefgignce, role and reach of consciousness

in the initiation and control of human behaviour.

In Chapters 7 and 8, much of this ground has beagrgssively clawed back from the grasp
of the sceptics. Chapter 7 highlighted and deferadedmber of philosophical correctives and
gualifications that together undermined cruciabagstions aboutiljter alia) agency,
intentionality and conscious intention that arevatk in certain of the sceptical arguments in
Chapter 6; and in Chapter 8, an empirically mog&datorrective was proposed and defended
regarding our expectations about the kind/s ofrobststems we might expect to find at
work in complex biological systems like human orngars; and implications of this

corrective for how we might reasonably expect cangccontrol mechanisms to feature in

human agency were similarly proposed and defended.

While these discussions and arguments have notriesgativeper se they do represent more
of an attempt to defendspacefor human consciousness to make a distinctiveritoion to
human agency, and thereby to free agency, withecgssarily filling in all that much detalil
as to what precisely that/these contribution/s miggh The challenge to be confronted in this
and the following chapter is thus one of tryindiidin some more of these details. This is a
substantial project in its own right, and thus onewhich | can only hope to make a

constructive start that points to promising averfoe$uture research.
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Given the size of the positive project involvedsisensible to start with some candidate
ideas that have, as it were, done the rounds ingdphy’s on-and-off engagement with the
promise and perplexities of consciousness. Theoois\starting place, given our overarching
concern with questions about agency, is with vianmaton the idea that the distinctive
contribution of human consciousness comes by #isaation with and role in processes of
self-reflection, interpretation, reflective endorst, deliberation, as well as in recognising,
imposing and complying with normative demands amktraints on behaviour. Although
something of a loose collective of ideas, thesettogy represent a strong and influential
tradition in Western thought of prizing our staaissrational agents endowed with powers of
reflection and insight that allow us to explici{tyence consciously) think our way towards
the ‘best’ course of action, given our insight intat only the ways of the world but also into

our own characters and interests.

There is a huge potential pool of examples in whkvehcan find a link being drawn between
our capacity for reflective and deliberative consisness and our special status as rational
agents. My sample below is simply intended to Ipeagentative of a range of views that

illustrate some of the ways and contexts in whigk kind of link has been made.

The Kantian tradition is strongly associated with interweaving of reflective and
deliberative consciousness with our status asnaiti@gents. IMhe Sources of Normativijty
Christine Korsgaard (1996) offers us her own neotléa take on the intimate connection
between the structure of and capacity for reflecémd deliberative consciousness, and the
origins and grounds of our capacity for normatiatyd autonomy. Her views nicely illustrate
the way in which the collection of ideas listed ecan be seen at work in accounts of
rational and autonomous agency. First, we can sesgdard making explicit the link she
sees between reflective self-awareness and oug labie to take up what we can call a
deliberative position with regard to our actionsgd &rom which we can legislate to ourselves:

The reflective structure of the mind is a sourceseff-consciousness' because it forces us to have
a conception of ourselves...When you deliberais,as if there were something over and above
all your desires, something which is you, and wlilshoses which desire to act on. This means
that the principle or law by which you determinaiyactions is one that you regard as being
expressive of yourself. (Korsgaard, 1996, p.100)

Ultimately, for Korsgaard, this leads us to theaidé the agent as a self-legislator — as being
a law unto themselves. | will not follow the detaflthe argument here, but in crude outline it
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works something like this: (i) the reflective sttuie of human consciousness forces upon us
a conception of ourselves as agents — a self-cans@ilentity; (ii) the structure of reflective
consciousness in deliberation is also such thahw& first endorse our desires before acting
on them — we must turn them into reasons for acfingin ‘forcing’ on us a conception of
ourselves as something over an above all our péati¢contingent) desires, the self-
conception that remains available for us to idgraiirselves with in the deliberative position
is our identity as rational agents; (iv) but if e to find reasons to act consistent with our
identity as a rational ageqtiarational, without any particular contingent desiog other
aspects of character to ground those reasonsttieea must be reasons that are valid for any
rational agenguarational; thus (v) the reflective structure ofiderative consciousness
ultimately forces on us an identity and a perspeatif, as it were, bare rational agency from
which our reasons for acting are as laws for albnal agents (the idea of the Categorical
Imperative). Korsgaard concludes her argument thus:

The reflective structure of consciousness requirasyou identify yourself with some law or
principle which will govern your choices. It regesryou to be a law to yourself. And that is the
source of normativity...[O]ur autonomy is the sauof obligation. (Korsgaard, 1996, p.104)

Of course, the details of Korsgaard’s argument,ariter larger project, matter a great deal
to the plausibility of this argument; and thera iwhole lot of conceptual baggage at work
here from, especially, Kant’s views on ethics aratpcal reason. But it does provide a very
clear and strong example of the way in which idsdasut the structure of human reflective
and deliberative consciousness have been takearfoant a distinctive domain of cognitive,
deliberative and normative activity that identifiss most deeply as reflective, deliberating,
rational agents. Dramatic things are claimed tt¥olfrom our capacity for reflective and
deliberative consciousness, and those things as¢ clasely associated with reasons,

rationality, and a kind of reflective distance framr (contingent) profile of interests.

While Kant may have considered compatibilism a tahed subterfugé®®, his ideas about
autonomy and the need to endorse our desires battrgg on them have obviously been
influential within compatibilism. In Chapter 3, liiveyed various compatibilist contributions
to the understanding of free agency, with a speergdhasis on the importance attached to
ideas of reflective endorsement. | will not reheatsese ideas here. Suffice it to say that,

however scant some accounts may be regarding thereat processes associated with

20 Kant (1788/2010) — see my discussion of Kant's glaimt in Chapter 1.
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reflective endorsement, it is fair to posit conssioeflection, self-interpretation and self-
attribution, and conscious higher-order volitiom amdorsement/ alignment as crucial

features of these accounts when fleshed out irtegreenpirical detail.

Even Dennett (2003), who is (as we have been rezdindardly a friend of consciousness,
ultimately locates the distinctive mark of humaemgy in the area of giving and demanding
reasons for action. With respect to our more disithe capacities for agency, Dennett (2003)
locates the critical evolutionary break between &nsn(or our ancestors — he does not
specify) and other creatures at the point whergamparently unique) communicative
capacities emerge. Citing the work of David McHadl§1989, in Dennett, 2003), Dennett
links the emergence of new capacities for self-tooimg to communication as follows:

It is only once a creature begins to develop thigiacof communication, and in particular the
communication of its actions and plans, that it toasave some capacity for monitoring not just
the results of its actions, but of its prior evdioias and formation of intentions as well. (Dennett
2003, p.248)

In this evolving social context of communicatingdians and plans between individuals,
Dennett imagines the emergence of a user-inte(fawdogous to the software user-interface
on a computer), centred around the user-illusiothefself’, that provides both others and
ourselves with a useful but limited perspectivealmattitudes, evaluations, plans and

purposes lying behind behaviour.

On Dennett’'s (2003) account, then, the push towaicteased monitoring and control of
individual behaviour is external and social, driv®nthe emerging activity of communication
— where communication both facilitates coordinatdmplans and behaviour, whilst also
creating new possibilities for competition and npaation. Because of this link to
communication, the ‘self’ associated with this salbnitoring activity is fundamentally
grounded in and mediated by systems of communitati is a linguistically mediated
practice — driven by the demands of a novel saralutionary context: “...we wouldn’t

exist [as selves]...if it weren't for the evolutiohsocial interactions requiring each human
animal to create within itself a subsystem desigioethteracting with others” (Dennett,
2003, p249). And as part of this emerging commuiviegractice, we began to give and

demand reasons of each other, in the process ‘tbamping ourselves to freedorfi-

21 The latter phrase comes from the title of Densethiapter 9 iffreedom Evolves
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This is evidently an outside-in story of how oustdictive capacities for self-reflection, self-
monitoring, and reason-based deliberation took eshapd one that does not associate these
latter capacities with consciousng®s se(or better, since the account is coming from
Dennett, it describes processes that most of usédvassociate with consciousness, and that
Dennett may well be happy to call conscious, extggthe would not want that to have any
special implications about the kind of awarenesslired, or any ‘phenomenal experience’
we might think of as marking out these processelstisictive). But in the end it is a story
that amounts to a view of reflective and delibetonsciousness as lying at the heart of

distinctively human capacities that ground and shap agency and our claims to freedom.

As a final example to add to this small but useample, we can include Gallagher’s view of
conscious action and free will that we have encenact at various points so far (see Chapters
7 and 8). For Gallagher, the appropriate levellativto ask questions about consciousness
and free will is the extended timeframe in whictefective and interpretive consciousness
becomes involved in the ongoing cycles of feedbbacks that characterise our behavioural
forays in the world. So, in the example of a chagmeounter with a snake cited earlier
(Chapter 7), Gallagher sees consciousness as treiciglly involved on the time scale of
seconds (following the earlier quick and automtgar and startle response) where the
situation gets explicitly and reflectively interped, the snake is consciously perceived and
identified (interpreted) as harmless, and is apgred with a view to pick it up based on
reflective awareness of an interest in doing s@ A&lmarks of distinctively human agency
are thus, for Gallagher, the interpretation of egree and action, and the taking up, pursuit
and sustaining of intentions and intentional prigewhere these processes cannot be
conceived of as occurring in the absence of alsleit@flective, interpretive and deliberative
consciousness. IHow the Body Shapes the Mjrite concludes his discussion of Libet and
free will with this summary of his take on the rateconsciousness:

In this complex interaction [of agent and enviromtheonscious decision-making — the taking up
of intentions — the interpretations of what we aigrece — can shift the system [i.e. the agent] and
alter the biases [affecting the system], can creaebiases that in the long run add up to
‘character’ — which in turn may determine futurspenses. (Gallagher, 2005, p.243)

There is much in the above-cited views that deseiwiéer discussion, and we will return to
some of the ideas in due course. But my immedrantion is not to extract and defend what
might be right in each of these views, while jefti;ig the more problematic bits. Instead, |

want to begin a move towards a more positive adcoyiasking a different kind of question
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raised by these views, and foreshadowed by my sison of the idea or image of the hyper-

reflective hyper-rational agent (HHA) in Chapter 5.

Let us call the perspective on what is distincabeut human agency that runs through these
(and other) accounts a reflective deliberation (Rieyv of what is most distinctive about
human consciousness and its contribution to agencluding free agency. The question |
want to begin by asking is this: does an RD viescdée a type of consciousness (and thus a
form of conscious agency) that we can realisticellym on behalf of the ‘average’ or

‘normal’ human agent? That is, does the RD viewhefhuman agent give us an empirically
plausible view of human agency, such that theraarebvious obstacles to asserting that the

vast majority mere mortals qualify as possessimgraanifesting this form of agency?

Closely related to this question of empirical plauiy is a more obviously normative
guestion: is the form of consciousness and ageesgribed on the RD view normatively
desirable? That is, whatever the long traditioesiEem that has been attached to our
capacities for reflection and rational deliberatidoes the RD view outline a form of
consciousness and agency that we ought to asflile ®D consciousness something we
should aspire to as an ideal? And is it somethihighyquanormative ideal and ground of
our most distinctive capacities as agents, we otgimnt some sensmaximise such that we
becomebetteror more effectiveagents, or agents possessed of gréatedon?

| cannot hope to offer definitive answers to eitbethese questions in what remains of this
thesis. | do want to make two important contribngido answering these questions, however.
First, | want to provide a number of compellingseias for urging caution in assuming or
adopting too strong a view of the reflective antibdeative capacities of human agents.
These reasons include: (i) evidence for limitationeur capacity for self-insight; (ii)
evidence that too much reflection, too much thigkatout what we are doing, too much
reflective detachment, are not necessarily a gbimdj$ for agents like us; and (iii) evidence
that a particular form of reflective distance, efleéctive detachment, specifically with regard
to the relationship between reason and emotio, imicharacterises the role played by
emotion in our practical reasoning, but also impligrescribes a normatively undesirable
deliberative position for human agents. The evideaad arguments relating to (i) to (iii) will

form the substance of the rest of this chapter.
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More positively, and partly in the light of thesetes of caution, | also want to propose and
argue for the importance of two less-well exploagdnues in which we might find or locate
distinctive degrees of freedom in human agencydessihe more obviously reason-based
deliberative aspects. These avenues are (a) thrgnaten and (b) externalised aspects of

mind. The details of these proposals will be thgestt of Chapter 10.

Realistic Constraints on Conscious RD Agency: i8sliht

A good place to start in noting important constisend limits on our conscious agency is
with the material presented in Chapter 6 that ba®isescaped contention. If there is one
thing that is established quite clearly by manyhef studies cited by Bargh and colleagues, as
well as by Wegner, in their various attempts todpiconsciousness ‘down to size’, it is that
we are quite capable of misinterpreting our ownavébur and its relation to our intentions

and other mental states. Further, we are quitebdemd doing things of which we almost
entirely unaware. Whatever our remarkable capacitiereflection, self-insight and action

with conscious intent, we are most definitely taliin this regard.

It will be helpful to recall some of the exampldglte odd things that people do — or that they
can be manipulated or tricked into doing — at leastlemonstrated in various laboratory-type
scenarios (whose internal validity we will not ques). Bargh and colleagues catalogue the
following cases from the automaticity literature:

» Without any awareness of the influence, people sggdo words connoting rudeness will
(comparatively) act more rudely themselves.

» Without any awareness that a stereotype of thelglbdas been primed or activated,
people (unintentionally) adjust the way they watkl dow much they recall from an earlier
part of the experiment, in ways that are consistéttit what an old person might do.

» People appear susceptible to having various cagnibals activated without them being
aware of this, such that they will behave simildadyothers given explicit instructions to
pursue a certain cognitive goal without any awasstrikat this was what they were doing.

» People can have behavioural goals, such as anvachméat goal, activated without their
awareness, such that they behave as if they weselipg this goal, and react to success or
failure as if achievement mattered to them, whikytprofess no awareness that this was

what they were doing.
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» Arange of evidence suggests that people’s affe@nd evaluative responses are primarily
automatic and engaged independently of conscioasem&ss, appraisal and deliberation.
So, for example, an individual provided with a soihal prime for an object or situation
they are likely to evaluate positively (or negatyWelisplays quicker response times for
positive (or negative) adjectives on a subsequasht, suggesting that they automatically
evaluated the primed object or situation. Bothghecessing of the prime, and the apparent
evaluation carried out, bypass conscious awareness.

Wegner seems happy to accept the automaticity elegrap grist to his theoretical mill, and

adds a number of other apparent quirks, failurelsstwortcomings of our capacity for

conscious self-insight and agency:

» Evidence of demonstrably intentional action thatasexperienced or claimeas having
been intentionally caused. In addition to exampies the automaticity literature, Wegner
adds phenomena like 1 @entury table-turning as relevant cases here.

» Evidence of cases where conscious intending omgithf an action is experienced or
claimed by an agent under circumstances whereah@idate ‘action’ was demonstrably
not intendedy the agent. Here, Wegner reports that the dghtbination of
circumstances (as regards causal self-attributian)lead participants in laboratory studies
to report intentional behaviour (stopping a culsoa particular point on the screen) when
the behaviour is demonstrably under the intentigoatrol of another (the researcher’s

confederate).

One could raise philosophical quibbles about mudhie evidence, especially in terms of
the precise sense in which the automaticity cases\Wegner’s intentional-without-
awareness-of-intention cases, represent intentlwetaviour. But such quibbles and
clarifications are peripheral to the significanéehas evidence to the current topic, which
involves the degree and accuracy of our self-irtsigf our intentions, goals, reactions,
behaviours, and actions. It is not conceding toghrto the likes of Bargh and Wegner to
admit that their evidence demonstrates, at the keast, that we are both limited and fallible
when it comes to self-insight, and the attributiang explanations we offer for our own state
of mind and our behaviour. We do not have infadliatcess to, or infallible knowledge of,

these features of ourselves and our activity.
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This modesty about our capacity for self-insighgti®ngly reinforced in a long line of
literature on (non-pathological) confabulation. Pater Carruthers puts it in his recent work
on mindreading and introspection:

There is extensive and long-standing evidence frogmitive and social psychology that people
will (falsely) confabulate attributions of judgmerdnd decisions to themselves in a wide range of
circumstances, while being under the impressionthiey are introspecting. (Carruthers, 2009,
p.130)

Included in the research that Carruthers cites iseckassic research by Nisbett and Wilson
(1977), alongside research conducted by Wegndudimg the computer cursor study
described in Chapter 6 (Wegner & Wheatley, 1996).@arruthers (2009), this evidence of
widespread confabulation is consistent with, indeexides support for, his claim that first
person metacognition (including reflection and loedation over attitudes and judgements)
depends on what are typically third-person proessenind reading and attitude attribution

directed at oneself, not on introspective accesait@ropositional attitudes.

Without engaging the details of Carruther’s (20@&ument, or trying to resist its full force,
it seems safe to assume that the evidence for loolafizon that he highlights at least
successfully undermines and strong views on traespg, privileged access, and immunity
to error when it comes to the attitudinal statestnatosely associated with traditional

accounts of rational reflection, deliberation ahdice.

Realistic Constraints on Conscious RD Agency: Taketerious Effects of Thinking Too
Much

At the conclusion of Chapter 8, | made use of tkemgle of a concert pianist shifting their
attention and interventions between the overalpstend feel of the performance, and the
emphasis and timing of a single note. This examale meant to illustrate the power and
flexibility of conscious control in action in richkcontextualised real-world activity. The
same example can, however, just as well be usdldgtrate the possible downside of too
much conscious reflection, too much self-conscieaspand generally the downside of

thinking too much.

In commenting on the importance of automaticitephenomena such as highly skilled
performance, the psychologist Merlin Donald hightggjust these sorts of potential
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downsides to trying to have or keep too much ‘msciousness:

We can carry on several parallel lines of cogniibthe same time, provided they are kept out of
consciousness. Musicians know this. When profeasigianists play, they cannot afford to
become overly conscious of their fingering or thecsfic notes of the passage they are playing,
particularly the more rapid ones. That kind of elfisciousness is paralyzing. They have to
automatize those difficult passages, or they widkemmajor mistakes. The same rule applies to
speaking. (Donald, 2001, p.26)

Indeed, the same rule arguably applies to mostiowaking activities. On one hand, we
cannot afford the effort and the inefficiency ofitig to direct our consciousness at the details
of our bodily implementation of actions. When larrupt my work to fetch a particular text
from my study, my consciousness is better direatdakeping in mind my intention (lest |
find myself in my study with no idea why | am ther@an experience we are all familiar with)
than on the individual steps | must take in ordegét there. Or, moving around in an
unfamiliar environment, | am better off directing mttention to obstacles and potential
obstacles than to the step-by-step details of marpbkulations. On the other hand, we often
cannot afford the consequences that follow fronglimeined self-consciousness of ourselves
in action, as opposed to on the world and the comewhich we act. Better that | be
focussed on the content and flow of my lecture, amdhy audience, than that | be self-
conscious of my choice of words, my delivery, mpagrance, and what my audience might

be thinking about all of these.

These kinds of limitations on the value and efficatconscious reflection and self-
monitoring are nicely illustrated by a phenomentmat psychologists have labelled ‘verbal
overshadowing'. As the label suggests, verbal dnagtswing is a phenomenon specifically
involving language. It denotes cases where somsa@ebalising what they are doing has a
detrimental effect on their performance of the tadlted to the verbalised material (Chin &
Schooler, 2008). According to Chin and Schooleb80verbal overshadowing effects have
been noted in face recognition, decision makingbl@m solving, analogical reasoning, and
visual imagery. While the causes or sources ofaleshadowing effects remain controversial
(Chin & Schooler, 2008), the general idea of thigllof effect of thinking too much, of
trying to reflect and make things explicit to onégand others) with the effect that
performance is impaired, illustrates nicely thedsiof constraints that accounts of RD
consciousness and conscious agency need to accatenod

Documented cases of the verbal overshadowing effiege from the troubling to the

amusing. In the former category, the original studwhich verbal overshadowing was first
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named as a phenomenon (Schooler & Engstler-Schd®86) focussed on issues of eye-
witness face recognition and memory that mightdbevant to later identification of suspects.
Having watched a video of a robbery, participantthe verbalising condition were asked to
describe the robber, while those in the controldtiton engaged in an unrelated reading task
for a similar amount of time. The participants wiawl verbalised a description of the culprit
were found to be significantly worse at picking tbbber from an identification line-up than

were the controls.

On the more amusing side of the phenomenon, MeklmeiSchooler (1996) reported the
results of a study on the effects of verbal ovetsiaang on wine tasting and recognition.
Melcher and Schooler (1996) grouped their participanto those who were non-wine-
drinkers, those who drank wine but had no trainqeedise in wine tasting, and trained
expert wine tasters. Each participant tasted avied, and then either engaged in a task
requiring verbal description of the wine or in amrelated verbal task. Participants then had
to try identify the wine they had tasted earli@nfra group of three wines. While
verbalisation seemed to have little to no effectegognition in the experts and the non-
wine-drinkers, the untrained wine drinkers showetear tendency towards a verbal
overshadowing effect, with their ability to recogmithe wine they had tasted being
significantly impaired. This was especially notethgrin the light of the fact that untrained
wine drinkers who had not verbalised a descriptibthhe wine were almost as good at

recognising the wine they had tasted as were therexfrom either condition.

There are reasons to be cautious before tryingad too much about consciousness and
conscious reflection into these results. Many efdemonstrations of verbal overshadowing,
including most of the original studies, fundamemgtaivolve memory, and thus seem to be,
in the first instance, about the role of linguistitcoding in enhancing or impairing memory
for non-linguistic stimuli. Exactly how this mightave relevance to general issues of
occurrent conscious processes, including selfeidle, insight and deliberation, is not

immediately obvious.

However, Melcher and Schooler (2004) do suggesbtader conception of verbal
overshadowing that extends beyond applicationgsbmemory and recognition. They
describe verbal overshadowing as involving thertgoive effects of articulating nonverbal

cognition in an array of domains, including pereamtmemory, and problem solving”
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(Melcher & Schooler, 2004, p.618); and they citeuenber of studies from domains of
cognitive activity other than memoper se including affective decision making, insight

problem solving, visual reasoning, and analogicaigfer.

One study in particular, by Wilson and Schooler9)9 takes us to the heart of the issue at
stake in this section. Titled “Thinking Too Muclihe paper presents the results of two
experiments which, to varying degrees, suggestamaltysing, or attempting to introspect, the
reasons for one’s preferences in a decision-matongext may impair the quality of the
relevant preference judgements and related desisknr example, in their first experiment,
Wilson and Schooler (1991) had two groups of c@lstydents rate their liking of five
different brands of strawberry jams, and compahegé ratings to those of a panel of expert
taster§™? The control group was not did not receive anycipénstructions besides those
relating to the rating how much they liked each,jarhereas the experimental group were
instructed to “analyze whyou feel the way you do about each jam, in ordgarepare
yourself for your evaluations” (Wilson & Schoold991, p183). They were further told that
they would have to list their reasons for theimd¢disliking ratings after they had tasted the

jams.

There was a significant degree of agreement betteeratings of the control participants
and the expert judges, but not between the reasagsers and the judges ratings. The
reason analysers cited reasons for their likinggatthat did not agree with expert opinion;
while the degree of liking for each jam impliedthyg reasons offered correlated strongly
with the final preference ratings given by theseipi@ants. Wilson and Schooler (1991)
concluded that, for these reason analysing paatntgy being asked to think about why they
did or did not like each of the jams had broughtiad reasons that did not match very well
with the opinions of experts such that, having sgoently based their preference ratings on
these reasons, these did not match the ratindseaperts terribly well either. Since the
controls showed no such systematic divergence thenexperts, Wilson and Schooler’s
(1991) interpretation is essentially as follows: lfath controls and reason analysing
participants would, on tasting each jam, have loadhly the same order of preferences as
the experts, based on a number of sensory chastice(individually rated by the experts);
but (b) when the reason analysers came up witlonsaser liking or not liking each jam,

#2The five jams had been respectively rated 1sh, 2ith, 32nd and 44th by an expert panel in aipusly
published report (Wilson & Schooler, 1991).
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citing various characteristics, their reasons ditlaorrespond to the experts’ opinions; and
(c) having thus (consciously) focussed in on theohvg’ characteristics, articulating these
reasons effectively changed these participantstmabout how they liked the jams, thus
producing the discrepancy with the control and exagings.

Wilson and Schooler are careful to point out thaytdo not think introspection and

reflection on reasons for decisions will somehowagis yield “nonoptimal choices” (Wilson

& Schooler, 1991, p.191). The deleterious effettthinking too much’ might well vary
according to the quality/accuracy of our initiaéli@gs or preferences, according to how
knowledgeable we are about the attitude object.aaaedrding to the time available for either
a shallower or a deeper analysis. Neverthelessavihind Schooler (1991, p.181) take it that
they have provided solid evidence for the claint thaalyzing reasons can focus people’s
attention on nonoptimal criteria, causing themdeedtheir subsequent choices on these

criteria.”

There is thus a kind of double significance to ewnick for verbal overshadowing effects.
First, the phenomenon establishes that there mmege of contexts in which thinking too
much, reflecting too explicitly on what one is dgjrand specifically doing this by trying to
articulate aspects of one’s mental state and/dopeance, can be deleterious to that
performance. Second, as if to illustrate and reacddhe observation that humans are at risk
of becoming what they believe themselves to ben @uhat they believe is wroAY, the
evidence also suggests that once we have manageérfere with our performance (as in
the case of identifying and articulating “non-opdinariteria” for judging the jams), we then
compound the error by adjusting our judgementshigmcase, of the jams) to fit our explicit

criteria rather than our (original) response.

This is neither evidence nor argument against dssipility of self-knowledge, nor against
the potential value of explicit reflection on antiailation of thoughts, judgements, and
activities'*. Nevertheless, as was the case in the previotisised this chapter, the

evidence does at least suggest some serious datstyra both the empirical possibilities for,

ZB3When reinterpretations of ourselves are takeissly, they not only have the power to changeview of
others for the worse, but even more power to chaongewn self-definition, so that we start to liwe to them.”
(Blackburn, 1998, p153)

14 See Wilson (2009) for his own view on the impocenvalue and limits of self knowledge. See alstsuvi
and Dunn (2004).
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and the adaptive and normative desirability ofpaerly strong emphasis on reflective and

deliberative aspects of conscious agency.

Realistic Constraints on Conscious RD Agency: Reasmotion & Detachment

The third source of constraints | want to highliggpresents a mix of empirical and
philosophical concerns about the relationship betweason and emotion, or more
specifically, about the proper role of emotion elibleration and choice. The primary
motivation for raising this issue comes from engatiobservations in the fields of
neuropsychology and neurology of patients with dgenta the ventromedial areas of the
prefrontal cortex. What seems remarkable abouttpatents, from the point of view of
trying to understand ‘normal’ agency, deliberatéord decision-making, is the peculiar
combination of deficits and (relatively) preserfadctions that they display, and most
especially the apparent dissociation that theiesasiggest between certain forms of

intellectual functioning, on one hand, and effeetigal-world agency on the other.

The key source for this evidence comes from thHeential work of Antonio Damasio in his
bookDescartes’ Error(1994); but Damasio’s ideas are also usefully &dthe most part,
enthusiastically brought to the attention of a mandosophical audience via the work of
Simon Blackburn. IRuling PassionsBlackburn (1998) notes the same critical point of
interest mentioned above in his discussion of Davisasch case material:

Damasio presents patients whose capacities fartiatte whose intelligence, memory, abilities to
hold several things in mind at once, social knogédnoral reasoning, inferential or logical
abilities, and language, are quite intact, yet vehzapacity to live their lives in any sensible way
is virtually zero. What has been lost is the agian of such knowledge, in the formation of
emotional affect, and thence in decision-makings&h a subject can say which of two
alternatives is better, what the consequenceseboanother would be, and select and register
(verbally) those aspects of the situation that eeopunt as important considerations. But all this
fails to translate into action. (Blackburn, 19982p)

As intimated above, what should be most strikiregthcase studies of Damasio’s (1994) is
that patients with this pattern of damage to th@neenedial prefrontal cortex (VMPFC)
appear to have at their disposal the kinds of aapaave would most obviously associate
with an intact capacity for rational reflection|fsasight and deliberation — the ability to
infer consequences from alternative courses obmcto point out (at least verbally and, one
might say, at a level of intellectual insight odenstanding) salient features of decision-
making situations that are important consideratiansl even to make apparent judgements

about alternatives being better or worse. Fromiltphical point of view, where intellect,
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systematic reflection, logical inference and castéddfit analyses would appear to be amongst
the most important building blocks of a conscioeftective deliberative agency, one would
expect patients of this kind to be, at worst, anipimally impaired when it comes to
decision-making. The cases, however, suggest otberw

The claim made by Damasio (1994) is that presesmaif these capacities is of little benefit
to the patient as a would-be effective agent bexalmat has been lost is the capacity for
appropriate links and interactions between the mogmitive/ intellectual systems in the
individual and their systems for affect or emotiSpecifically, these patients experience a
disruption orjn extremis an absence of ‘normal’ associations between rfeatof the
decision-making context that are noted or represkat registered by the agent, and affect or
emotion that would normally be attached to, or wlaubrmally mark or flag those features.

In addition to the historically famous case of Riais Gage, the central case study presented
by Damasio (1994) is that of one of his own patiear@med Elliot. Elliot had been diagnosed
with rapidly growing meningioma located above thefrof his eye sockets, and thus
pressing upwards into the medial portions of tosfal lobes. By the time the tumour was
surgically removed, it had grown to the size ofrealt orange, and the areas of his frontal
lobes damaged by the tumour were also removeatEljprognosis seemed promising, and
his physical recovery was swift. He also appeaneshbw no signs of language or obvious
cognitive difficulties. But unfortunately for Elliand his family, his life was about to fall

apart.

Despite the apparent preservation of his premakilts and knowledge, Elliot was soon to
lose his job because he was no longer capablemg beft to complete a task on his own. As
Damasio (1994) describes it, Elliot would vacillagtween perseverating on one aspect of a
task when the overarching goal required that héckwio a different aspect or activity, or
switching to an unrelated activity that momentaghpped his attention when his larger task
required that he stick to what he was doing. Hehtnigver get going with a task, instead
endlessly deliberating over the possible ways irctvthe job could be done without ever
choosing one; or he could begin a task and immelgliget distracted and bogged down in a
peripheral activity without ever getting back te flob at hand.
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His decision-making in his life was quite generathpaired, including making ill-fated
business decisions against which he had been imaneatdlequately advised. Bankruptcy was
followed by divorce, his wife and children havingdhenough of trying to cope with the
apparent irrational choices of an otherwise irgelit man. This was followed by another
brief and ill-advised marriage, another divorcej amentual dependence in the custody of a
sibling where, prior to Damasio’s investigationsl amervention, Elliot's benefits were
denied for a time on the advice of experts whahelight of his preserved intellectual

functions, saw his behaviour as either malingeantaziness.

Damasio (1994) reports almost immediately notingaparent absence of emotion and
emotional responsiveness in Elliot. Elliot coulthte the sad tale of his change in
circumstances without any hint of sadness, ang&ustration; and he could be exposed to
emotionally provocative stimuli without showing asign of affective shift, even while he
could cognitively or intellectually acknowledge tbentent of these stimuli — a state Damasio
evocatively describes at“know but not to fee(Damasio, 1994, p.45, italics in original).
Moreover, Elliot seemed aware that his reactiorstt@tions had changed considerably from
before to after his illness and operation. Damasggpected that this apparent change in
Elliot’'s capacity for emotion — his apparent ‘cditbodedness’ following his surgery — lay at

the root of the latter’'s decision-making difficeisi.

It is important to emphasise, in the context of thapter, the full extent to which Elliot’s
cognitive and intellectual capacities that we miglgard as central to successful deliberation
and decision remained intact. Damasio (1994) rafagsesults of a number of tasks and tests
in which Elliot displayed average/ normal or supeperformancg®, including (a)

generating options for action in social situatiqihy,awareness of, and spontaneous
inclination to consider, the consequences of acfignmeans-end problem solving in terms

of conceptualising effective means for achievirrgrage of social goals, (d) prediction of
social consequences, in terms of the most liketgaue (from a range of possibilities) of
various interpersonal situations, and (e) moraeaag and judgement, involving generating

solutions to moral dilemmas plus ethical justifioas for the proffered solutiétf. Given his

215 Details of the testing and performance of Elli@revfirst reported in Saver and Damasio (1991) revEdiiot
was referred to as patient EVR. It is remarkablex@amine in detail the range of tests carried aud, the
number of ‘superior’ scores obtained by Elliot.

1% Damasio (1994) reports that Elliot's score on taiter dimension of assessment classified hinats |
conventional or early-postconventional in term&ohlberg’s stage-based theory of moral development.
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intact memory and attentional capacities, it sealinthe more remarkable (and puzzling) that
Elliot was not able to, as it were, string all thedilities together in successful real-world

deliberations and decisions.

A revealing quote from Elliot points us towards pezuliar deliberative space he came to
occupy after his operation. Damasio relates howheaend of a particular assessment session
in which Elliot had generated numerous, perfeasonable and sensible options for action,
he smiled and said, “And after all this, | still wdn’t know what to do!” (Damasio, 1994,
p49). Clearly, for Elliot, the experience of deliagng and choosing had become something
almost entirely open-ended, with little prospecstafady progress towards a smooth
resolution and choice. Endless generation and exaian of alternatives was one

possibility, or else rash impulsive terminatiordefiberation; and yet none of this because

logic and intellect were not on tap to guide detithen.

Of course, this is not to imply that Elliot’'s penfieance in generating alternatives and
anticipating consequences would have looked noomsiiperior outside of the assessment
laboratory. As Damasio (1994) highlights, what @&llilemonstrated himself capable of was
working with an initial set of considerations arahstraints to generate alternatives for
action, projections for likely outcomes and conssmes, etc., whereas real-world
deliberative and choice conditions present a mucterdynamic and complex challenge to
the decision maker:

If it had been “real life,” for every option Elliaffered in a given situation there would have been
a response from the other side, which would haaagéd the situation and required an additional
set of options from Elliot, which would have ledyet another response, and in turn to another set
of options required from him, and so on... [The] ongoopen-ended, uncertain evolution of
real-life situations [is] missing from the labomataasks [on which Elliot performed so well].
(Damasio, 1994, pp49-50)

This is a very different open-endedness to thaeegpced by Elliot from within his
deliberative stance on the world with no obvioustecout. Instead, this is the natural open-
endedness of choice situations in (especially §oaal-world contexts in which the efficient

deliberator needs to efficiently navigate the dyitalandscape of options and consequences.

As related earlier, Damasio’s suspicion was that-btbodedness, Elliot’'s apparent lack of

emotion and emotional responsiveness, might ha@dkéy to unravelling the mystery behind
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the unravelling of this poor man’s life:

| began to think that the cold-bloodedness of Eficeasoning prevented him from assigning
different values to different options, and madedgsision-making landscape hopelessly flat. It
might also be that the same cold-bloodedness madrdntal landscape too shifty and
unsustained for the time required to make respselksetions, in other words, a subtle rather than
basic defect in working memory which might altez temainder of the reasoning process
required for a decision to emerge. (Damasio, 1p94)

Much of the balance ddescartes’ Erroris spent developing this idea, culminating in
Damasio framing hisomatic-marker hypothesas an explanation of both the decision-
making defect in cases like Elliot’s, as well asaanount of the normal, healthy role of
emotion in ordinary decision-makifig. The essence of this hypothesis is that, accortding
Damasio (1994), ordinary decision-making is enagldedded and streamlined by options
presenting themselves to the deliberator as enaitotagged, flagged or marked. (The
somatic dimension of this tagging or marking desifrem Damasio’s strongly body-based
account of emotion.) These markers will involveipes or negative affect, and they serve as
a kind of flag for approach or avoidance of a gicloice option. Healthy deliberators and
decision-makers use these markers to then efflgieavigate their decision-making
landscape, avoiding those options that have begatinely flagged while whittling down the

remaining possibilities amongst the positively amrenneutrally marked options.

Damasio (1994) is not always as generous with mgacoking of his theory as he is with his
case material, but we can get a reasonably cletaurpiof the basic emotion-reason
mechanism he envisages. As options come to mideliberation, they tend to come with
somatic, emotion-laden markers attached. Thesedyouthe first instance, be learnt
associations and evaluations based on past expeyigeluding past deliberations on
consequences of different options. So, if lyingtoolleague to escape censure at work has
been thought through as a (bad) option in prevahwsce situations, it might present itself as
an option now, but with a negative emotional tage Tag obviates the need to repeat the
cognitively demanding process of thinking that optthrough in detail. Similarly for options
that have positive emotional tags based on pritbomcexperience and/or deliberation. In
addition to remembered associations and valuatsmmatic/ emotional marking will take
effect within current deliberations, such that wiaethesirable or undesirable consequence is
encountered in the process of thinking an optieaugh, that option will be appropriately

and efficiently tagged in all ensuing deliberatioNst only is the deliberative landscape thus

217 See also Bechara, Damasio, Damasio and Ander8@d)1Bechara, Damasio and Damasio (2000), and
Bechara and Damasio (2005).
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given emotional shape and, as it were, a gravitatiforce of approach and avoidance, but it
is further rendered highly efficient (most obvigusi terms of demands on working
memory), especially in just the kinds of interaetilooped, dynamic real-world deliberative
scenarios Damasio described earlier.

In summary, Damasio (1994) offers us a compellemgpirically-based theoretical argument
towards both a positive and a negative thesis.nBgative thesis, that is the origin of the title
of his book, is that the importance of affect (whiee understands in terms of ‘'somatic
marking’) in real, effective thinking and decisiomaking helps expose one of Descartes’
fundamental errors:

...the abyssal separation between body and mind geetithe sizable, dimensioned, mechanically
operated, infinitely divisible body stuff, on theehand, and the unsizable, undimensioned, un-
pushpullable, nondivisible mind stuff; the suggastihat reasoning, and moral judgement, and
the suffering that comes from physical pain or eomatl upheaval might exist separately from the
body. Specifically: the separation of the mostredi operations of the mind from the structure
and operation of a biological organism. (Damas#94l. pp.249-50)

At the same time, Damasio (1994) sees the evideaggesents about the link between
emotion, feeling and reason as providing significupport for his overarching positive
claim:

...that the comprehensive understanding of the humiad requires an organismic perspective;
that not only must the mind move from a nonphysicaitum to the realm of biological tissue,
but it must also be related to a whole organisns@esed of integrated body proper and brsin) (
and fully interactive with a physical and socialieonment. (Damasio, 1994, p252)

Taken together with the details of his case mdtarid his somatic-marker hypothesis,
Damasio’s work points to an important claim ab@alihg and reason that we need to
accommodate in any account of conscious RD agemaymely that an over-
intellectualisation of reason, deliberation andicepespecially in so far as reason becomes
or is recommended to be divorced from emotion, dlve us with a distorted, disembodied
conception of agency that is detached from theolgio&l realities (and complexities) of
embodied human agency.

Blackburn (1998) is interested in precisely thesel of implications of Damasio’s work for
our understanding of the role of emotion in reasgrand decision-making. For Blackburn:

...the most fascinating result of Damasio’s work. this extent to which ‘higher-order’ decision-
making has to harness the limbic system [implicatqatimary emotional response] in order to
work at all. The clinical evidence is that when ghignitive system [associated with the limbic
system] is disrupted, then the higher-order degisnaking system collapses with it. Unless the
outcomes of action that the cognitive system cantify come ‘somatically marked’ [i.e.
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emotionally tagged], the decision-making systemfumattions. The whole point is that there is no
dualism, in which the one floats free of the ott{Btackburn, 1998, p.129)

Thus, Blackburn sees in the clinical data as piagi@mpirical support for the claim that
emotion plays an inextricably crucial role in demmsmaking, giving shape and contour to

the decision-making landscape, and biasing whatatiee, think about, remember and
deliberate over when we are confronted with chobe®een courses of action. To put the
point more negatively, the data suggest it is dakesto attempt or assume a divorce between
reason and emotion, or to assume or claim thabnegen (or ought to) magically detach

itself from emotional systems (primitive or othes®) so as to entirely transcend the
influence of body-based emotion, because it ieahtened or improved or ‘ultimate’
rational control that would follow such disconneati but severe malfunction. In Blackburn’s
(1998, p.131) words, “Without emotions, the wilriglderless.”

This is the critical lesson of Damasio’s (1994) kidFhere is a strong tradition in Western
thought that would have reason lording it over nmiprenitive’ motivational and evaluative
systems such as the emotions, and recommendirgpasdionate deliberative stance in
which emotion might be recognised (as if from teéadhed position of an observer) and
even accorded some weight in a rational calculuspbly once ‘translated’ into the

cognitive currency of reasons. Damasio’s work sstgythat what this tradition recommends
by way of detachment and distance would amounatbgbogy — a life that, like Elliot’s, is
variously characterised by poor decisions, rashsaets, apathetic inertia, and interminable
deliberations, in a decision-making landscape llaatbecome flat and featureless. This is not
to recommend giving unrestricted sway to emotiornipgrescribe ‘hot’ responses to life’s
challenges situations based purely on emotionaticess, pushes and pulls. Damasio is, after
all, offering us a theory of normal, healthy detdigon and choice, and thus a picture of
reflective and deliberative agency that includesight, reasoning, and an adaptive weighing
up of options and considerations. His data andraegis suggest, however, that emotion
must be given its proper place at the heart ofettiged, embodied, dynamic processes, and
not be consigned to some corner of a balance #healetached cognitive calcufd®

218 My favourable view of Damasio’s theory, and thgnificance | see it having in the context of myjpot, do
not imply uncritical acceptance on my part. Damas®an empirical hypothesis, and it must ultinhatswer
to empirical data and testing. For a comprehensiitieal review, see Dunn, Dalgleish and Lawreri2@06).



Chapter 9 258

Realistic Constraints Without Scepticism

Simon Blackburn asserts, bluntly, that “philosoghare professionally wedded to the power
of intelligent thought” (Blackburn, 1998, pp.26He might well have framed this sentiment
in terms of an ardent attachment to the signifieaanad power of reflection. All too often, we
assume, assert or recommend a reflective stantatha us away from an active, dynamic
engagement with the world (including our peerdpawvour of an inwardly-directed
introspective gaze at (what we think are) the amtstef our internal worlds. In the process,
we objectify our mental states, making as thougisehwere entities or events in us,
forgetting the corrective offered to us by Strawaod Blackburn (see Chapter 7) that these
are instead states that we occupy, and that shapeteraction with and relation to the

world.

The present chapter has offered a number of redspbeing cautious in the assumptions we
make about the more obviously cognitive, intermepowers of reflective consciousness,
and the extent to which we might try and disenghgse from either the world or dynamic
embodied engagements with it. Coming at these mdttem a more philosophical angle,
Blackburn reinforces these cautions by addressimag Wwe thinks if the fundamental mistake
about the nature of deliberation and the delibegagtance:

Typically, in deliberation what | do pay attentitare the relevarieaturesof the external
world... | don't also pay attention to my own desiredly own concerns and dispositions
determine which features [of the world, of the &iton] | notice and how | react to them... There
IS not typically asecond-ordeprocess of standing back, noticing that the ®ebsessing me,
and deciding to endorse that fact about myseljternatively deciding to try to change it.
(Blackburn, 1998, pp.253-4)

Note that Blackburn does not deny the possibilitpatential value of introspection, or of
various second-order processes directed at mysglinterests and concerns. What he asserts
are claims about the typical case, about the nodelderative position taken up by the
conscious, reflective agent — a position or stdhaeengages the world, where reflection is

on features of the world, the agent’s reactions #nd on possibilities for action to further

the agent’s interests and concerns.

Finally, Blackburn (1998) recognises two importlmits to the value of gathering and
reflecting on information for purposes of delib&atand decision, even while recognising
that there is a quite general value to be attath@tformed, reflective decision-making:

[First] of all | recognise that there are many @ieas when spontaneity is more important than
laborious collection of facts and reflection onamres. And secondly, there are occasions where
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too much information itself distorts our judgemesten the fairest skin looks lumpy and blotchy
from too close up, a close acquaintance with tlhegsses of mastication and digestion can
destroy the proper enjoyment of food, a fond antviepresentation of how pleasant it is to be
rich may make me susceptible to bribery, and s¢RBlackburn, 1998, pp.261-2)

There are perils to thinking too much and knowing much. The value of conscious
reflective and deliberative agency, conceived alstingngly cognitive, articulated and
reason-based lines, is this restricted and qudlifiee there, perhaps, other domains or
spheres of reflective consciousness that havesagleadified and restricted relevance to a
distinctive form of human agency, and to significdegrees of freedom in action? That will
be the topic of Chapter 10.
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Realistic Self-governance Il: Freedom, Imagination,
and the Externalised Mind

A central thrust of the previous chapter was tega@ number of concerns and cautions in
how we characterise the reflective and deliberdtvin of conscious agency that is
distinctive of human beings, and that acts as gortant grounding for claims that we are
free agents. These cautions, primarily motivatee@tpirical evidence, but backed up by
compelling philosophical considerations, jointlyggest that we should avoid the tendency to
over-intellectualise human agents, both becausieree suggests they (we) may come up
short of expectations, but also because we maytfiadan overly intellectualised, reflective
and detached deliberative stance on our liveslamavorld is not normatively desirable
either.

At no point has it been suggested that conscidiect®n and deliberation of a more
intellectualised and cognitive varietyusimportantto distinctively human agency, or to
claims that we are free agents. This would be abdurere is a vast literature on reason-
based deliberative agency that makes valuableibatiobns to our understanding of various
distinctive features of human agency, and to hownight claim various important degrees
of freedom in our interactions with the world o thasis of these features, so long as we
keep certain cautionary notes (such as those sdundghapter 9) in mind, and thus avoid
committing ourselves to claims that we are freeibtye of our attaining some form of

hyper-reflective, hyper-rational agency (HHA).

The aim of the current chapter is thus not to rethss literature or these issues. Instead, as
advertised in the first parts of Chapter 9, | wanpropose and argue for the importance of
two less-well explored avenues in which we mightifor locate distinctive degrees of
freedom besides the more obviously reason-baséiedative aspects of human agency.
These avenues are the imagination, and certainnaitged aspects of mind. My goal is not
to sketch a comprehensive outline for an accouhtuafan agency that can secure claims of
freedom; nor can | pretend to offer fully workedt@aacounts of either imagination or of

externalised dimensions of mind. The goal is td@epand test the promise of these
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phenomena for the potential contribution they miglake to the reframed debate on free
agency proposed and outlined in Chapter 5, whitbeasame time strengthening the
responses offered so far to the sceptical argunaentevidence of Chapter 6. Further, both
avenues of exploration offer means to highlightithportance of consciousness and occurent
mentation to free agency that are often lackingnare reason-based deliberative accounts,
thereby further bolstering resistance to the scaptlaim that we are Agent Automatons. |
conclude the chapter by delivering on an earlienpse (in Chapter 5) to expand on my
speculative hypothesis as to how we might link imagon and indeterminism within a

future incompatibilist defence of free will.

The Neglect of Imagination

The Harvard University Press publication blurb @mlin McGinn’s (2004) book on
imagination Mindsight suggests that the topic of imagination has ahistory of

exploration in philosophy until the rise of contesngry analytic philosophy of mind.
Whatever the truth of this claim for the philosomfymind in general, it certainly has some
warrant as an empirical claim about the prominenoe, rather, the neglect — of imagination

in discussions of free will and agency.

An indication of the degree to which imaginationnis a neglected topic within (especially
philosophical) discussions of free will and fre@agy can be found through rough-and-ready
surveys of some significant texts published inlés¢ decad@®. Robert Kane has edited two
important volumes on free will Fhe Oxford Handbook of Free WiKane, 2002c) anBree
Will (Kane, 2002b) for Blackwell. Neither of these gelas an entry for ‘imagination’ in
their index. An electronic search of the Blackweallume (via Amazon UK) revealed not a
single reference to imagination in the 310 pagdsawfe (2002b); while a similar electronic
search of the 638 page OUP volume revealed justisgs of the term: one in a footnote to
Russell (2002), in which imagination is listed a® @f the ‘natural abilities’ discussed by
Hume, and the other in Ted Honderich’s (2002) dbation to this volume, where “abstract
concepts of the imagination” (Honderich, 2002, pd62ne of a long list of speculative
ideas discussed by physicists with regard to tiereaf quantum events. In 948 pages of
significant historical (Kane, 2002b) and contempp(&ane 2002b, 2002c) discussions of

free will, not one contributor saw fit to discussagination (certainly not by name) as an

219 At a bit of a stretch, we could consider the syrtiat follows to be in the spirit of the quantivatapproach
to the history of philosophy experimented with bigils (2007).
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important capacity or faculty within human psychgptdhat might have relevance to how we

understand, account for and defend free wiill.

The index td~reedom EvolvefDennett, 2003) lists just two entries for imadgioa. On page
179, in the midst of a discussion of Dawkin’s id#a meme, Dennett claims that access to
memes opens up “a world of imagination to humandgethat would otherwise be closed
off” (Dennett, 2003, p179). More promisingly, Dettrgeother explicit reference to
imagination occurs in the context of a discussibwlrat he claims is our distinctive capacity
as humans to appreciate and exploit aspects abgpartunities for design, instead of merely
being subject to the blind ‘research & developmentiatural selection:

We are the only species whose membersmaginethe adaptive landscape of possibilities
beyond the physical landscape, who can “see” athesgalleys to other conceivable peaks. The
mere fact that we're doing what we’re doing — tgyio figure out whether our ethical aspirations
have any sound anchoring in the world science @®wering for us — shows how different we are
from all other species. (Dennett, 2003, p267,dsaih original)

So Dennett is happy to acknowledge a role for imaiin in conceiving of better worlds,
and better arrangements for society. These arertangaand welcome ideas, but in the
context of both my project and Dennett’s projedereedom Evolvest represents a rather
late and relatively sophisticated application ohgmation to issues of freedom and

agency?’

Psychologists don’t pay much attention to imagoragither when they turn their attention to
guestions of free will. In a recent collection @ipgers on the topic of psychology and free will
(Baer, Kaufman & Baumeister, 2008), ‘imaginatiomoince again conspicuous in its absence
from the volume’s index, and an electronic seaieldyg only three hits. Two of these are
occurrences within reference lists (i.e. titlesivéd works), and the third occurs in a
guotation used by Mele (2008) where the relevam$sef ‘imagination’ involves reference

to the alleged impact of Libet and Wegner’s studieshe philosophical and scientific
imagination. Once again, then, this evidence sugdkat imagination is not deemed an
especially important aspect of human psychologgxtaore in the context of discussions of

free will.

220 pennett makes numerous references to and usesagihation’ throughouEreedom Evolvess an
electronic search like the ones carried out for&ké002b) and Kane (2002c) will reveal. Howevershud
these references to imagination occur in contekisrerDennett is talking about it as a philosophical. For
example, he describes his uses of fables and erarmpbooks likdBrainstormsandConsciousness Explained
as “exercises in imagination-shifting” (Dennett030p223), exercises that Dennett thinks many féaders
are reluctant to engage in.
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These surveys are both superficial and withoutcaiyn to statistical representivity. They
are suggestive, though, of a robust trend. Thigdtie confirmed by a far more wide-reaching
and representative online keyword searchlo Philosopher’'s Indefvia the EBSCO portal)
combining “free will” and “imagination” as searatrins. The search yielded just three hits:
two with a historical and interpretive focus (ome®pinoza, one on Schiller), and the third

being a work on symbolism in fiction.

Of course, too much emphasis on these ‘resultdddoel thought of as something of a
double-edged sword. It might be objected, for eXantpat what these keyword searches of
indexes, texts and databases demonstrate is rasearof neglected theoretical and
philosophical exploration ripe for development apglication to questions about freedom,
but rather a firmly established consensus that inadign just is not central to issues of free
will and agency. Is there something more that easdid prima facie in favour of the idea
that imagination ought to play a more promineng rialour attempts to characterise and
defend claims of free agency?

Speaking up for Imagination

| want to cite three initial sources of supportt@king a sustained look at what imagination
might contribute to a richer conception of freerage The first has already been cited above
— that is, Dennett’s (2003) idea that imaginat®orucial to our ability to conceive of
alternative ‘landscapes’ for agency, society, dned‘design’ of both. Dennett’s reference to
imagination in this context is all too brief, arsdsituated in the midst of his strongly
evolutionary account of the emergence of freedoith kelatedly strong emphases on
engineering and design perspectives in the coofexdrious evolutionary ‘arms races’,
whose details will take us too far away from ourrent concerrf€’. But his reference to
imagination at least makes an explicit claim ath&importance of imaginative capacity and
imaginative activity to our being able to conceofalternative possibilities for ourselves — a

claim that seems surprisingly absent from the ti@ail debate on free will.

A second source of support comes from John McCsoo@ntribution to Libet, Freeman and
Sutherland’s (1999) volumEhe Volitional Brain In the conclusion to his paper, McCrone

22l \we will visit certain aspects of Dennett’s accoimgreater detail below, as a foil for discussing
significance of Donald’s (2001) notion of kinemaiticagination.
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(1999) highlights the capacity of brains to appiratety focus attention and draw on stored
knowledge to deal with the demands of the momehilgmoting that different species are

not equal in this regard:

[The] difference between animals and humans iswleatan make our brains react to imaginary
contexts — we can do things like think about whatduld be like to go into a room and find a
handbag left on a chair. And we also habituallypd@ socially-expanded sense of context to bear
on each moment — our social training will makeranagine what people would say if they saw us
rifing through that handbag, even if we just hapgbto be sneaking a peak out of curiosity...
[Humans] have created an extra, socialized, leivéltering that all brain planning must pass
through before the possible becomes translatedhietactual. (McCrone, 1999, p257)

McCrone’s claims about imagination point to thegloity of a significant shift in emphasis
from the obviously cognitive, reason-based perspexion reflective deliberation presented
at the beginning of Chapter 9 (Korsgaard, Compadihij etc.). Instead of responsiveness to
reasongbeing at the core of a distinctively reflectivdilderative human agency, it is the
activity of and responsiveness to an active andysrtive imagination that is critical.
Imaginative agents can, of course, also be appieziaf and responsive to reasons. They
can be reasonable, and more or less rational.h@ytdre first, in a significant sense,
imaginative agents capable of imagining and resiognid not just the actual, the present and
the remembered, but also to the possible, the &bsénperhaps, even the impossible.
Relatedly, McCrone’s claims suggest that what wghincall the ethical point of view is
primarily an achievement of imagination — imaginthg point of view and the responses of
others to our actions. Supplemented with, for eXantpe perspective on emotional response
and marking offered by Damasio (1994) (see my Ghat such that thenaginedscene of
being found rifling through the handbag provokesetual (if fleeting) emotional response

of shame, this suggests a reflective process, whahwe could call a deliberative process,
whose psychology or occurent realitynist a cognitive one of recognising and articulating

reasons for action before deliberating over anshgain thes@uareasons.

My third source of support is Colin McGinn (200#).Mindsight he notes (all too briefly)
what he sees as the crucial connection betweennatagn and free will in the midst of a
discussion of the role of imagination in meaning:

Chomsky long ago made the point that linguisticissstimulus free” — that is, it is not elicited
by some ambient stimulus in the manner of a coottil reflex. We can clearly speak of distant
and absent objects, of the non-existent, the gasfuture, and so on. An utterance is not an
automatic response to some environmental contingémehis respect it is nothing like a percept,
which is emphaticallyot stimulus free. But of course stimulus freedom etithe imagination
specializes in: absence, non-existence, revisigtnight invention. We might even say that the
whole point of the imagination is to escape the idation of the stimulus — to transcend the
present (temporally and spatially). Imaginatiorefreip the mind to escape what is impinging on
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it. It is, indeed, part of what makes us free agieb the stimulus freedom characteristic of
language is nicely captured by introducing imagorainto the heart of understanding. (McGinn,
2004, p153, italics in original)

McGinn does add a note to this frustratingly bas$ertion about imagination being part of
what makes us free agents. In this note, he expamdss claim as follows:

Imagination is what presents the mind with altex@atourses of action — the envisaging of
possible futures. There is some merit in the itlared by the Romantics, that the imagination is
the primary locus of human freedom: it is what makes our osetibns free by offering us
alternatives, and it is itself an instance of faedon, as we use it spontaneously to create all
manner of marvelous mental products (literaturesimscience, philosophy, etc.). Certainly,
imagination is the most weightless and unconstdagidhuman faculties, the most fleet and
feathery. (McGinn, 2004, p195, italics in original)

McGinn’s comments reinforce the points made eantieelation to Dennett's comments on
imagination — that is, the emphasis on imaginatiomnderstanding our capacity to conceive
alternative possibilities, alternative futures —levfalso highlighting the apparent
‘weightlessness’ and freedom of imagination thatmight traditionally associate with its
more artistic employment, but that McGinn is alseaxiating with not only other intellectual

exploits, but with a kind of creative freedom ireagyper se

Together, these three authors point towards a nuoflyeays in which imagination ought to
have achieved greater prominence in our understgrafifreedom and agency. It will not be
possible to expand on and explore all of thesesideavhat remains; at any rate, my
suggestions and proposals in this chapter mustinesnanewhat programmatic, pointing to
avenues for future work. My immediate interestunming with the idea that imagination is
central to a form of agency that is distinctivelynian, as well as crucial to an understanding
of our freedom, is in order to reengage with a nends issues from earlier chapters:
guestions about the nature of bodily control, alselitreflective consciousness, and
guestions about the intellectualisation of agehegugh an (over-)emphasis on reflective
articulation of, and deliberation over, reasonailllfirst revisit these issues by way of a less
obvious form of imagination — imagining the bodyaiction, or what Merlin Donald (2001)
has callekinematicimagination. Thereafter, we will return to somerentamiliar senses of
imaginative activity in examining empirical work anagination and its significance in child

development.
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Consciousness, Mimesis and Kinematic Imagination

As briefly discussed towards the beginning of thevipus chapter, Dennett (2003) links the
emergence of new capacities for self-monitoringpacities that will be crucial to our
freedom — to the evolutionary emergence of comnatiuo:

It is only once a creature begins to develop thigiacof communication, and in particular the
communication of its actions and plans, that it toasave some capacity for monitoring not just
the results of its actions, but of its prior evdioias and formation of intentions as well. (Denpett
2003, p.248)

This emphasis on communication makes Dennett’sp@ory heavily dependent on
language and linguistically-mediated thought anghmanication. It also enables him to
make the claim that the self of agency is a kindutfural and linguistic invention that
provides a useful ‘user interface’ in the ensuioga interactions of giving and demanding
reasons. This is an outside-in account of the eemeeyof distinctively human forms of self-
monitoring and control that would (i) locate our shdistinctive degree of freedom in agency
only after the emergence of language, and (ii)alms way that renders the ‘self’ of the

associated self-monitoring and control a kind adruusion.

It is my contention that both of these implicatiaas be avoided (or, in the case of (i), at
least seriously re-evaluated) by exchanging Delsn@i®91, 2003) particular brand of
evolutionary theorising about agency from withiscaptical stance on consciousness with an
alternative account of the evolution of human canssness developed by the psychologist
Merlin Donald (2001) that has, as | see it, imparienplications for our understanding of
agency and imagination. Donald’s theory is too esitee to summarise here in any detail. Its
primary significance in this current chapter desi®m his proposed notion of kinematic
imagination and its role in the emergence of a hawmd distinctive combination of mind and

culture that he calls mimetic culture.

Donald’s (2001) account of kinematic imaginatiomfs part of his more general theory of
the evolution of human consciousness, a theorydit@tpts to trace a series of cognitive
transitions importantly linked to the emergencevbht Donald calls ‘cognitive communities’
and shared knowledge networks that are the stud@ilbdire. Donald ultimately sees symbolic
thought and language bg-productsof a series of prior historical developments imiad
evolution that progressively established pattefri®oading and cooperation through shared
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cognitive activity, and the establishing of shamtidiributed knowledge networks:

The scenario of human evolution seems to be obensfon between culture and conscious
capacity, with culture steadily pushing that cafyain the edge, so that it continuously expanded.
Culture was a radically new presence, and the ipd adjusting itself to the new reality of
distributed cognition [within cognitive communitje3 he result of that tension, in the long run,
was the emergence of a symbolizing mentality. (Dshri2001, p.260)

In other words, Donald offers a theory that chresemergence of ever more distinctively
human forms of conscious capacity, where the demahdhared and distributed patterns of

cognition within cognitive communities provide thmst crucial drivers for change.

Donald’s (2001) theory posits three historical sieions in the evolution of hominid and
human consciousness and culture. The first tramsitivolved the emergence of mimetic
capacity and the establishing of what Donald daksmimetic framework of human culture.
The second transition, involving the emergencanfiage and symbolic representation, is
associated with the emergence of oral and mythHtarey while the third transition involved
the invention of (external) symbolic technologiesl ghe associated emergence of theoretic
culture. The latter stage is held by Donald to datieast from the time of Ancient Greece,
and is the stage in which contemporary humansogtédrate. (I discuss aspects of this stage,
and specifically symbolic technologies, towardsehd of the current chapter.)

Our primary focus is on what Donald (2001) hypotbes as being the first transition. The
core of the first transition corresponds to the myaece of a novel kind of cognitive capacity
involving the extension of conscious executive oanhto the domain of action — mimetic
skill. In terms of the fossil record, Donald (20@1261) associates this intellectual transition
with “a general increase in brain size”; and, imte of archaeological finds, with the
emergence of stone tools, a meat-heavy diet (inuuidrger game), wooden spears,
toolmaking sites, seasonal hunting camps, and mandisly occupied fire sites. According to
Donald (2001), these provide evidence not only cd@munal style of living, but also of
skilled cooperatiorandshared knowledge systethsit have, at best, only faint echoes in our
contemporary primate cousins (I am thinking herevaflence of simple tool use in the
breaking of nuts, as well as coordinated huntirityiéies, amongst chimpanzees).

The emerging ‘culture’ Donald has in mind is onguoblic action, underpinned by mimetic

expressive skills, but without language or symbétsunderstand this emergence of a
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distinctively hominid/ human culture, we need tokanore closely at what he means by
‘mimesis’:

Mimesis is the result of evolving better conscioaatrol over action. In its purest form, it is
epitomised by four uniquely human abilities: mirmaitation, skill, and gesture. These are direct
offshoots of the expansion of the human executrabsystem... (Donald, 2001, p.263)

Donald (2001, p. 263) defines mime as “the imagweate-enactment of an event”, with
central examples of mime being the pretend plaghdéiren, as well as the re-enactment of
emotional events. While these are not examplesllyf §ymbolic mental representation, they
are nevertheless representational in the senséhthaimplicitly refer to something other
than the performance itself — namely previoushynegised or experienced events. These are
reproduced, by way of role playing, through a cambon of memory of the original event

and cognitive control over action (including emaabexpression).

Donald (2001) sees the second aspect of mimetecdgp- imitation — as more complex and
demanding than simple mime because it involvesdpkcation of events that have some
instrumental purpose. While mime involves the noangying of an action or action
sequence, imitation requires some recognition amtrstanding of the purpose or objective
that another person had in mind when performingatti®n. Thus, in Donald’s (2001, p.264)
chosen example, a child may be able to mime thefattarpening a wooden spear long
before they are able to imitate this action becdausdées time for the child to grasp the

purpose of the activity.

Closely related to mime and imitation is the thaspect of mimesis — skill. Donald (2001,
p.264) sees skill as resulting from “rehearsaltesysitic improvement, and the chaining of
mimetic acts into hierarchies... [When we learn deskicraft or activity], we must learn a
set of basic action sequences, generalise thenreedrse them until they become second
nature.” This process draws on mime and imitatiwt,also extends beyond these more
simple processes. That is, while we may begin eaming of a skill by imitating its
production by another, and rehearse the activitynbging our own previous performances,
we may find that success in our own case requoegsnodification of the action sequence

we have observed in others, or the inclusion oeharays of approaching the task.

Finally, Donald (2001) sees gesture as somethiaigstiems naturally from the combination

of mime, imitation and skill. What marks out gestas distinct, especially in comparison to
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mime, is that gesture is usually an explicitly conmicative, intentional act. We can think of
gesture as working through the shared use of minenically represent objects, people or
events through mimetic re-enactment. Thus, in DiagP001) example that he borrows
from developmental psychologist Linda Acredolohddtccan learn to represent a fish by
miming a stereotyped puckered mouth. As gesturerbes more developed with age, more
complex representations can be constructed usgugesees of (iconic) gestures. Donald
(2001) does not view the communicative acts invibiveand enabled by gesture as truly
symbolic or linguistic. Nevertheless, gesture takesto a mimetic realm that is more
clearly communicative, and where possibilitiesdonventional representation of persons,
objects and events through shared mimetic practiogorm the basis for not only
transmission of skills and knowledge within a conmityy but also a basis for shared cultural

practices and traditions.

With these details in mind, Donald proposes mimasithe first distinctively hominid
transition towards forms of expression, coordinatknowledge sharing, and systems of
convention and tradition within communal cognitietworks. Ultimately, Donald views the
emergence of mimesis and mimetic culture as a mowansition that, over time, helped
bring the emergence of language within the ‘zongrokimal evolutior??? for hominids. But
the significance of mimetic capacity should alscbeed at the level of brain and cognitive
function:

Mimetic capacity was primarily the result of mergithhe executive brain with the action brain,
when the hominid executive brain system extendedrititomical territory into the frontal and
subcortical regions that control voluntary actidhis anatomical change had major social
ramifications. Active social networking, even oétéxclusively mimetic variety, makes heavy
demands on attention and memory, and we can coatebthis with evidence drawn from studies
of child development... Children become excellent emamtists and actors, long before they can
verbally describe or reflect on what they are do{pnald, 2001, p.266)

In other words, Donald sees mimesis as stronglycested with the ‘leveraged takeover’
described by Deacon (1997) (as discussed in Ch8ptdrcortical and subcortical structures
in the brain controlling action through mechanisush as displacement, whereby the
general increase in the relative size of frontaharin hominid and human brains has the
ontogenetic effect of bringing formally autonomdaslargely autonomous) behavioural
control systems under the influence of cortical,aspecially, frontal processing, thus

allowing for greater executive control of a widange of bodily activity. Donald suggests

222 An evolutionary application, or analogue, of Vysjot's developmental notion of a zone of proximal
development.
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that this shift to greater executive control isaathin the developmental histories of
contemporary children. That is, the level of exe@itontrol of action required for the
mimetic activities of children — imaginary or fagygplay, role playing, etc. — remains an
important achievement as children enter the seaiald of custom, convention and role-

taking that are the precursors of language acaunisand truly symbolic thought.

Mimetic activity in children also points to fundamal ways in which human consciousness
is able to shift from an episodic focus on presxperience to the representation of past and
future. Fantasy play involves, amongst other thitigs mental and behavioural construction
of scenarios that, while grounded in the child’perxence, are often generated and sustained
in the absence of salient environmental input onmting. The child enters into the world of
the conditional, the as-if world in which scenaroas be played out in mind and behaviour,
fostering not only the performance and rehearsattbns, but also the capacity to anticipate
alternative scenarios (instrumental, affectivesagial) that might be contingent on different

courses of action.

The characteristics of mimesis highlighted by Ddn@001) have a familiar ring to them.
What Donald is describing in historical-evolutiop&erms is the emergence of a distinctively
human consciousness that can be thought of as@&dziousness (Searle, 1997), higher-
order consciousness (Edelman, 2004; Edelman & Tip6A0) or extended consciousrféds
(Damasio, 1999). It is consciousness that invoaresxplicit sense of self (what Damasio
,1999, helpfully calls the autobiographical selifldhe capacity to construct and maintain in
consciousness scenes of past or future scenatdengn & Tononi, 2000). And, while most
theorists allow that some aspects of this consoess are likely to be shared by at least some
of our mammalian cousins (especially chimpanzdekfledged extended consciousness is
only to be found in humans where it is accompabiethe representational and semantic

abilities we associate most closely with language.

And yet, where many theorists see advanced semamdispecifically linguistic abilities as
the clearest marker of a distinctively human exéehconsciousness, Donald (2001) thinks

that it is our pre-linguistic capacity for mime#ist represents the most distinctive break

23| will use Damasio’s term ‘extended consciousnegsérever possible, since ‘self-consciousnesstinas
effect of focusing too much on the self-relatedessp of this form of consciousness, and ‘highereord
consciousness’ might be confused (in philosoptdirales) with an attachment to a higher-order thayglOT)
theory of consciousness.
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between humans and our evolutionary forebears ansircs. For example, while Donald
(2001) is sympathetic to much that Deacon (199%)tbaontribute to our understanding of
the evolution of mind, brain and language, he thititat Deacon’s own account of the
emergence of language is flawed because it fodosasiuch on issues of communication,
representation and reference, and posits a trangitrectly from indexical modes of
reference (characteristic of, for example, manymahialarm calls) to the emergence of full-
fledged symbolic reference, thereby ignoring tlgmsicance of pre-linguistic and action-

centred mimetic capacities and associated aspkatmanetic culturé

The significance of such differences cannot be@wphasised. For Deacon (1997), the most
important pressures shaping the evolutionary enmergef language relate quite directly to
issues of reference, representation and commuaoicedelective pressure to communicate
more effectively using fledgling symbolic systemsses selective pressure for more cortical
influence and control over the activities of thegae, larynx, and the (otherwise automatic)
process of breathing. For Donald (2001), the caktitfluence and control of action required
by mimesis precedes the emergence of symbolic conwuation. Distinctively human
consciousness is first a consciousness of actrahtle agent-self in action, before it is a

consciousness enhanced by symbolic representattregerence.

The exercise of (pre-linguistic) kinematic imaginatis a relatively straightforward process
that should strike us as familiar. It involves ttapacity to recall or imagine a performance of
the body (one’s own or that of a model to be mimeonitated), to attempt the same
performance, and then recall and review the |giéeformance in comparison to the original
recalled or imagined performance. As Donald (2qfdints out, this is a sequence that we
generally employ in our learning of just about akifled activity, from diving into a pool to

learning to play a musical instrument, or a newigalgpiece, or to drive a car.

224|n a note (Donald, 2001, p341) on the co-evolutibhrain and language, Donald comments:
Deacon (1997) proposed a theory of language ewoldkiat tries to finesse the need for a mimetic
preadaptation. He argues that hominids made thsitian from primate “indexical” representation
(as shown in operant conditioning) to fully symbakpresentation (as shown in language) in one
continuous evolutionary progression. This idea da#saccount for the metaphoric nature of
language, the existence of mimetic skill, or thet that language normally develops in a mimetic
framework, and operates by metaphoric or mimetitcgules. Moreover, it cannot scale the wall set
up by the primate zone of proximal evolution.
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Described in this way, kinematic imagination migbtind so ordinary as to seem mundane,
but its emergence has great significance for tb@@mies of mind and agency. Donald
(2001) claims that the anatomical changes deschigddeacon (1997) brought with them a
shift in the terrain and focus of conscious procegdrom perception and short-term
memory towards the conscious control of behaviour:

Whereas primate consciousness had occupied ayjgrgaleptual domain and was directed
mostly at the outside world, hominid conscious citganvaded the domain of action. The
executive brain system improved its ability to mionthe state of the physical self and gained
access to much more detail, so that precise aitentuld be paid to the body’s own movement
patterns. (Donald, 2001, p.270)

New modes of cortical modulation and influence dwedily activity became anatomically
and cognitively possible; and attention and memmespurces were now required for the
monitoring and management of cognitive and bodilyvay over the timescale of repeated

action sequences, instead of only the shorter-termands of conscious perception.

It is not only attention that was redirected awanTt the outside world towards an agent-
centred world of action. The exercise of kinematiagination also represents a significant
shift in emphasis when it comes to the dynamicsfaads of learning, and this shift is also
one from the world outside to a more internal, mbworld. In the place of the usual
extrinsic focus on the reward or punishment thib¥es an action, the primary focus in
learning through the use of kinematic imaginat®on theform of the act itself (Donald,
2001), and the extent to which the performanceesgts in approximating the imagined or
recalled ‘ideal’ or template. Refinement of bodslgntrol and skill through the use of
kinematic imagination provides the agent with atbtsapping mechanism for learning that is

thus at least somewhat removed from the contingsrafireward and punishment.

The Significance of Kinematic Imagination

Mimesis and kinematic imagination involve a turnofgattention towards the body in action,
as well as an ability to shape the body’s movemiends attempt to approximate a
remembered or imagined ideal. As Donald (2001, ppués it, “the first rung in our
distinctively human ladder of awareness is the @ayself, a supraordinate form of body
awareness, born of a need to refine action.” Dosdlabory is, needless to say, empirically
defeasible — although it is not clear that it nbedany more or less so than the evolutionary
account of freedom and agency offered by Dennditéedom Evolves and it will need and
benefit from greater integration atréhngulation with other relevant evidence, inchgli
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advances in the neuroscience of action control pFesent purposes, however, it will be
sufficient to note the alternative perspective thahald’s theory can offer on some of the
central issues in the preceding chapters, andcpéatly on those of this and the previous
chapter.

Donald’s ideas about the exercise of kinematic imetgon have relevance, for example, to
those who would challenge our claims of conscigenay on the basis of evidence for
pervasive automaticity — recall Bargh and Charti®(ith99) provocative article title, “The
Unbearable Automaticity of Being.” While Bargh a@tartrand (1999) tend to focus their
attention on alleged cases of what might be caégphitive automaticity, a much more
common context in which we talk about automatidtyhat of action — especially contexts of
learning and performingkilled actions. As Donald (2001) describes it, the eserof
kinematic imagination, with its cycles of perfornecanreview and rehearsal, is critical not
only to mastery of the relevant bodily repertoidesnanded by a given skill, but it is further a
normal part of the process whereby more and mgrecss of such performance become
automated, thus freeing up resources of attentn@mory and imagination, so that these are
available for the higher-order task of monitoringlaweaking the overall ‘shape’ and quality
of the performance. On this view, automaticity killed performance is, under normal
circumstances, friend and aid to effective conssioantrol of voluntary action, not its

enemy.

| am a good driver because the vast majority oforgkills, routines and sub-routines
involved in my driving a motor vehicle became ldygeutomatic years ago. | am not such a
great drummer, in part, because | lack the expeei@md practice required to have
automatized enough of what is required of my famabk while drumming to different
rhythms. When | am in my car, | have enough atbenéind memory resources to concentrate
on where | am going and on the behaviour of myp¥eltoad users; on my drums, intense
concentration on the activity of one limb often @mat the expense of losing the rhythm for

a moment, or in its entirety.

This perspective suggests, then, that automagenerally acts in service or support of
conscious processes of monitoring and control #imes and sub-routines are progressively
automatized, wherever possible, so that they mawdre efficiently activated without the

delays associated with normal timescales of intdrate-term conscious governance (recall
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Gallagher’s example of the different timescalesesponses to a snake in the grass), while
also draining fewer cognitive resources of attanaad memory in the process. There is no
principled reason for thinking that the same lagpald not apply to ‘mental’ acts such as
judgement and evaluation. Indeed, just such auieatatn of evaluative responses is
suggested within Damasio’s (1994) theory of sonratckers. For Damasio, the emotions
that are primarily implicated in the process of atimmarking within deliberation are what
he calls the secondary emotions. Secondary ematpmesent acquired emotional
associations (as opposed to more basic, inburttgmy emotions), and on Damasio’s account,
they are presented as emotional responses thaallypiollow a mental image rather than the
perception of an external stimulus. It is the systé secondary emotions that is disrupted,
unreliable or absent in patients like Elliot. FdlidE, what is missing from deliberation is the
ability for mental images (of options for action)automatically trigger emotional markers
for those options to aid and ease further delibmrat And while such associations are by no
means all the result of prior conscious mentatiofeast some of them &f2— such as the
markers that flag an option that is best avoidesttian previous (conscious) witnessing or
imagining its potential consequences. From thispestive, the efficient operation of
somatic markers in deliberation represents, in, parautomatisation of evaluative responses
that serves as an aid to conscious processesibédgion and choice. Such automatising
does not threaten conscious agency — under nofrahtstances, it makes it more efficient
and effective.

As suggested in earlier cited views of the linkwen freedom and imagination, the exercise
of kinematic imagination also involves an expletareness dlternative possibilities for
action, without such alternative possibilities for actiogeding to be propositionally or
linguistically represented. The value and efficatkinematic imagination in the
development and refinement of skills lies in thegbility of comparing a represented ideal
of action (whether recalled or constructed in imatjon) with a recalled image of a prior
performance, and where the agent has an embodied séalternative possibilities for

performance. In the absence of such a sense afatitee possibilities for performance, the

225 Harris (2000) emphasises the importance of outeray to experience emotional reactions to imagined
scenarios, whether these be on the basis of htastghony (i.e. events and experiences related toywa
witness), fiction (e.g. story-telling) or spontansamagination (e.g. playing out imagined scenattiosugh the
mechanism of imaginary friends). On such a viewmwight think that most somatic markers reflect armogy
of an emotional response, however fleeting, toemado that has at some point been either condgious
experienced or consciously imagined. | discussislé2000) connecting of imagination with processes
somatic-marker response below.
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comparison of images in imagination would be cagely and motivationally impotent in
relation to the prospect of refining skill. One tbgay that this sense of alternative
possibilities for performance iscandition of possibilityor the effective exercise of
kinematic imagination. Moreover, the sense of aliéve possibilities for performance is, for
the most partyeridical because it is grounded in an autobiographical nmgmiopast success
in refining performances, together with a growimgb@died, performance-based
understandin@f® of the underlying anatomical reality of increasedtical influence over

motor structures.

Recalling the ideas about reflection and deliberathat | cited towards the beginning of
Chapter 9, the present discussion suggests a udiffegent account of the origins or roots of
a reflective, normative perspective on action. fidgfenement and automatisation of skilled
performance through the exercise of kinematic imaigpn offers us a pre-linguistic and non-
reason-based model on which we can understandtéraalising of an ideal for behaviour
that then acts as both normative guide and constiai future performances, both actual and
imagined. On this view, the distinctive psychol@jispace in which a conscious appreciation
and pursuit of normative ‘projects’ first takes déhag not (following Korsgaard) that of a
reflective and reflectively distanced self as defdior/ legislator, nor (following
compatibilism) of a self as reflective endorser, iollowing Dennett) of a self as useful or
even necessary fiction in an externally imposedroamicative social practice of giving and
demanding reasons for action. It is, instead, exg@d as the much more pervasive,
embodied, action-centred and playful space of mimgation, and the pursuit of skilled

performance.

Some Objections

An objection may be anticipated at this point, hegre Surely, it might be argued, the space
of imitation with a view towards mastery of a tygleperformance is not at all uniquely
distinctive of human agency. Lovers of wildlife doeentaries will have no doubt seen many
delightful scenes of young predators practicingahieof the hunt. What, if any, principled
distinction is there to be made between this kinepeated performance in pursuit of what

can only be called a learnt, advanced skill, aedélrning of skilled performance that

226 Not to be mistaken for a distinctively cognitiveawnceptual understanding of these anatomical
underpinnings, of course.
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Donald (2001) wants to associate with the exemisedistinctive capacity for kinematic

imagination?

One could quibble with the facts and the detailhf objection, especially as regards the
appropriate interpretation of the behaviour of ghgsung predators. What seems clear,
however, is that such learning represents an urgarabs case of trial-and-error learning
through a combination of observation (usually olhmoinstinct, and actual performances.
Donald (2001) sees the development of skilled perémce through the exercise of kinematic
imagination as something that goes beyond theycestctive demands of actual trial-and-
error learning. The development of skill requiresuaderstanding and appreciation of
purpose, and it involves the rehearsal, reviewrangion of both recalled and imagined
bodily performancewithout the need foior at leasprior to any further actual performances.
It is, as we noted earlier, a pursuit of the appedpform of an action, exploiting our
capacity for explicit recall and imagination. Itght look similar, on the outside, to the
repeated performances of young hunters, but thatdAme in large part because of the
privacy of the imaginative acts involved in the lamtase.

A more threatening objection, however, might beedion the basis of Donald’s (2001)
eagerness to refer to “the executive brain”, asdaktempts to harness Deacon’s notion of a
leveraged takeover of subcortical structures bticarand frontal brain areas with a
consequent increase in voluntary control over bieh@vls this not an assumption or
assertion about precisely the kind of centralisegtetive control that | was cautioning
against in Chapter 87 Is this not precisely thegenaf conscious control mechanisms lording
it over the rest of the brain that we are suppasdthve argued against in order to expose the

flawed assumptions of the sceptical cases presant€dapter 6?

There can be no quick and exhaustive responseéstoltfection. As | noted in Chapter 8,
there is a tension between ideas about self-orgmmsand decentralised and distributed
mechanisms of control, on one hand, and ideas aeffugovernance, where the latter
presumes some sort of unity of organisation, imfbgeand control over the behaviour of
mind and body. | offered reasons for thinking tiet tension is not one that is threatening to
a defence of free agency. Nevertheless, a numiartber comments and responses are

appropriate at this point.
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First, the neural aspects of Donald’s theory, asdritorporation of Deacon’s (1997) notion
of a leveraged cortical takeover, need not impat thonald wishes to superimpose a
singular, centralised executive system housecdomdt lobes from which it sends orders as
per the specifications for a hard-assembled inst@isystem of control. The most that needs
to be said about increased cortical projectionsifespecially frontal areas to subcortical
areas implicated in voluntary motor control is thiew else would we imagine cortical
influence and modulation of action could be achiegrcept, in part, by means of increased
neural connectivity? If we assume, as seems rebbxrihat the exercise of kinematic
imagination and other important aspects of conscioanitoring and modulation of

behaviour are primarily realised by way of cortiaativity, then we should expect these areas
to project to various motor and other areas inbitaén in order that there be a suitable degree
of interaction between these different action-esdgtrocesses. This is not sophisticated
neuroscience — it is just the simple (non-dualdgp that functional relatedness requires

some form of neural relatedness.

Donald (2001) and Deacon (1997) are positing phemegically novel forms of connectivity,
and novel forms of influence and control over bpthaviour. As we saw in Chapter 8,
Deacon (1997) claims that our distinctive levetohtrol over the mouth, tongue and larynx,
relative to that evidenced by our closest primatgsms, is directly related to differences in
cortical-subcortical connectivity between the reletvspecies. Similarly, Donald (2001) is
hypothesising that the reach of kinematic imagorain the development of skilled
performance is related to such novel patterns nheotivity. But neither of these claims need
amount to more than the idea that novel functiamakactions and influence require novel

mechanisms of connectivity and interaction.

A second response to the objection is more spéesjand it connects with the issues and
puzzles raised in Chapter 8. | think it plausililattDonald’s claims about our distinctive
capacity for kinematic imagination not only suggesgtre-linguistic, non-reason-based arena
of distinctive normative activity, but further suggy a possible means for positing a type of
centralised control that is consistent with thenstaof Chapter 8 — especially as regards the
likely importance of a variety of control systems;luding various systems operating on self-
organising and decentralised principles, to thetioning of a complex biological system

like a human organism — while also reinforcing ¢hiécisms levelled (in Chapters 7 and 8)
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against the assumptions made about conscioudimitiand control of behaviour in the

sceptical arguments of Chapter 6.

Recall the three features that Schroeter (2004)qubas being characteristic of basic
executive control: (i) the agent that is best idet as the system wielding basic executive
control is theconscious self(ii) human actions of a relevant order of comgileare carried

out in accordance with action plans, and becauseawe these action plans, basic executive
control is characterised by the agent (i.e. thescimus self) being in a position of, in general,
knowing what they are doingnd (iii) action can bmitiated by central commands*“the

motor system can be directly activated by a comnsswkd by the conscious self”
(Schroeter, 2004, p645). By now, we can point ttage key errors, or at least
mischaracterisations, that render Schroeter’s ¢akexecutive control unworkable. By
contrast, utilising the conceptual machinery introed from Chapter 7 onwards, and adding
in Donald’s notion of kinematic imagination, we aaframe a more workable understanding

of executive control.

First, Schroeter is wrong to identify the holdemeelder of executive control with the
conscious self, as if the conscious self were semtiéy or sub-system within the ag#&tit
Instead, a workable notion of conscious executorgrol would attribute this control to the
conscious agent — the whole agent, consciouslygatga dynamic intentional interaction
with the world. Second, Schroeter is essentiallyezt in claiming that executive control is
characterised by the conscious agent knowing wiggt are doing. This was the point

emphasised in Chapter 7 when clarifying what it méa act with conscious intention.

However, Schroeter’s under-described idea of anmpian, when combined with his claims
about direct action initiation via central commandgproblematic. It falls foul of the
warnings of Chapter 8 regarding systems of comtrthlin complex biological systems like
the human organism, and it plays into the handee&ceptics of Chapter 6 in subscribing to
a simplistic, naive model of conscious initiatiordacontrol that is vulnerable to the kind of

criticism offered by Wegner.

227 Dennett’s (2003) mantra is useful here: ‘If youkegourself really small, you can externalize \aity
everything.’
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Suppose, instead, that we jettison the claim thaichexecutive control requires or involves
direct activation of the motor system by way of ecoamds issuing from the conscious self;
and suppose further that we interpret the idean@fction plan as an imagined performance in
the agent’s kinematic imagination, not as some@tdetailed instructions for activating the
motor system. Now we have a centralised monitosygiem, where feedback consists in
comparisons between real-time and recalled perakggisterings of actual performances
with an imagined (perhaps ideal) performance sosthin the imagination. We can also
sustain a claim to having a centralised controlesy®f a sortin so far as there is knowledge
of the state of the system as a whole as well désofepancies between the performance of
the organism and the imagined template, and thosvledge can interact dynamically with,
and thus modulate, relevant systems of motor cbbyravay of the system of cortical
projections described by Donald and Deacon. Andhystinteraction need not represent an
overriding centralised instructive system of cohtAs with the description of the concert
pianist at the conclusion of Chapter 8, we can eixpemparisons and corrections issuing
from the exercise of kinematic imagination to vargcale and detail from the overall form
of the performance down to isolated finer det&ls.we can get a form of unified, integrated
conscious monitoring and control without the nemdaf superimposed, instruction-issuing
centralised controller, and while still respect(agllagher’s insight that conscious control
(and free will) are in general engaged with acabthe level of intentions, not of neural
firings and muscle activations. The conscious agagtaged in acts of kinematic imagination
does not mysteriously reach down into the mototesoto activate individual motor neurons
— instead, the imaginative activities of the agaight be expected, for example, to smoothly
interface with ongoing dynamic processes of safeasling an ever-improving performance
that progressively approaches the imagined goiaeat.

Beyond the Imagined Body in Action

At the outset of this chapter, | set out my intentio explore two less traditional avenues in
which we might locate distinctive degrees of fremdor human agents, the first of which
involved giving imagination its rightful place ihé psychology of our agency. In examining
the significance of imagination for agency, besithgsbrief noting of certain ideas in the
work of Dennett, McCrone and McGinn, my focus tfarsbeen mostly limited to kinematic
imagination, in part so as to emphasise the casaréslinguistic roots of our capacity for
freedom and, relatedly, for normativity. | thinlgwever, that there is more to be said, and

more to be explored, in giving imagination its tigth place within an account of free agency.
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Earlier, | cited Colin McGinn’s suggestive commeal®ut the centrality of imagination to
our free agency. The context of McGinn’s commerdas Ws discussion of the stimulus
freedom of language — Chomsky’s id@4hat linguistic use, unlike the conditioned reéiex

of behaviourist learning theory, does not requieeiresence of some “ambient stimulus”
(McGinn, 2004, p153). McGinn’s intention, in terwisthe central theses of his book, is to
draw a parallel between a language-related alddigpeak of the past and the future, as well
as of distant, absent and non-existent thingstlamdnagination’s special capacity to deal in

“absence, non-existence, revision, [and] outrigkiention” (ibid).

| see no need to specifically endorse McGinn'sithést we should try to account for the
stimulus freedom of language by grounding lingaistnderstanding in imagination. | am
inclined to think that imagination is critical tarlguage; but at the same time, the relationship
might be more dynamic and reciprocal than McGihoved. Imagination might, for example,
‘specialise’ in absence and revision, but it mayl weed the machinery of symbolic
representation and thought before it can trulyrafiemaster the never-before-encountered,

the non-existent, the impossible, and negafibn

Whatever the details of the relationship and ingsrbetween the imagination and language,
they comprise a powerful combination. Kinematic gmation can present the body in a
recalled or an ideal performance; the symbolicatgbled imagination can present as a
possibility for action, or as a possible conseqeeasfaction, or as a possible future life, or a
possible alternative existence, etc. literally amyg that can conceivably be imaged,
symbolically presented, or symbolically communidatiée is the true playground of the free

agent in which degrees of freedom, in terms of ipdiges for action, come into their owfY.

In any individual, the capacity of the symbolicaigabled imagination is constrained by a
number of variables. Not all imaginations are beguoal, nor are they nurtured and developed

228 5ee Chomsky (1959).

2291 am thinking here of CS Peirce’s account of icoiidexical and symbolic reference, and the imgare of
the distributed and mutually supportive natureyohisolic reference in enabling reference to stafedfairs
that do not obtain, have never obtained, and ewvaldmever obtain. See Deacon (1997) for a useful
interpretation and exploitation of Peirce’s ideas.

20 Not that these degrees of (imaginative) freedomat®w the agent to transcend what the Existestil
would have called ‘facticity.” No amount of imagng unassisted flight will make it a possibility faction for a
human agent.
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equally. Some agents experience special constraiftisexample, restricted capacity to
imagine and foresee the responses and states dfahatheré®, and/or a tendency or
restriction to more concrete associations and g imaginative projection/ exploratioh
Other agents might experience an almost unconsttaiperhaps experienced as
uncontained- capacity for imaginatiéi®; and some might retreat into the world of their
imagination to escape the trauma and the unmankgetadlenges that life can hurl in their

directiort®*

At the same time that we acknowledge the probglohippre-existing individual differences

in imaginative capacity and constraints on the iimatgpon, we should also highlight and
encourage the exploration of avenues for growiegriagination. | have in mind, in
particular, the much neglected topic of fiction atsdpotential role in influencing, shaping

and adding to the degrees of freedom associatédagéncy. While fiction technically falls
under the category of one of the symbolic technebdiscussed later in this chapter, it has a
special relationship to the imagination in termshaf journeys on which it (or, at least, the
best of it) can lead the imagining agent, expantheg horizons of experience and
understanding, fostering their empathic appreanafito the complex lives, experiences and
worldviews of others, teaching any number of vicasi lessons, and yet all within a context
of suspended belief. The capacity to listen toraad stories, to appreciate and imaginatively
immerse oneself in a world of fiction, is one oé tinuly spectacular achievements of human
mentality and imagination, and its implications éar freedom deserve far greater attention

and exploration.

More generally, and perhaps less speculativelyetisea wealth of empirical and
empirically-inspired work on imagination outsidepifilosophy that warrants exploration and
engagement in pursuit of a more nuanced, sophistiGand empirically plausible account of
what our free agency amounts to. | have in mingbarticular, the work of the developmental
psychologist Paul Harris, whose extensive reseatoithe imagination of children calls out

21| have in mind here individuals on the autism $pen. See, for example, Baron-Cohen (1995).

232 pgain, individuals on the autism spectrum pregasisible cases to consider here, especially wheamies
to imaginative play. See, for example, Jarrold @d0r a review of research on the issue of autsich pretend
play. But see Leevers and Harris (1998) for impurtautions in drawing conclusions about imagiretiv
abilities in autism.

233 |ndividuals in florid psychotic states, for exampl

%4 |ndividuals in fugue states, perhaps.
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for more detailed and critical consideration withigbates about the nature, origins and

development of agent;.

For instance, in the introduction of his bobke Work of the Imaginatioiiarris (2000) sets
himself the task of arguing for the centralityimiagining alternative possibilitiewithin the
emerging cognitive capacities of children:

... the capacity to imagine alternative possibilitesl to work out their implications emerges
early in the course of children’s development aaudd a lifetime. This capacity is especially
obvious in children’s games of pretend play, bides and transforms their developing
conception of reality itself. (Harris, 2000, ppi}x

A key feature of the account Harris (2000) develsgbe claim that the capacity to imagine
alternative possibilities and, specifically, to wsis capacity to construct a contrast between
what was done and what was not done, turns out todiitical feature of how children
analyse sequences of events, especially sequemdssenarios of human action. That is,
according to Harris (2000), children understand@ctequences of events, including the
actions of others, in part by imagining contrasitoegnterfactual scenarios that did not take
place. Thus, for Harris (2000), children’s capadiyconstructing scenes, scenarios and
models in their imagination shapes their reasoamgjunderstanding of the world, including
notions of causatidrt, the actions and intentions of ottféfsand concepts of obligation and

(even) free agenéy.

235 Somewhat frustratingly, McGinn (2004) acknowledbesris’ work, but he does so in an endnote in Whic
he recommends Harris (2000) as an empirically-m&xt discussion of the imagination of the child. &Biv
some of their overlapping interests and concetwgpuld have been more interesting to see how Ma@irght
accommodate the experimental and other empiriodirfgs that Harris (2000) presents.

23 For example, Harris, German and Mills (1996) destated that children as young as 3 years of age we
adept at reasoning using counterfactuals, andhkgtnaturally deployed counterfactual scenariaféir
causal thinking. Harris’ (2000) hypothesis is ttetse counterfactual scenarios are constructdein t
imagination of the child, and form the basis fauléing reasoning and inference.

%7 Harris (2000) mentions the work of Meltzoff (1998 bearing on the issue of young children apptiagia
the intentions behind the actions of others. Intktdf's (1995) study, 18-month-olds in the expemta
condition showed that they could infer the intendetiof an observed adult while having only begmosed to
the adult’s failed attempts to perform the givet abat is, children who had only seen an adult ehaah
intention to act, but fail to successfully perfotime target act with a set of objects, were asylikelperform the
(unseen) target act as were a group who had sedartiet act successfully modelled; both groupdyrred
significantly more target acts than controls whd hat witnessed the modelling of either a targeéba@an
intention to perform a target act. Within Harri2DQ0) framework, this suggests that that intengimup were
able to both infer the intention of the adatd imagine the successful performance of the targetvhich they
had not seen.

238 pccording to Harris (2000, p159), children’s copicef a free agent involves someone “who can eitaery
out or withhold a given action.” Harris’ developntelrevidence would thus suggest that children lsee t
capacity to have done differently as crucial tolifyiag as a free agent. To what extent this reradhe same
over the course of development might be disputesidoye — see Nahmias, Morris, Nadelhoffer and Turner
(2004).
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Of particular interest, given our preceding disouss, is Harris’ (2000) view on imagination
and emotion, which he develops in part by consideour (puzzling) tendency to respond
emotionally to fiction (and fantasy), even though ave aware that what we are responding
to is not real and has not happened. Specificalyasks the question:

Why is it that human beings, children as well asitagare prone to display a fully fledged
emotional reaction, not just when confronted byetual situation, but when they imagine a
possible situation? (Harris, 2000, p88)

Or, putting it slightly differently:

Why are we so designed as human beings that inchgpets readily drive our emotional
system? Why is information about whether an ev&rg¢al or imaginary not automatically
deployed to fine-tune our emotional reactionsf.dafault mode, we are a species that thrills to
fictional dangers or sheds tears for imaginary theeaks. We may ask... what the biological pay-
off might be[?] (Harris, 2000, p84)

Harris (2000) offers two speculative answers te thuestion, the first of which draws on
Damasio’s account of somatic markers that we erteoeith in Chapter 9. The second
involves the idea that a crucial function of langeaover the course of its (and our)
evolution, has been to convey information aboutthat isnot here andot now — what

Harris (2000) refers to as displaced communicatiacsisplaced testimony

In terms of his first speculative answer, HarriB(qQ) in effect reinterprets Damasio’s (1994)
account of somatic markers through the lens of eynpd imagination during deliberation
and decision making: decision-making is an embqdvearm-blooded’ affair involving real
generation of emotions because, when we imagin¢ wanight do, we are able to
experience emotions of a kind with what we woulel fewe go ahead and do it. This would
suggest that perhaps Damasio is incorrect to vidat Bnd other VMPFC patients as merely
suffering from a disruption to their secondary eimosystem: if Harris is correct, perhaps

the deficiency is one that also involves a failof@nagination.

Harris’ (2000) second speculation touches on tteevaf testimony and the communicative
power of symbolic language. In its ability to conmzate information about the absent and
the past — the domain of testimony by another whse there — language offers the
opportunity to learn at one or more removes frastdhand experience. In this context of
evolving language and communicative practice, H42000) asks us to consider two things:
first, it is likely that the kinds of events thailvbe relayed via honest testimony will often
have included emotionally charged events; and,rskdbat a failure to generate real and

appropriate emotion when an emotionally chargeditewas being relayed would leave the
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audience both lacking the knowledge of the emotidmaensions of the event (emotional
learning would only take place in first hand expedes) as well as socially (empathically
and pragmatically) out of sync with the person vehtestimony is being heard. Whereas:

...iIf our interlocutor’s emotionally charged eye-vess report kindles in us the same emotion as
the events themselves aroused in him or her, waiptieing in tune with our interlocutor and
alerted to events beyond our immediate horizonrr{§]&2000, p90)

Harris’ (2000) proposals are speculative and, adtlen the case of the somatic marker
hypothesis, probably open to empirical testing. tBey once again point to potential avenues
for exploring the full significance of imaginatié@ human agency, both as embodied,
emotional beings who must deliberate and decidesuitably warm-blooded fashion, and as
social creatures whose possibilities for agencytrinesinderstood within a context of what
Donald calls a cognitive community and that, foliogvHarris’ lead, we might want to subtly
reframe as a community of shared ideas and expeseboth real and imagined.

There is much more to say in developing these idbast the significance of imagination to
human agency and human freedom. Giving the imagmas full and proper recognition as
a critical element in our embodied mental econonayrses us new directions for exploring
and securing claims of origination, novelty, owingpsand control that are the basis for
various degrees of freedom we wish to claim asdgants. At the same time, because
imagination (as discussed here) involves the corguand constructing of images in
extended consciousness, exploring and articulétiegonnections between imagination and
agency promises to leave behind the spectre diglemt Automaton as a sceptical (and, one
is tempted to add, behaviourist) chimera; whileghmunding of some of our highest
cognitive and motor achievementsimaginativeactivity, rather than some kind of mental
(or neural) logical calculus, promises some redpite the dangers of presuming ourselves
to be Hyper-rational, hyper-reflective agents.

The ideas presented here are, intentionally, stiggesnd programmatic — they outline future
paths to explore outside the walls of the traddiatebate, paths that will be welcomed by
those who, like me, have come to the conclusiotttfee must be more to be said about free
agency than seems to be allowed within the topdyrap an impasse. And, as outlined in
Chapter 5, | think that even these programmatigesions about the significance of

imagination can be translated into an hypothesmialwhere an incompatibilist account of
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free agency (that is not a traditional libertar@gaeount) might try to locate a form of
indeterminism that is friendly to, if not requiréat, free agency. But before concluding with

a discussion of that hypothesis, | first want tplere the second of the less-explored avenues
| gestured towards at the beginning of the chapideas about various externalised aspects
of mind, and the significance might have in humgends being able to transcend various

biological constraints on their agency.

Individual Agents: Limited Capacities and Resources

In Chapter 9, we encountered Damasio’s hypothbaisemotion is critical to ordinary
processes of deliberation. Part of the evidencdagid behind this hypothesis came from the
speculation that patients like Elliot suffered fransubtle working-memory related deficit
when they engaged in the real world (as opposéabtwratory) dynamics of open-ended
deliberation. As Damasio (1994) makes clear irdigsussion of the extensive testing that
Elliot underwent, the deficit was not one of woidkimemoryper se Instead, according to
Damasio’s hypothesis, the demands of open-enddéaedation in the absence of emotional/
somatic marking very quickly run up against anchterceed the capacity of even a normal

working memory.

It is obvious that individual human agents havesatits of resource and capacity limitations
that act as constraints on their possible aventpsychological and bodily activity. Sceptics
about consciousness are, for example, especiadly teeenumerate the limitations of
conscious task performance under a variety of ktboy condition&®®. A relatively simple
example that illustrates the point is offered bydgu€Clark (1997). Given a certain amount of
learning in school, most of us are capable of mbtgroducing an answer to simple
multiplication problems, such a ‘9 x 7 = 63’. Hoveeyvthe majority of us would find that
‘916 x 753" exceeds our powers of mental arithmétistead, we would have learned a
method of externalising the cognitive task at hamating down the problem in a
conventional notation, and then tackling it in gugential, rule-governed manner, such that
the problem is broken down into a series of sinmpldtiplication operations, a procedure for
factoring in multiplication by tens, hundreds, gtmd finally the summation of our smaller

component answers to reach the final answer.

239 5ee Donald (2001, pp14-25) for a useful summasoaie of these capacity limitations.
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This example, though clearly an instance of a fdamexternalised cognitive operation,
points to a number of interesting features shayea tange of human cognitive activities.
First, the context of externalising the cognitiask at hand is one in which the processing
capacity limitations of the human mind, for all iesnarkable power, are very quickly
reached. Second, perhaps the most significantdimdpacity limitation that we run into
under such circumstances is that of the biologimamory systems. Under normal
circumstances, the underlying reason why we cameattally calculate ‘916 x 753’ is that
we cannot realistically hope to memorise our titadses all the way up to our 916 times
table (that is, in addition to the fact that thisuld be a monumental waste of time). Nor are
our memory systems well suited to breaking downctideulation into, for example, three
segments of ‘900 x 700’, ‘16 x 507, and ‘16 x 3&dause interference effects are likely to
occur in trying to hold the answers to each segnmesihort-term memory while performing
the other calculations. (Such a method may, negdtesay, also run into problems of
processing limitations, depending on an individsiaental maths ability, as well as the
complexity of the calculation.) Long multiplicatigamovides a reliable, externally-scaffolded
method by which someone who has mastered the spalnivho has memorised the times
tables up to 9, and who is capable of long summgaaother externalised cognitive

technique), can tackle at will multiplication prebis of almost any length and complexity.

Third, according to Clark (1997), it would appédaattto the extent that there are people who
can carry out operations like ‘916 x 753’ mentaitys by way of them having internalised
the procedures of external long multiplication. ¥laee able to utilise their capacities for
mental imagery, along with working and short terenmory, to follow the same steps as the
externally-scaffolded procedure, but without reaogdhe steps or their outcomes in an

external medium.

Fourth, the central reason why there are few whadd quite probably few who can
successfully internalise and utilise the long nplitation procedure for operations as
complex as ‘916 x 753’, is that the working andrsierm memory demands involved in
holding all the relevant component answers ‘in rimdile performing other parts of the
calculation, and the likely interference effectattban arise, exceed those of the average
human subject — certainly those who have not redesome form of special memory
training. But, fifth and finally, it seems rathesiptless to go to all the effort of internalising

the technique, given the speed, efficiency andldity of the externally scaffolded
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procedure. We can, in deciding (as learners odasators) how best to utilise our limited
processing and memory resources, reflectively afyaly007 Principleé**®to ourselves, and
recognise that developing an internal version eflttmg multiplication method is for the

most part a monumental waste of time when simgéractions with, and manipulations of
the external environment will yield more reliab&n@ probably more speedy) results with
considerably less cognitive effort. (And, unlike tinternal version, the results and procedure

are thereafter available for checking by ourselrmss others.)

Upon reflection, we can find externalised cognifprecedures in just about every aspect of
the life of literate persons the world over. We mé#kts of groceries to buy and things to do
as aids to our memory. We sometimes use listshar @xternal records of wishes, plans and
intentions to examine these in a more holistic e the serial nature of conscious
reflective and deliberative processes ordinarilgval comparing, prioritising and editing
these ‘to-do-lists’ as we go. We entrust memorigshone numbers, appointments, names,
and other items to various external media suclotes pads, diaries, and (increasingly) digital
media such as cellular phones, PDA’s, digital voemmorders, and computers. Some use
external media to record personal experiencesgtitsufeelings and reflections in the form
of a journal or diary; and some do the same witlugiits, feelings and dreams as a specific
aid to reflection on their own psychological make And the working world, outside of
manufacturing and physical labour, is literallyefd with a range of external records and
memory devices, as well as externalised and dig&(in the sense of inter-individually

distributed) cognitive processes.

At the core of most of these cognitive processea Wariety of symbolic technologies —
primarily writing and similar symbolic notationswhose significance for understanding
modern human cognition cannot be underestimated:

Symbolic technology is the enterprise of manufactuand crafting external symbolic artefacts
and devices. These have enabled us to build aulistal storehouse and an external symbolic
storage system, which serves as a permanent greor and includes such things as books,
museums, measuring instruments, calendars, anduterapThese are extensions of what
archaeologists call material culture. But unlikestraspects of material culture, they are designed
specifically to help us think, remember, and repnéseality... They revolutionise what we can

do with our minds. (Donald, 2001, p305)

24041 general, evolved creatures will neither stnoe process information in costly ways when they use the
structure of the environment and their operatiqmsnut as a convenient stand-in for the informafimacessing
operations concerned. That is, know only so mugjoasneed to know to get the job done.” (Clark, 4.9864)
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Donald (2001) thus sees the impact of symbolicrietdyies as lying both at an individual
and at a cultural level. These technologies andtaral phenomenon, and in so far as they
are symbolic, are dependent on a variety of hisdband ongoing social features of the
contexts in which they operate. And the collecst@age and sharing of knowledge and
ideas enabled by these symbolic technologies haaraatic consequences for the nature and

possibilities of human societies.

But the impact of these technologies is equallyartamt at an individual level — at the level
of what individual minds are able to do as a restthe presence and use of these external
media. Symbolic technologies allow us to escapédiblegical limits of our brain’s various
memory systems, however we choose to classify et the significance of this
externalisation of memory does not lie solely atldvel of increased (even limitless)
capacity. Externalising memory — creating what Ddti&es to call the ‘external memory
field — also changes the way in which the contehteemory are available to consciousness,
and with such changes come the possibilities far cagnitive strategies:

[The external memory field] is an extraordinargtbrical development because it changes the
long-standing relationship of consciousness toejpsesentations. We can arrange ideas in the
external memory field, where they can be examimebisaubjected to classification, comparison,
and experimentation, just as physical objects nanlaboratory. In this way, externally displayed
thoughts can be assembled into complex argumenth more easily than they can in biological
memory. Images displayed in this field are vividi@mduring, unlike the fleeting ghosts of
imagination. This enables us to see them clealdy, with them, and craft them into finished
products, to a level of refinement that is impokesfbr an unaided brain. Thus the display
characteristics of the external memory field exptredrange of mental operations available to a
conscious mind. (Donald, 2001, p309)

Donald is, in essence, claiming that the list deexalised cognitive activities that |
mentioned above in fact reflects activities thatsiderably expand the power of the
individual mind in ways we may simply take for gi@ah, having grown up in a literate

culture saturated with, and heavily dependent och £xternal storage devices.

Donald’s (2001) claims regarding the external mgniield suggest that the precision,
stability and controlled malleability of the extatrmemory field allow us to carry out whole
varieties of cognitive experiments, the capacitjmdeds of which far outstrip the resources
of an isolated mind-brain restricted to workinghit the workspace of conscious working

memory.

241 Eor purposes of this discussion, a standard divisito long-term, short-term and working memorgtsyns
will serve adequately.
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The power of the external memory derives in large fsom theform of external memory
itself:

[E]xternal symbols [exograms] give us stable, peremd, virtually unlimited memory records that
are infinitely reformattable and more easily digpld to awareness. Moreover, exograms are
much easier to search [than internal biological wees], and we can recall them with a variety
of retrieval methods. The availability of power&dternal media [therefore] increases the number
of ways we can represent reality. (Donald, 200808p10)

While we should in no way think that these claimply a dismissal or devaluing of the
cognitive and behavioural significance of imagioaticonscious reflection, planning and
deliberation, we should recognise that Donaldyisty to point us to a differemrder of
imagining, conceiving, planning and understandivag ts only made possible through the
addition of external memory media to our psychatagtoolbox. If, as Donald claims, we
can dramatically increase the numbers of ways ilchwye can conceive of and represent
reality, then we can also infer a dramatic increagbe ways in which we can conceive and

plan our actions in the world.

With our increasing dependence on digital mediaastonishing growth and size of things
like the Internet, and the incredible speed oftdigearch procedures (think of how long the
average Google search takes), the possibilitiesffective storage, search and retrieval are
constantly evolving into ever more powerful cogréttool$*? (even if the parallel explosion
in the sheer quantity of information available toiadividual undermines some of these
advances to a significant degree, and createpreblems of ‘information overload’, not to

mention inundation with useless or low quality imhation).

The availability of, and interaction with, the esxxtael memory field transforms the internal
processes of mind. Donald (2001) describes whtihks of as a mirroring arrangement
between the internal and external memory systentis thie architecture of biological
memory being externally captured in the symboliciemment, and this image then being
reflected back into the mind-brain to interact waaeness with the biological memory
systems themselves. This interaction, he claimsnbé&able implications for the mind:

This mirror arrangement... changes the reflective gravi the conscious mind, because the
external memory field gives working memory a muabrensolid display system for
representations. Ordinarily, neither spoken womisimages can be displayed long enough in

242 An example close to home — the crude surveys @m¢ourrence of the term ‘imagination’ at the baiig
of this chapter would have been practically impalssiand certainly prohibitively time-consuming,the
absence of electronic access and search funciiotisig case, via Amazon).
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normal working memory, even in the intermediatenteto allow any prolonged or detailed
reflection on them. Natural memory display is pdacks definition and detail, and is notoriously
unreliable. The external memory field gives us paaand more durable mental representations.
This allows the conscious mind to reflect on thdutgelf and to evolve longer, more abstract
procedures that serve to verify and control thdityuaf its own actions. (Donald, 2001, p313)

This arrangement leads, in turn, to greater capémitabstraction, for turning thinking into a
more formalised and systematically developed dgtithe products of which can once again
be externalised, stored and reflected back intartimel-brains of individuals to thereby
transform the very processes of cognition. Eveorief outline, this account highlights the
dramatic potential of externalised memory systeansl Other symbolic technologies) to
impact on the (superplastic) mind-brain systemsbith these technologies depend for their

existence and significance.

Clark (1997), who is sympathetic to Donald’s the(@tlleast as put forward in Donald,
1991), emphasises a different aspect of the irtierabetween the mind-brain and the
symbolic memory traces in the external memory fi€lClark is partial to neural network
approaches to modelling the mind, in part becaeshihks that the pattern detection and
completion capabilities displayed by neural netwsirkulations model an especially
important and powerful feature of biological mingin systems. That is, Clark locates much
of the processing and resolving power of embodiedirbrains in their ability to detect,
generate, respond to, and complete patterns imgeimput, generating associations and
gestalt perceptions in the process. It is not bake how such an emphasis on pattern
detection, generation and completion can poinbustds a significant form of interaction

between the external memory field and the percéptugnitive apparatus.

To begin, we can illustrate Clark’s idea by consiigan anecdotal example. My sister, a
teacher by profession, is fond of using word-foratioin and word-detection games in class
to improve vocabulary and spelling. Word-formulatggames follow rules like those of the
board game ‘Scrabble’, with a learner having torfolate words from randomly selected
letters of the alphabet; word-detection tasks maglve clues, conundrums or riddles, with
the learner having to rearrange a given set @rginto the correct word. My sister found in
her own case, and then quite generally in the aBker students attempting such tasks, that

arranging or writing the letters in a circle boffeeded up the rate at which such tasks could

23 Clark’s work on the externalized and extended nhiasl continued up until the present. Notable works
this topic include his collaboration with David Qim&rs on something of a ‘policy statement’ of aqratitled
“The Extended Mind” (Clark & Chalmers, 1998), and recent book (Clark, 2008) titl&lipersizing the Mind



Chapter 10 291

be performed (especially the word-detection task®)l, also enabled greater word
productivity in the word-production tasks. Whilbdve not scoured the cognitive psychology
literature to find more rigorous evidence of sunreffect, the anecdotal evidence is
suggestive of the kind of effect that Clark hasimd — namely that, by externalising and
physically rearranging symbol tokens, and then $smg the resolving and pattern-detecting
powers of the visual processing system on thesengksolutions to what is otherwise clearly
a literate, cognitive task can be more readily spmekdily produced through the interaction
between the perceptual and language systems mitttebrain. And we might expect similar

effects to emerge in the domains of thought, deditben and action more generally.

Consider, for example, the contrast between a caunssubject mentally examining or
considering, in relatively serial fashion, a lifirdended actions to be completed in the day
ahead. In so far as this thought process takes phagvay of inner speech, then what Donald
has referred to as the literate parts of the breg plausibly be imagined as being active in
such a process, and similarities, conflicts an@mogatterns in the list of actions may or may
not be detected, depending on the systematic natubhe thought process, and the adequate
functioning of working and short-term memory syssewe now consider the list having
been externalised by writing items down on a nalepee can plausibly imagine that the
ability to detect similarities, conflicts and othgatterns will be enhanced because the
sophisticated resolving and pattern-detecting dtarstics of the perceptual apparatus can
be put into service alongside deliberations (iremspeech) going on in awareness. Thus, not
only is memory enhanced through the availabilityhef external memory field (and, with it,
possibilities for more formal, explicit search asamparison procedures), but the
externalisation of thought contents can itself dpttine processing powers of the perceptual-
cognitive apparatus to bear on those contents ys Weat differ significantly from what is
involved in internal thought and deliberation. Fermore, the suggestive example of word-
production and word-detection tasks points to thesbility that, while Donald is quite
justified in emphasising the degree to which theemalisation of thought enables more
formal, explicit, rigorous and deliberate procedui@€lark’s emphasis on perceptual
processing allows for a less deliberate, and m$knse less conscious, set of procedures
whereby externalisation enhances cognition. Thatésneed not always know why
externalisation aids us in finding cognitive sabas, or what the precise mechanisms and
features are of the perceptual-cognitive systemisaial us in producing these solutions. We

may simply have found, individually and/or collegty, that externalisation ‘works for us’ if



Chapter 10 292

we follow certain procedures, and such discovearessufficient to entrench a range of
interactions with symbolic technologies and theeexdl memory field that broaden our

cognitive and behavioural horizons.

Symbolic technologies, the externalised memoryfiahd externalising and extending of the
mind’s capacities for thought, imagination, plamjireasoning, and any number of other
mental exploits — these help constitute the seemedue for exploring and claiming truly
novel degrees of freedom in human agency. As wittproposals relating to imagination
earlier in this chapter, this is an area that fdeatured significantly in traditional
discussions of free will; moreover, it is an avenf@ienvestigation that promises to deliver
degrees of freedom in agency while avoiding bothgpectre of the Agent Automaton
(Donald’s account, in particular, being one thapbasises the consequences of externalising
the mind for the structure and capacitycohsciousne3snd the risks of pretending we are,
or aspiring to be, hyper-rational, hyper-reflectagents (much of the value of externalised
symbolic technologies being so easy for us to resegprecisely because of our limits as
thinkers and agents). It remains for future prgeotdeliver on this promise.

Imagination, Agency and Indeterminism: A Specutatlypothesis

Before closing, | must return to an issue raise@hapter 5, where | offered the beginnings
of a response to the question “Where, given myngatibilism, do | see indeterminism
fitting into a picture of free agency?” While myitial two responses sought to deflect the
guestion as either a matter on which | need noasgthing in particular, or (more likely) a
matter that | could only address to any degreati$faction after taking on a much larger
project of displacing reductionistic physicalisnerad) with its various truisms and habits of
thought, | did outline one positive, speculativegpbthesis concerning indeterminism and
imagination, with the promise that | would retuorthis hypothesis at the end of the thesis.

Having reached that point, | must now deliver catt ffromise.

As will be recalled from Chapter 5, the key chajjermn proposing and developing such a
speculative hypothesis about a possible placenfteterminisnwithin the psychology of a
free agent is that such indeterminism should nrefetien the integrity, ownership or control
of the agent in the ways | have (in Chapter 2)galtefor traditional libertarianism. If | am
right in claiming that the libertarian tactic okserting indeterminism into moments of choice

and volition is a failure, is there any viable aliive?
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My speculative and programmatic answer is thatterd@nacy within certain processes
involving imaginationcould be recognised as an important ground foictzum to being free
agents without thereby threatening the integritthefagent. As we have seen in the current
chapter, both McGinn (2004) and Harris (2000) gmeagination pride of place in providing
the space in which we generate, contemplate ahduéshe consequences of alternative
possibilities for action. We deploy our imaginatcegpacities not only in imagining
alternative possibilities for our action, but iraysing the actions and intentions of others
(even when, as in Meltzoff's (1995) study, they iaitheir execution of their intended
actions). And we employ kinematic imagination (Dloin2001), and imagined alternative
possibilities for the form of an action, in acqgngiand shaping skilled performances. To the
extent, then, that our degrees of freedom as hwagants depend on our generation of
alternative possibilities for action, imaginati@ioth playground and testing ground for the

free agent.

At the same time, the realm of the imaginationdk with associations of creativity, novelty,
origination and ownership — concepts that have mapb associations with free agency over
and above notions of alternative possibilities. Atnid in the context of the generativity of
imagination — the possibilities for genuine noveltd origination, for imaginative products
that truly transcend experiential (and other) isputhat | propose we explore finding a place
for indeterministic processes that bofsse agency whilst not at the same time undermining
the claims of ownership and control over choice actibn that the demands of agency would

have us satisfy firdteforequalifying as free agents.

How might this work? My proposal involves adaptiag ideas from Kane.

First, Kane proposed to help ground claims of UtienResponsibility by positing occasional,
special moments of self-shaping — his SFAs — ircivhindetermined events within the agent
might come to shape their future reasons and @essdetermined or not. Indeterminism
need not be inserted into each and all instancebm€e in order for these to be the choices
of a free agent. It might be sufficient that, iedragents, we could in part trace their choices
back to these special, undetermined moments otbkalfing. Second, particularly in the
context of defending Kane against Dennett’s (2@diicisms, | allowed that it could matter,
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in principle, both that an indeterministic proce$self-shaping occurreidsidethe agerft,
and that it could be significant that the indeteraay involved was attributable to the
psychology of the agefif.

Suppose, then, that there are important momergslbhaping that occur in agents, both in
early development and across the lifesggzontraKane, these moments of self-shaping are
not Self-forming Actions (SFAS) involving choicetb@en competing alternatives under
conditions of plural voluntary control. Insteadkdithe impact of a poem or a work of fiction
on an individual consciousness, or the creativelstraen that gives birth to a work of art,
these moments of self-shaping activity are momehitmaginative generativitjn which
options and possibilities for the future are coeguand constructed as scenarios in the
imagination. By hypothesis, these moments of im&gie generativity are indeterministic in
some significant sense. The possibilities and s@ananagined emerge as a complex
probabilistic function of (amongst other potentiatiables) the psychology, psychosocial

history, and brain dynamics of the individual agent

ContraDennett, it matters a great deal that the indatesm involved in these moments of
imaginative self-shaping is internal to, and indaddnction of the history and internal
dynamics of the agent. These works of the imagnatepresent the creative, novelty-
producing confluence of all the influences in thdividual agent’s life — their experiences,
ideas, emotions, values, hopes and fears; theoriiief decisions, projects, actions,
successes and failures; their second and third &gperiences imagined on the experience
and testimony of others; their experience and khow-and knowledge gained in the make-
believe worlds of pretend play, fantasy, fictionefry and art; and their parental and societal
context (to name just some of the potential vaeabIThe probabilistic and chaotic dynamics
that | speculate will be at play in these momeftseatively imagining options for the future
will be as uniquely individual as the pattern otired connections in the brains of even
genetically identical individuafé®. For this reason alone, the internality and owmigref

244 As compared to Dennett’s (2003) idea that beinqeoted, by remote, to a geiger counter would aettiee
same ends in resolving the tension in a SFA.

245 As compared to the anti-libertarian tradition, epresented by Dennett (2003), of insisting that
randomness is just randomness.

24® 5ee Chapter 8, and (for example) Edelman (2004).
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these indeterministic dynamics matters a greata@geah expression of who that individual is,

and it matters also to the possible creative ostpfithe proces¥’.

There are further important differences to noteveen this proposed idea of imaginative
self-formation and the account of SFAs offered lan& Unlike SFAs, occasions of
imaginative self-formatiomare not choice situationdVhat emerges from these
indeterministic moments in an agent’s life apions for possible futureamongst which the
agent can make choices. In this way, my proposaingts to avoid the libertarian move (and
resulting anti-libertarian critique) of insertingdieterminism into moments of volition. My
proposal involves no particular commitment, at iewd at this programmatic stage, as to

how choices might be made between imagined posisitless.

Furthermore, because mine is not an account of@elfing choices, it is also not a proposal
that would look to make or ground claims of Ultim&esponsibilityd la Kane) in these
undetermined moments of imaginative generativitpniran incompatibilist perspective, it is
enough that such moments can make a meaningfuiloatnon to the possibilities for choice
and action in an agent while at the same time lmgadny backwards-extending chain/s of

deterministic causation that might be claimed tothrough an agent’s lifeli&.

Finally, because the proposed moments of undetedrsalf-shaping are not choices, it is
sufficient that the agent can claim ownership efphocess and its products. Questions of
controlare not central to either the significance of thesenents of self-shaping, nor to the
claims of ownership that can be made. When a wbsaktdlows from the imagination of an
artist, we do not query their ownership of the pitcbn the basis of quibbles about the
extent of control they might have in the in midkthee creative process.) For this reason, any
ceding of control that might be thought to comehwiite activity of indeterministic dynamics
does not present the kind of problem for agencyititoes in the case of Kane’s SFAs (or,
for that matter, in an agent-causal account oftbenent of choice).

247 T be fair to Dennett (2003), his argument agatste was focussed on the idea of indeterminisiyimisa
role in a knife-edge choice situation between &icted range of known alternatives. | would hopattin the
context of a multidimensional and dynamic procdsmaginative generativity, Dennett would not prepdhat
remote radioactive decay could do the same johtasnial brain dynamics.

28T borrow Rose’s (1997) evocative term for the tif/cle of an individual organism.
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In summary, then, the core of this speculative psapderives from the idea that in the case
of certain imaginative processes, and unlike preegsuch as reasoning, deliberation and
choice, we camelcomethe open-ended generativity and possibilitiesforelty that could
result from a degree of indeterminismthoutthinking that this probabilistic (or, if you

prefer, chance) element within the process somehmermined claims of origination,
novelty, creativity and ownership on the part & #gent. Open-ended, indeterministic
moments of imaginative generativity can be seem\ague and an aid to free agency, not as
some kind of shortcoming. Conversely, we might makase for the freedom of an agent
being restricted, curtailed or otherwise undermiwbeén there has been a foreclosing on the
generativity of various imaginative processes ay [oh processes of agent shaping. Such
foreclosing could be either internally or exterpaltiven; and the tendency to foreclose on
the imagining of possible futures that needs téolseered and protected by the agent and

those around them (including their parents andifsogmt others).

(Inevitable) Objections

While | would prefer to leave this speculative hiypsis as a project for future research, it is
inevitable that a range of objections will be légelat it, most notably by compatibilists. |
will restrict myself to considering just two of theost inevitable objections. First, in what
way does my proposal escape the second horn stépical dilemma posed by Lipton
(2004) in Chapter 1 — specifically, how is my preabfor where to fit in indeterminism
supposed to remove the worry that, if things ametermined, then they are not up to us.
Second, how will my proposal fair in the face ofrgmatibilist worries over libertarian luck;
or, to put it differently, what can | say to defemg proposal against the complaint that
different outcomes under conditions of repeatedirns- of these episodes (or in different
possible worlds) must surely threaten the valuge-fiteedom-relevant value — of both the

process and the outcomes.

My responses will be brief, both because the pralissstill programmatic, and because the
responses | have to offer to each objection ang siemilar in substance. The question of
whether or not events that are undetermined carphie us is, in the context of my proposal,
ambiguous. In the sense of ‘up to us-ness’ thatireg an agent to have a requisite amount of
control over how things turn out, | have alreadgwéd that we do not have such control

over the process and outcomes | have describedhBus as it should be — when it comes to

open-ended imaginative generativity, what we waifibr imagination to ‘run free’. On a
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second sense of ‘up to us-ness’, the process androas are up to us because, in so far as
they represent the dynamic confluence of a unigtiefsvariables in the agent’s lifeline,
there is a very strong sense in which the outcamesin expression of who that agent is.
Moreover, as suggested earlier when comparing mtsneémmaginative generativity to the
production of a work of art, the products of thesements of constructing imagined futures

need be no more or less up to us than the artigpsession of themselves in their art.

With regard to the second objection, we should ichately note that much of the sting in
this objection has been taken out by the factwleaare no longer imagining different
outcomes to a choice situation where the agenthiigasame reasons for acting in each case.
Instead, we must imagine an agent imagining diffepgssible futures, given the same
confluence of variables in their lifeline. Wouldgimake our agent a ‘victim’ of luck? It is
not immediately obvious that we should view theeciduss way. Consider, again, the artist
and their creative act of producing a work of 8tpposing this creative process is similarly
indeterministic, would we regard the actual pided emerged as being a (problematic)
product of luck because, given the same mix oftare@nd personal inputs, it could have
turned out differently? It is not obvious that wewld see a problem here, nor that we would
view the art as a mere product of luck. As in thsecof the previous objection, | think this

response ought to be persuasive.

But perhaps | am asking too much of the analogh wigative, artistic processes. Suppose
we consider two instances of imaginative geneitgtini an agent and their counterpart in
suitably close possible worlds. In our world, timel @esult of the process is the agent having
imagined possible futures b, andc; while the counterpart only imaginasandb. Is it

merely a matter of luck — and is it somehow a protatic matter of luck — that our agent in

this world imagined option?

One response, at this point, would be to rememlagels proposal for some ‘conceptual
therapy’ regarding the notion of causation: it imiatake to associate ‘indeterministic’ and
‘undetermined’ with ‘uncaused’; in the case of iteeinistic causation, we do not have an
absence of causation, but the presence of nondatstimcausation — it is causation
nevertheless. Our agent imagin@&d, andc was caused indeterministically by the
confluence of unique variables in their lifeline;the case of their counterpart, their

imagining futures andb was caused indeterministically by their (idenjicanfluence of
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unique variables in their lifeline. Is this a dié@ce of luck? No, it is a difference in
outcomes of an indeterministic causal process witereelevant probabilities were such that

either outcome was possible, given the causalenftes at work.

If the critic is still not satisfied, there remaitine possibility of biting the bullet and accepting
the difference between our agent and their couategs one of life’s little accidents — like

the accident | mentioned right at the outset of hbject, when | stumbled upon the articles
by Bargh and Wegner and their colleagues in a baftgburnals discarded by a departing
professor. In a less than hyper-rational worlds dlright to accept and embrace the existence
of life’s little accidents. At least, | imagine thais ok, as long as we are dealing with options

for the future, and it is still up to us what wdlwnake of them.
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Conclusion

This research has sought to establish a numbenpdrtant conclusions about free agency,
our prospects for understanding what it is, andi&fending the claim that we, as human
agents, can make a meaningful claim to it. Eacltlosion makes a contribution to the
particular issues at stake, while also making ardmrtion towards the development of the
overarching thesis. | will briefly overview the ¢ead conclusions established over the course
of the last ten chapters, before making some feralarks about the topics and avenues for

future research.

While a number of important conclusions were pwiverd and defended in Part | (Chapters
1 to 4), the overarching conclusion that provideslimmediate impetus for Part Il was that
the traditional free will debate leads to an impatbst is detrimental to the prospects of our
attempts to articulate a plausible and defensibt®ant of the nature and limits of free
agency. While there is much of value that can bamgd from the traditional debate, and
while the value of so much careful and disciplipddosophical reflection about free will
should not be in any way underestimated, the dehdters because the main opponents who
would want to defend our claim to having free @bmpatibilists and libertarians) each try
to find something that they are not going to fiAd.argued in the case of Robert Kane
(Chapter 2), libertarians are not going to fincefweill by trying to insert indeterminism into
critical moments of volition. In this sense, thengtibilist suspicion about libertarianism
turns out to be fundamentally correct. And yetl asgyued in my case against compatibilism
(Chapter 4), it also turns out that the libertasaspicion about compatibilism is correct:
despite all appearances and arguments to the cpngoal cannot get free will in a

deterministic universe.

The arguments offered against Kane’s libertarianema against the global prospects for a
sustainable compatibilism in a deterministic unsegrstand in their own right as
contributions to the very traditional debate tHa®es and motivates them. But, as argued in
Chapter 5, the outcome of identifying a clear inggasvith no obvious prospect for
movement and progress, is not sufficient in itsatig yet nor should it be thought to motivate
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hard incompatibilism or apathy. Whether or not wefeee agents matters a great deal, and
the improbability of decisive movement within thenfines of the traditional debate does not
make any of the issues at stake any less predéarghould the impasse motivate hard
compatibilism, because this would require an add#l argument: an argument to the effect
that we have no meaningful way of framing eitheatwve mean by, or why we might worry
about, the claim that we are (but might not havenlpéree agents. There are both pressing
and promising questions about free agency thafaadlur attention independent even if
addressing them will not (immediately) advancedhese of any entrenched traditional

position.

As argued in Chapter 5, an alternative frameworkhmdelineated in which both our
concerns about free agency, and a project of #&tiog and defending positive claims about
our freedom, can be situated. That is, we canrautiframework in which we to pursue the
subject matter of the traditional debate — the dgson and defence of free agency — while
rejecting, or successfully moving outside of, tteglitional framework that some might think

of as the source of the content and meaning ofstitigect matter.

We don’t need the parameters of the traditionabtien order to pose sensible and pressing
guestions about the nature and limits of free agérecause we can discern an image of a
kind of agent — the Agent Automaton (AA) — whoseape seems to threaten and undermine
our claims to free agency independently of (globattaphysical doctrines about causation,
determinism and indeterminism. Moreover, using image, we can reframe the central
challenges involved in articulating and defendingaacount of free agency as that of
successfullyavoidingthe spectre of our being AAs while, at the sammefavoidingthe trap

of trying to secure free agency by asserting (qitg) that we might be some kind of
empirically implausible super-agent — what | calfigper-rational, Hyper-reflective agent
(HHA). Resituating the debate in this way promiseeeinvigorate research into free agency,
with the prospect for saving important insightsfirboth sides of the traditional debate,

without becoming entangled once again in a debiigampasse.

Having thus recast the debate about free agentheashallenge of defending against claims
that we are AAs while avoiding the trap of insigtihat we are, instead, HHAs, | argued (in
Chapter 6) that psychology and allied empiricaésces of the mind and brain have

furnished us with empirical data and empiricallgpired hypotheses relating to agency that
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some have interpreted as grounds for concludingibare indeed, as it turns out, AAs (or,
more cautiously, that we function much more likesAthan we might like to think, to the
extent that if we give due recognition to thesesatpof our agency, we are unlikely to be
able to sustain a case for our being free agere) bulk of this evidence can be roughly
divided into two: on one hand, there is a rangevidence taken to suggest that we have far
less conscious control over our mental lives, twmiaes and our behaviour than could be
consistent with any strong claim that we are frgengs; and, on the other hand, varieties of
evidence have been highlighted that suggest weegtgarly (and thus, potentially, are in
general) wrong in our own claims about, and intetigdions of, our motivations, intentions,
and conscious involvement in the initiation andtoairof behaviour. Taken together, this
evidence can be used to mount a challenging segptaise to the effect that we are, in fact,
agent automatons who operate under various illssasrto the nature of our own agency. As
| argued in Chapter 6, such a case deserves ansspbdeserves a response that is neither
dismissive nor hamstrung because of immobility withe traditional debate. Indeed,
constructing and highlighting this sceptical chadle is, in itself, an attempt to partly relocate
the problem of free agency as a problem in psy@dylthereby injecting new perspectives,

new challenges and new data for our consideration.

Thus, the sceptical case deserves a responss #@tally adept at addressing both the more
philosophical as well as the more empirical issaesed by the evidence and arguments on
offer. The balance of the thesis has been concewitadaking up this challenge, while at the
same time developing and/or pointing out positivedaions in which to take the

construction of an account of free agency thabitonger defined and constrained by the

framework of compatibilism-versus-incompatibilism.

In Chapters 7 and 8, | mounted a defence of free@gagainst these empirically-inspired
sceptical attacks, drawing on a combination ofgguphical and empirical/ psychological
resources. The central conclusions for which | adgean be summarised as follows:

a. The presumed ontology and timescale in which conscagency has been examined
and analysed in these sceptical arguments fallsofamportant philosophical
correctives and clarifications about mental stateentional action, and
consciousness. In short, the sceptical empirigalraents present attacks on
conscious agency in forms, and on timescales atteatot the proper target for

attributing (or understanding) either consciousnageor free agency.
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b. There is more than just one variety of control thatshould expect to find operating
in complex intentional biological systems such asian agents. The sceptical
empirical arguments depend too strongly on a sstipliand empirically implausible,
assumption that conscious control of intentiondaweour will fit only one model or
image of control.

c. To the extent that we might need to identify, diéscand defend more distinctively
human forms of (conscious) control in order to aimstlaims of our being free
agents, the evidence cited in the sceptical argtsnemot adequate to the task of
undermining claims that we exhibit highly adaptared efficacious capacities for
intermediate-term conscious governance.

At the same time that these conclusions soughitistantively address the concerns raised
by the discussions of Chapter 6, thethodof addressing them also demonstrated the value
of relocating the debate to within a problem spst@ged by psychology and allied

interdisciplinary sciences of the mind.

The partly defensive and partly constructive casetfe importance and efficacy of
conscious human agency offered in these chaptes$oNawed, in Chapters 9 and 10, by a
series of arguments against the risk of reifyind/anover-intellectualising our capacity/ies
for self-governance — i.e. turn ourselves into HHAs pursuit of an account of a distinctive
and free form of human agency (a risk not takeiossly enough by many accounts of
agency located within the traditional debate). Aghie arguments of Chapters 7 and 8, the
arguments and conclusions of Chapters 9 and 1@sept an attempt to integrate
philosophical and empirical insights into the nataf human agency within an
interdisciplinary problem space, saving and intBggainsights from the traditional debates
on free will while being freed from many of its atraints. The central conclusions of these
last two chapters include:

i. We need to recognise that empirical evidence regguttie probable limits of
conscious, reflective deliberative agency, spedlifyowith regard to our capacity for
self-insight, as well as the potentially deletes@iffects of excessive conscious
reflection and articulation (that is, the possitid&s of thinking too much). As in (ii)
below, our conscious capacity as agents is aesgs Wwhen engaged with the world,
rather than when introspecting and articulatinganttivities in and responses to it.

ii. A compelling combination of empirical (Damasio) grtdlosophical (Blackburn)

observations and arguments can be used to souadng against the error of
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detaching reasoning and deliberation from the rigelacting body of the agent
engaged in that reasoning/ deliberation: it tummstioat the cool, dispassionate reason
separated from emotion is better associated wihwerld pathology and lives in
disarray rather than with some ideal of rational antonomous agency. The
deliberative capacities of a free human agenterrdlal world are not introspective,
hyper-rational cognitive powers stripped of thelpaad pull of affective life. Instead,
these are remarkable and complex world-focussealcttégs for self-governance
shaped, coloured and, sometimes, distorted byrtimeaging force of emotional states.
A compelling empirically- (and evolutionarily-) ipged case was made to associate
important dimensions of reflexivity and normativityth embodied capacities for
kinematic imagination, skill acquisition, and coiesrs governance of skilled
performance. Such associations would act as aatveeor balance against the
tendency to draw too heavily on linguistic, cogretand logical operations,
especially those associated with the propositiattalides and practices of giving and
acting for reasons.

Imagination, in its more usual creative, generatpassibility-generating guise, was
more generally proposed as the crucial play- asiihige-ground of the free agent, in
which possible futures are conjured and worked Mote speculatively, it was
hypothesised that giving imagination its dues witlin empirically informed, less
rationalistic account of free agency might helpompatibilism locate a form of
indeterminism that is not only freedom friendly betognisably freedom enhancing.
Language, and linguistically and symbolically méeldaconcepts and reasoning, are
of course critical to a full account of what makesnan agency distinctive. But even
here, | have argued, we can look at reasons fasifngficance of these capacities
other than that of enabling a (linguistically fé#eited) capacity to constrain the will
based on the demands of reason — traditionally songeespecially prized in various
structural accounts of the will. Instead, we caud finere fruitful material for
identifying a variety of degrees of freedom thatdree accessible to human agents
who have successfully entered a literate cogn@éoramunity. The creative power of
a symbolically-endowed imagination, the abilityttanscend individual capacity
limitations via symbolic technologies, and the moeam and epistemic bootstrapping
effects enabled by the externalising and recordingiowledge and skill in cognitive
communities, are just three of the promising degddreedom that | have

highlighted for further exploration.
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The significance of the contributions listed un@gto (v) is not exhausted, however, by their
acting as a brake on the tendency to imagine adiakesourselves as/ for HHAs, nor by the
promise they hold for shaping fresh, positive, emoglly-informed accounts of the nature
and constraints of free agency — these conclusitsashelp bolster the response made in this
thesis to the sceptical empirical case that wearmight be, AAsContrathe sceptical

views of conscious will and self-understanding esgal by Wegner and Bargh, the
discussions and data regarding self-insight anbdat@vershadowing in Chapter 9 suggest
the possibility of a more positive and constructaxercise of understanding awal capacity
for conscious reflective deliberation without eitlegaggerating or underestimating its limits

and constraints.

Contrathe picture of emotional and other ‘automatic’até@ns offered in (especially) the
automaticity literature, emotion is not somethiagdpe seen as in conflict with our attempts at
conscious self-governance. Emotion can be troublesand it can operate before and
without us knowing it. But the efficient operatiohemotional systems is, on the whole, an
integral adaptive, reliable and trustworthy aspécur conscious and deliberative

engagements with the world.

Similarly, the idea that automated responses areBow in conflict with, and threatening to,
any claims for effective conscious self-governaisaexposed as a most peculiar assumption.
On the views surveyed under (iii), our capacitatbomatise complex, skilled behavioural
sequences is one of the key virtues of our distiaatapacity for conscious agency and self-
governance. It is precisely against a backdrogkidifacquisition through progressive
refinement and automation that the real power dfifagal attention and monitoring can be
realised — now, or in general, focussing on thg flicture’, but equally able to focus in on a
detail for fine-tuning. These capacities have adikgtees of freedom to our agency, not

alienated us from ourselves.

Such detailed observations of our agency at wotkerreal world also help expose the
severe shortcomings of Wegner’'s model of apparemtah causation, as they do the flaws in
Libet’s underlying assumptions about the ‘mechdmtsonsciously chosen voluntary
movements. These models are hopelessly simplienntextualised, and excessively linear.

They offer no sensible way in which they could bepped onto the complex dynamics of
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conscious agency as manifested in the temporatlyspatially extended framework of
intermediate-term governance. Furthermore, norieeo§ceptical arguments do justice to the
complex, interactive and distributed ‘looping’ efte that the likes of Gallagher have
highlighted as such a distinctive, powerful an@tdiing marker of human conscious agency.

Returning to the positive project, | have propotded a recognition, and empirical and
philosophical exploration, of the nature and ra&snagination and various externalised
aspects of mind should provide a focus for futucgknthat, in the spirit of the perspective on
free agency taken, explicated and defended irtlieisis, seeks to situate, explicate and

defend our claims of freedom within the parametéan interdisciplinary study of the mind.

In summary of Part Il, then, | have argued forraegrative response to certain pressing
empirical challenges to the idea that we mightdoesciously self-governed agents worthy of
being described as free agents. Through a combmafiphilosophically- and empirically-
grounded arguments, | have attempted to dismdmketcases for our being AAs. | have
used the same strategy to argue against any tenttenapack claims about human agency
in general, or free agency in particular, in wayet require us to be (or become) HHAs. In
the process of pursuing these two goals, | havie &xticulated and advertised what | take to
be promising lines for further exploration and cefe of important and distinctive of aspects
of our agency that can ground claims that we ae &gents outside of the traditional
philosophical framework of the compatibilist-incoatibilist free will debate. It is, | think,

the future pursuit of research along these lirersilied by greater dialogue between
philosophy, psychology, and the interdisciplinacieaces of the mind, and unfettered by a
deep and stubborn impasse, that can promise teedeln empirically viable and

philosophically sound account of free agency.

(Re-)Addressing TraditiGh’

The discussions and arguments of Part Il of thesithtake as their point of departure an
attempt to reframe the debate about free agendgjdasut in Chapter 5. For those not
convinced by the arguments of that chapter, anithéyarguments of Part | more generally,
the balance of the thesis can at least be read iawigation to begin exploring where we
might get in making a case for free agency by islgftocus away from the controversies and

29 This re-addressing of positions and issues irirtigitional debate was requested by one of the Bxamof
the thesis.
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major points of contention within the traditionalshte about free will. There is, | think, more
to be done in this direction before attempting takena more detailed mapping of issues and
positions within and between the traditional delzaté my proposed alternative problem
space sketched in Chapter 5. Any premature atteatgisch a mapping carry the risk of
distorting potentially novel ideas, positions amdigems by forcing a fit to the much more
established, well-chartered terrain of traditiohefle is much potential for misconstruing the
value of the projects in this thesis, both embarke@nd advertised for future work, by
simply labelling them, embracing them, and/or dssimg them as one more variety of

compatibilism/ incompatibilism/ libertarianism/ gteism.

Nevertheless, the weight of conceptual and terrogioll usage favours tradition, and so |
will close by saying something more about how tbsifon | have been developing in the
thesis, and in particular the discussions of Rdhat draw on empirical work in psychology
and allied fields, relates to and advances thetimadl philosophical discussion of free will

and agency.

Given my arguments, assessments and conclusidPerdf, my own position would be a
variety of what | would calfree will incompatibilismlt is an incompatibilist position in so
far as the global project of compatibilism is régecas a failure. It is a variety of free will
incompatibilism because it seeks to defend a cthahwe are free agents in a
philosophically and psychologically significant senlt is thus to be distinguished from
sceptical incompatibilist positions that would tdake failure of compatibilism and the
apparent weaknesses of traditional libertariansimmiply insurmountable difficulties for any
would-be defender of free agency. Finally, | ché position free will incompatibilism so as
to distinguish it from these traditional variet@dibertarianism, given my negative

assessments of Chapter 2.

Certainly, my position does not yet comprise alfézgsout account of free agency, let alone a
comprehensive theory of human agency. But as anadlitional variety of non-sceptical
incompatibilism, it is a position that endeavourslitaw on the wisdom of tradition while

avoiding its problems and excesses. Here is ameuif how | see it doing so.

With the compatibilist, | am keen to place emphasigbroadly speaking) the role of an

agent’scharacterin guiding deliberation, choice and action. Withri€, | think that the
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threat of determinism does call for the presencsaie regress-halting moments of
indeterminism in character formation and self shgpButcontraKane, | do not propose to
locate this indeterminism in special moments abreatl choice characterised by plural
voluntary control (i.e. aspects of Kane’s SFAs thake them too much like compatibilist
rational choice). Instead, | have hypothesiseditigdterministic moments of self shaping
might sensibly be located within processes of imaiive generativity in which our future

possibilities are imagined.

How might this advance the traditional debate? Beed am not committed to an
incompatibilist analysis of choice situations -heitin general, or in the case of occasional
special instances such as Kane’s SFAs — | am aldebrace much that seems sensible and
valuable in what compatibilists have to say ataldevel about rational deliberation and
choice, as well as the conditional analysis ofraliive possibilities in these situations. | am
also able to take on a roughly compatibilist vifhwbat seemed like a descriptively and
normatively appealing picture of how we progresgiveature and become free agents over
time — the picture of emerging agency sketched im@n, as well as by Mele, as outlined in
Chapter 3 — that seeks a balance between an agce@tad endorsement of what we find
ourselves to be, on one hand, and processes iochtself-evaluation and gradual self

shaping on the other hand.

At the same time, because the overarching compstiproject is best abandoned by my
lights, there is no longer a need to ratchet upl#maands of rationality, self-awareness, self-
reflection, self-control, etc. to unrealistic lev€given the evidence and arguments of
Chapters 6 and 9) in order to persuade compatibiiiics that such ‘*hyper-agents’ would
gualify as free even in a deterministic universstéad of being evaluated against the criteria
of the traditional debate, then, what is worth sg¥rom compatibilist accounts will be
evaluated according to its descriptive and nornedtjoodness-of-fit' with the psychologies

of real human agents who are nevertheless reatatididates for qualifying as free agents.

While this much good sense in compatibilist accewain be saved, my position remains a
fundamentally incompatibilist one. As wished fortbgditional libertarians, | share the view
that agents need to be freed from the causal btjadet of global determinism by positing
appropriate moments of indeterminism in their hist But | try to do so without positing

either special or regular momentsvefitional indeterminism that might threaten the agent’s
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claims of ownership and control over important fceeices. My hypothesis about
imagination and imaginative generativity discusse@hapter 10 thus represents an attempt
to balance the joint desiderata of positing agesmdyancing, self-shaping moments of
indeterminism while not undermining general claimhsigency, ownership and control over

choice and action.

My comments so far highlight implications of thedissions and arguments of Part |,
Chapter 5 and Chapter 10 for the traditional deldtech of Part 1l, however, is occupied
with the task of developing a more empirically grsgchologically based analysis of agency.
It is this part of the project that is both mor#idult to map onto the traditional debate, as
well as being the aspect | am most reluctant tanptarely cast in the mould of the concepts,
categories and positions that mark the traditioved-trodden topography. However, | will
end by reflecting on how | see this empiricallyeimhed work as taking the debate forward,
and how | see the contribution it makes to the bgreent of my own position on free

agency.

An important dimension of what | have attempte@ant Il of the thesis is to demonstrate
that there are pressing questions and puzzles ageuaty that require attention if we are to
develop and defend a comprehensive, coherent apulieatly-plausible account of human
free agency. These questions, initially posed againe backdrop provided by the image of
the Agent Automaton, are ones (i) that do not neardy flow from positions, assumptions
and key points of contention within the traditiodabate; (ii) that require attention from all
those interested in defending free agency, whatéear traditional allegiances, and
irrespective of whether or not they are persuadechy critical arguments in Part I; and (iii)
whose posing and answering arguably requires (@midontributes) a fresh, empirically-
informed and nuanced perspective on human ageatgtes beyond much of the abstract,
non-occurrent belief-desire psychology that rumeugh so much traditional philosophical
theorising about agency.

The questions, challenges and puzzles raisedigulating a ‘new’ form of sceptical threat to
shape the debate (Chapter 6), as well as respotualihgs threat while avoiding the
potentially problematic abstractions and excessésdition (Chapters 7 to 10), consistently
highlight the importance of a number of themesyatteristics and processes for our

understanding of agency: consciousness; occurrentahactivity; forms, systems and
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processes of control; the nature, power and liofitelf-awareness; and the nature of limits

of (embodied, real-world) human rationality.

My contention has been that, to the extent thatrdwitional debate does not, and in general
does not seek to address these puzzles and qeest@m@re missing important parts of a
comprehensive account of human free agency tteafugpped to respond to sceptical claims
about agency that are not fundamentally groundedmsiderations and concerns about
determinism. My efforts to both frame and respanddme of the most pressing challenges
within the alternative problem space sketched iagiér 5 thus not only represent an attempt
to make progress towards completing such a compsaleaccount. The exercise itself
aimed to demonstrate the potential value of abanddor at least temporarily setting aside)
the traditional debate and its problem space oeis@and positions, in order to take and
develop fresh perspectives on human agency anddine¢hat are not primarily motivated or
constrained by that tradition. Those unwilling torkwoutside the bounds of the tradition are
nevertheless invited to take on board the argunardsnsights | have offered, adjusting
their accounts of agency as and where my analysktha relevant empirical data call for

this 2°°

What about the development of my own position dkercourse of Part [I? There are two
overarching ideas that are at work in my emergowpant of free agency. The first involves
taking up O’Connor’s challenge of giving adequaterdion to consciousness within an
account of free will. The second involves the itiest we lay claim to being free agents by
accruing and exploiting varioukegrees of freedomather than by just satisfying one set of
(compatibilist or libertarian) conditions for hagiexercised our free will in a given instance.

| will expand on each of these ideas in turn.

%0 imagine, in other words, that various compaisis, and libertarians such as Kane (but probabiyagent-
causal libertarians), might read significant pars@f Part Il and be willing to take much of whdiave
discussed and argued on board, adjusting theiuatsof agency where necessary. While | clearlykithere
is greater value to be gained by setting the fiatht debate aside, it is no threat to the valwimport of my
claims and arguments if they can be taken on bleartain adherents to the tradition. Nor doetitential
compatibility of my claims with, say, a given vdyief compatibilism mean that | am (in the end) jaisother
compatibilist. What | reject in setting aside thaditional debate is the idea that the only impartdaims and
insights about free agency are ones that furtremterests of one or other traditional camp withie debate at
the expense of one or more of the others. Thettbfahe Agent Automaton, and the skeptical arguisien
Chapter 6 in general, show that we do not nee@ tedrrying about determinism in order to worry atyou
explicate and defend claims of free agency.
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| agree with O’Connor that the traditional debatgéneral, and compatibilist accounts in
particular, do not do justice to the role and digance of consciousness in our distinctive
form of agency; and the sceptical challenges pos&ihapter 6 help highlight the urgency of
filling in the resulting gaps. From Chapter 7 ongsrl take up this challenge in at least four
ways: (i) putting forward a number of conceptual ahilosophical clarifications that move
the discussion away from the crude models of coniscagency apparently at work within
the sceptical arguments of Chapter 6; (ii) cargfdélimiting the likely nature and role of
distinctively conscious modes of agency and cordydioregrounding the multiplicity of
modes of systemic organisation and control we shexpect to find at work within a
complex biological system like a human being; @ayefully delimiting the likely nature, role
and extent of reflexive conscious self awarendssnghe apparent problems that arise from
positing (and/or prescribing) an excessively alostiatrospective, and coldly rational
deliberative position, unrealistically distancednfr the complex dynamics of embodied,
emotional, world-directed agency; and (iv) explgrand highlighting aspects of human
agency — imagination and externalised aspects d mithat are not only distinctive and
freedom enhancing, but that also unequivocallyiaatiminably draw on the distinctive
character and power of human conscious processamdy,ol and self-governance over

intermediate-term timeframes.

Looking ahead to the further work that needs tddiee in pursuit of a theory of free agency,
it is this last idea of processing, control and-gelvernance over the intermediate term that
promises to form the backbone of a positive defaiaair free agency in the face of
sceptical challenges, both empirical and tradifioimarecognising that the most distinctive
and powerful roles for conscious agency lie ati¢vel of intermediate-term control,
guidance and self-governance, much of the app#resdt of our being Agent Automatons is
immediately diffused. Along with Dennett, Gallaglae otherS”, we can see that what is
most distinctive about human agency is not so nsachething about knife-edge choice
situations and micro-initiation and managementeafral commands and muscle movements.
Intermediate-term conscious control and governapemarily focussed on larger scale and
longer term intentional goals and projects thatsarstained in the face of a range interfering

factors, of both internal and external varieties.

%1 And contraagent-causal libertarians.
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The notion of accruing and exploiting degrees eéffom is explicitly mentioned in Chapter
10, but is implicitly at work in the preceding cheys that advance our understanding of the
nature of conscious agency and will. In esseneeidda is that abandoning the main positive
traditional projects of libertarianism and comp#ésin leaves open the possibility of
grounding free agency multiple features of human agency, rather than in onelyidmit

set of sufficient (or necessary and sufficient)dibans for free will that seeks to address one
particular set of concerns (making indeterminigbtition plausible; making free will in a
deterministic universe plausible). This is a polrat can be highlighted by again returning to
my hypothesis regarding indeterministic processésaginative generativity. It is nowhere
a part of my thinking about these processes tlegt éimd they alone could ground claims to
our being free agents. My hypothesis is that thasilel be a highly plausible and appealing
place in which to locate a regress-halting fornmditerminism that would block the kinds
of backwards-stretching causal chains that incoifiiats see as ultimately undermining of
freedom. But | do not think that these processeddoground claims of Ultimate
Responsibility & la Kane); nor do | think that they could provide dnyt like the whole

story about human free agency. They are supposgatide a buffer against freedom-
threatening determinism; but they doasopart ofa more complex set of processes and
capabilities displayed by most normal adult humgends. Included amongst these are our
capacities for deploying kinematic imagination, @amgjaging and exploiting various
externalised aspects of mind that help us (amarthst things) transcend our otherwise
inherent physical, biological and psychologicalawty limitations. But also included would
be many of the capabilities rightly valued by vaeie of compatibilism, including processes
associated with reflective endorsement, graduéidseelping, and giving and demanding
reasons for action of ourselves and others. Thedakdeveloping and completing a
comprehensive theory of free agency will requinghfer articulation of how the relevant
processes and capabilities fit together to confaeaningful and defensible form of free

agency that is, ultimately, incompatibilist.

Is this just thinly disguised compatibilism? Oranpatibilism with an aesthetically-pleasing
sprinkling of indeterminism? No — the elements @hpatibilist accounts of agency that
survive must do so because they correctly chataetauman agency, and because these
elements contribute important degrees of freedoaeoBnising these virtues within certain
extant compatibilist theories in no way overturms judgement that the grand or overarching

compatibilist project is a failure. Moreover, mynomitment to finding the appropriate
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place/s for indeterminism within a positive incortipdist account remains firm, even if the
current project only goes so far as to generapeaudative working hypothesis as to how this

should be done.

But is a ‘promissory’ commitment to an indetermiitigheory of free agency tenable, given
the admittedly poor track record of libertariareatpts to put indeterminism to work in
service of freedom instead of undermining it? hkhthe commitment is tenable, not only
because | think that there is real value to beaghby taking my hypothesis about
imagination further, but also because | think ane is right to highlight (as we saw in
Chapter 2) a prejudice we tend to bring to ourkimg about non-deterministic causal
processes, such that ‘indeterministically causetbo easily equated with ‘uncaused’.
Correctly diagnosing and combating this prejudg;d think, part of the larger project |
mentioned in Chapter 5 of expunging reductionighigsicalist thinking from the philosophy
of mind and psychology, and is thus again a tasklibs beyond the scope of the current
project. But as a rough diagnosis, at the heati@matter lies the tendency to dichotomise
deterministic causation and chance, as if evergalaarocess that is less than deterministic
becomes merematter of chance. This is a false dichotomy, haveand it is as potentially
misleading as the simplistic identification of deténism with fatalism. My contention is that
a proper evaluation of my proposed brand of incdrbppam must await something of a
change in custom and practice in how we think abuaigterministic or ‘chanc$®

causatiof®>,

This is in no way an attempt to sidestep the isatistake. | acknowledge the gaps that
remain, and the work that needs to be done. Bakd heart that what might strike some as
weird and implausible need not turn out to be senaf some of the weirdness were to
remain. Jerome Kagan, commenting on the difficsllidherent in measuring emotion and
feeling given the subtle complexities involved,thiamusingly at just the kind of prejudice
that is often shown by science towards things niel@spite some of the oddities of the
unambiguously physical:

If the rational deductions of physicists... requiseto believe that a stream of photons directed at
screen with two slits passes through both opersigaltaneously (medieval Christian scholars

%279 borrow a label from Hugh Mellor.

23 ibertarian incompatibilists might stand to gaimeething from such a change in thinking about
indeterministic causal processes too; but in mgsssent, their problems did not lie in positingefteminism
per seso much as iwherethey want to insert it — namely in moments of tiofi.
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speculated that an angel could be in two placesl&imeously), and a temporal interval too short
to imagine was sufficient to allow the marble-sibeshdle of energy that existed before the big
bang to expand to a universe measured in billibight-years, it may be time to honor the
legitimacy of the emotion English calls “confusibayen if this state is difficult to measure with
the precision Lord Kelvin demanded. (Kagan, 2@Qa08)

One could easily (if less elegantly) add honoutheglegitimacy of human free agency,
conceived along incompatibilist but non-libertarlanes, incorporating suitable freedom-
enhancing indeterministic processes. The traditidebate about free will has not exhausted
the possibilities for exploring how to make suchaanount work; this thesis has sought to

begin this work, and outline avenues along whighaty proceed in the future.
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