Re- exani ni ng Frankfurt Cases”
For us there is only the trying, the rest is not our business.
(T.S. Eliot, Four Quartets)
The Principle of Alternative Possibilities (PAP) states
that an agent is norally responsible for her action only if she
coul d have done otherw se: we should not praise or blane soneone
for doing that to which there is no alternative. PAP in
conjunction wth Causal Determinism (CD- the doctrine that
every occurrence is necessitated by prior events- underm nes
commonsense assignnents of noral responsibility. For every
action would be the only possible outcone of preceding events
were CD true, rendering unjustified, according to PAP, the
apportioning of praise/blanme to any agent. In a sem nal essay,
"Alternate Possibilities and Moral Responsi bility," Harry
Frankfurt neets this skeptical challenge by providing a

count erexanpl e to PAP.

Below, | respond to four recent attenpts to show that
“Frankfurt cases,” as exanples structurally identical to
Frankfurt’s have conme to be known, fail of their purpose. I n
the first, | expose a msconception of what it is to be
di sadvant aged. My challenge to the second stenms from its
reliance upon the notion of “noral |uck.” The third, while

conceding that Franfurt cases do falsify PAP in regards to
"conplex" actions |like casting a ballot, argues that they can
not be used to do the sane vis-a -vis "sinple" nmental acts such
as taking a decision. By appealing to the connection between

assessnments of character and judgnents of noral responsibility,



| intend to show that this dichotonmy does not hold. I close
with a discussion of a libertarian alternative to PAP

Here is a typical Frankfurt case. Bl ack, a partisan
neurosurgeon, wants his patient and friend Jones to vote
Republican in the upcom ng presidential election. Jones is known
by Black to be | eaning toward the GOP candi date. Bl ack, however,
does not wi sh to take any chances. Thus, after convincing Jones
that he needs to undergo exploratory surgery, he inplants a
device in his brain that will create the irresistible urge to
vote Republican should it detect the intention to do otherw se.

It seens, then, that Jones has no alternative to voting

Republ i can. If he decides in favor of the GOP candidate, she
will receive his vote; if he decides against her, the outcone
will be no different. Yet, when Jones votes Republican "on his

own', carrying out the decision that he had nmade, it appears to
be sonething for which he is norally responsible- even though it
is the only course of action open to him After all, it is
Jones’ resolving to vote Republican that ‘rules out’ the
alternatives not the operation of Black’s device. Hence,
according to Frankfurt, PAP is false.l

Joseph Canpbell challenges the notion that Jones in the
above case is unable to avoid voting Republican. On his view,
Jones is able to keep fromcommtting that action since there are
"accessi bl e worlds" in which he does otherwise.2 Canpbell states
t hat another possible world is accessible to an agent just in
case it is governed by the laws of nature that hold in that

agent's world and bestows upon her all and only the abilities she



possesses in her world.3 In other words, A of w can access W
iff w is physically possible relative to w and A would have
therein the sane capacities that she can exercise in w and no
nor e. On his view, being able to do otherwise is a matter of
havi ng access, in virtue of having a free or unobstructed wll

to possible worlds in which one acts counterfactually. The wll,
according to Canpbell, is the "set of powers" or "faculty" used
in practical reasoning, normative judgnment, and the form ng and

carrying out of one's intentions.4 He lists conpul sion, coercion,

certain drugs, and nmental illness as inpairments of the will.®
While | largely concur with this conception of the will (and
will later nake use of it nyself), | reject the idea that Jones

can access worlds in which he does not vote Republican. Canpbel
contends that such worlds are open to Jones despite the fact that

in each one he is unencunbered of Black's device, that is, is not

l[imted in terns of what he can do by its presence inside his
skul I . H's being rid of Black’s device, according to Canpbell
woul d not "advantage" Jones, that is, enable himto do anything

that the device prevents him from doing, given that it was not

activated: “accessible worlds need not include factors which are
causally irrelevant to the performance of actions.”6

By the same token, though, we would have to say that
removing a race horse's blinders would not increase her
abilities, unless they are the cause of her |ooking straight
ahead during its run. But, even if she does not glance sideways
because of being fixated by that the part of the field that is

occupying the center of her field of vision, it is still true



that the blinders do not allow her to do sonething that she
ot herwi se could do- and to that extent they are a disadvantage.
Campbel |, though, is committed to the view that a thing is
di sadvantaged by one of its features F only if F actually causes
(should figure in the explanation of) a failure on its part
Only proximate causes of untoward circunstances, in other words,
count for him as disadvantages. But a thing is also hindered by
a condition the lacking of which would allow it to do things it
cannot currently acconplish- even if those things remain only
potentially undone because they are never actually attenpted.
Thus, Canpbell can not be right in maintaining that Jones can
access a world in which he is rid of Black’s device, as therein
he woul d be capabl e of doing things that he can not do as |ong as
he i s encunbered by that nechani sm

Here it is necessary to distinguish between a disadvant age
and its manifestations in failures of effort. In Frankfurt's
case, the absence of the latter should not lead us to think of
Jones as being unhindered by Black's device. To the extent to
which he can not attenpt to carry out an intention that he is
capable of formng, a part of his will (what Canpbell, follow ng

Thomas Reid, calls the "active powers”) is inpaired. Canpbell’s

list of inpedinments to the will, thus, ought to be expanded to
include the presence of counterfactual interveners such as
Bl ack’ s devi ce. Having an intact wll is, thus, the advantage

that Jones would gain in a world in which that nechanismis not
inplanted in his brain, making that world inaccessible to him

But since his inmpairnment did not play a role in determ ning



how he acted, his action is still sonething for which he should
be held accountable. Thinking otherwise would be like a switch-
hitter, who would have been batting right-handed in any event,
bl am ng his striking out on an injury that keeps himfromhitting
| ef t - handed. Jones’ wll is inpaired so as to render him
i ncapable of doing otherwise- in that regard he is unfree (he
| acks what John Martin Fischer and Mark Ravizza call “regul ative
control” over his conduct?). It is not inpeded, however, in such

a way as to mtigate his responsibility for what he does: enough

of his will remains intact to allow himto evaluate the various
candi dates and carry out the decision that actually issues from
his deliberations, viz., to vote Republican. Frankfurt's

count er exanpl e st ands.

Jones in the above exanple perforns a "norally neutral”
action: voting Republican is neither obligatory nor sonething
from which he ought to refrain. Let us consider instead a case
in which one of the options he is considering would be norally
wrong, say having his newspaper wage a snmear canpai gn agai nst the
GOP candi date's nmain opponent. Wre Black's device set to insure
the carrying out of this plan is it clear that it would be
sonmet hing for which Jones would be norally responsible should he
'do it on his own'? David Copp thinks not.8 That is because he
believes that holding Jones accountable here would violate the
Kantian maxim (the "Maxint) that "ought inplies can." | f
spreading lies is imoral, then it is sonething from which Jones
shoul d refrain. But, according to the Maxim if Jones should

keep from defam ng anot her person's character, then it is within



his power to do so. But Jones would be incapable of avoiding
such unscrupul ous conduct, given the presence of Black's device.
Thus, blane could not be attached to him even if he were to
engage in it at his own pronpting. In that case, Jones woul d be,
according to Copp, "norally lucky" in that but for Black's
intervention he would be cul pable for what he had done. 9

A defender of Frankfurt should respond here that it would be
odd if the Maxim could have the above consequence, since Kant
explicitly denies the existence of noral luck.10 To eliminate
the threatened inconsistency in Kant's system then, an
alternative reading of the Maxim nmust be found. | propose that
it be taken as nmeaning that "ought inplies can attenpt," that is,
that an action is obligatory for an agent only if she can take
all of the antecedent “steps” that would lead to its performance
under ordinary circunstances. Typically, a non-nental act is
preceded by the determ ning and wei ghing of alternatives and the
taking of a decision/formng of an intention. What constitutes a
good faith attenpt at performng sonme act is going to be settled
by how far along its agent could get in this process. Were the
possibility of carrying out one’s intention exists, an obligation
can not be discharged nerely by resolving to do the right thing.
Performng this nental act would be sufficient in this regard,
t hough, were it to mark, as in Copp’s case, the limt of what can
be achieved by way of doing the right thing. (That such an act,
being private, could not be viewed and assessed by others does
not dimnish its noral signifigance. It only neans that we, as

non-omi sci ent seekers of noral truth, nust learn of it via our



fallible understanding of its behavorial criteria.)

In light of Kant's remarks concerning the "good will" this
interpretation seens independently notivated: he would say that
the failure to effect a rescue is not to be held against a
lifeguard, if it conmes as the result of forces beyond her
control. She has discharged her obligation and is thus to be
prai sed as nmuch as if she'd been successful, by doing all that
she could under the circunstances.1l But then to say that she

ought to rescue the child does not inply that she can do so, but

only that it is within her power to take whatever |ifesaving
neasures are then available to her, increasing the I|ikelihood
but not guaranteeing, that the child wll be saved. Gven this

reading of the Maxim however, Jones would, contra Copp, be
bl ameworthy for libeling his political opponent, since he could
at least resolve to avoid the contenplated snear canpaign,
resisting his inclination to launch it, even though this effort
woul d prove futile. Hs duty here consisted, not in refraining
from such behavior, as Copp’'s reading of the Maxim entails, but
rather in doing all that he could to avoid it, which, given the
presence of Black's device, is |limted to deciding to the right
t hi ng.

Expanding upon this Kantian thene, an agent is norally
responsi ble for her action just in case its notive is a desire or
belief wupon which she has decided to act, thus nmeking it
effective. It is in virtue of having forned an act's notive that
a person has rendered herself an appropriate candidate for either

praise or blanme: her noral responsibility for her action stens



from what she has done to (her operation of) the will from which
it issues, freely choosing as its object sonmething good or evil.
Here the will is being understood, ala Canpbell, as the faculty
or set of powers (nobst inportantly, the ability to deliberate)
that allows one to act as a free agent by determ ning which
desires becones one's notives and which ones do not (in virtue of
the resistance supplied by conpeting urges).12 Thus, Jones nakes
hinself responsible for performng the unavoidable act of

spreading lies by not resolving to avoid playing dirty politics,

a mental act (or series of acts) involving the exercise of his
will that he could perform assum ng that his deliberative power
is uninpaired, albeit with unintended consequences of the sort
Kant deemed norally irrelevant.

In general, noral responsibility for a given act stens from
what its agent has done or failed to do prior to its perfornmance.
(This point reenmerges belowin a discussion of a variation on the
above case.) By enploying this approach to noral responsibility,
then, Frankfurt cases can be constructed involving inpermssible
actions: though they thenselves would be unavoi dable, holding
their agents blameworthy for having perfornmed them would not
violate the Maxim in that their duty was not to avoid the
unavoi dable but rather to resolve to do ‘the right thing , an
option that existed despite the counterfactual intervener’s
pr esence.

David Wderker offers a different sort of criticism of
Frankfurt's argunment. Wderker concedes that Frankfurt cases do

denonstrate the falsity of PAP in regards to "conplex" actions



like voting, "which involve the realization of a certain want
(volition) or intention by events that are distinct from that
want or intention and that occur after the latter is fornmed." He
mai ntains that they are ineffective, however, against PAP as
applied to "sinmple" nental acts such as intending or deciding
That is because a decision, unlike an act of voting, does not
require an antecedent intention in order to be carried out.
Thus, a counterfactual intervener attenpting to forestall the
making of a certain choice would be left without a sign within
the act itself, which, eo ipso, would be sonething that is not
causally sufficient for its performance, by which it can
ascertain what is about to be done.13 This dichotony leads to
the followng "dilema" for a defender of Frankfurt's argunent.

Either the factor the detection of which would allow a
counterfactual intervener to forestall a decision is a causally
sufficient condition for the taking of that decision or it is
not. If it is, then the decision naker is neither conmtting an
act for which she is norally responsible nor involved in a
situation in which the "circunstances" that make her action
unavoi dabl e do not "bring it about"” (henceforth a "Usituation").
(I'n the Frankfurt case discussed above, it is the salience of
this dichotonmy that belies PAP.) If it is not, then the nmaking
of the decision is not unavoi dable. Thus, it is not possible
that the making of a decision is unavoidable and sonething for
which its agent is norally responsible. 14

The defender of Frankfurt, however, should grasp this

dilemma’s first horn. To begin with, Wderker begs the question



in assumng that noral responsibility is inconpatible wth CD
since the issue is whether or not that doctrine sans PAP supports
such a verdict. The libertarian can not use the doctrine that an

action’s being unavoidable (for being causally determ ned)

renders its agent “beyond good and evil” to establish that the
agent in a Frankfurt case should not be held accountable for his
conduct . A Frankfurt case is designed to show that CD s
entailment of the wunavoidability of a given action does not
necessarily make it sonmething for which its agent is not norally
responsi bl e. It establishes as nuch by show ng that sonething
else’s elimnation of the ability to do otherw se, that would be
the presence of a counterfactual intervener, does not |eave an
agent incapable of performng an action for which he should be
hel d accountable. |In evaluating the effectiveness of a Frankfurt
case, then, we are to attend only to the question of whether or
not the counterfacual intervener’s presence nmtigates the agent’s

responsibility nmerely by nmaking his act unavoidable: the

libertarian can not reject such a case as a counterexanple to PAP
on the grounds that there exists a causally sufficient condition
for its agent’s action unless she has reasons for thinking so
that are independent of the fact that CD elimnates the ability
to do otherwi se. Thus, since he does not detail why CD by itself
is inconpatible with noral responsibility, Wderker fails to
refute the claimthat the agent in such a case may justifiably be
hel d accountable for nmaking a decision even if it is effected by
prior events.

Is CD alone inconpatible with noral responsibility? | think

10



not. Consider the follow ng cases. 1In each, an agent should be
hel d accountable for his action for having effected its cause

that is, for having determined 'on his own' that there be a
specific causally sufficient condition for its performance. They
point up that in attributing noral responsibility we are not
concerned with the question of whether or not an action was
caused but of how it was determn ned.

Suppose | decide that | ought to be notivated by the
occurrence of a certain belief to performa given action. Say |
determne that | should count to ten if | conme to believe that I
am losing patience. | then work at carrying out this intention
As a result, it becomes true of nme that | would count to ten if |
were to find nyself becom ng eager, having a strong desire to do
so: | develop a certain disposition. It seens, then, that its
mani festations are actions for which | am responsible- even
though there is a causally sufficient condition for each one's
occurrence. After all, it is ny intention that | becone thus
di sposed.

It could be argued that beliefs are not effective in the way
that this exanple presupposes. Perhaps it is only a desire or a

desire along with a belief that is capable of producing behavior?

No matter. The follow ng case nakes essentially the sane point
as the first. Suppose | decide not to oppose a desire that |
know is controllable. That is, | determne to '"give in" to this
urge whenever it occurs. It seens, then, that | ought to be held

accountable for the conduct it causes, since but for ny

acqui escence it would not occur: | ampartly responsible for the

11



desire's effectiveness.

The noral of each case is that CD per se is conpatible with
noral responsibility: it is only if we think of unavoidability as
entailing lack of responsibility that we see the agents as acting
beyond "good and evil." |Indeed, our judgnents of responsibility
here are based upon our understanding of the causal connection
between the actions and their antecedent conditions. W are
inclined to hold a person accountable for the effects of her
character, that is, the dispositions she develops as the result
of repeatedly engaging in various patterns of behavior, whether
they be conplex actions or sinple nental acts such as the naking
of a decision. There appears to be nothing but PAP standing in
the way of an acceptance of CD and common sense attributions of
responsibility.

As for Wderker's charge that the agent of Frankfurt's case
is not involved in a Usituation, it 1is overturned by a
clarification of the exanple's point. Since it is designed to
vi ndi cate CD against the inconmpatibilist's reductio, a Frankfurt
case nmust involve an action for which there is a causally
sufficient condition, otherwse it would not show how CD and
noral responsibility are consistent, that is, its unavoidability
nmust be overdeterm ned. (Al though, as noted above, in presenting
the case it is only the counterfactual intervener’s role in
excluding alternatives that is to be enphasized, its "punch |ine"
being 'so you see, CD, which plays the sane part, is not a threat
to noral responsibility after all'). W see the action of Jones

issuing from being determned by- his character as it shows

12



itself in the way he goes about making choices. That is why he
acts freely (in the sense of being norally responsible for what
he does): his deliberations and the decision issuing therefrom
result in himvoting Republican. Had Jones' action been a random
occurrence, as Robert Kane and ot hers have noted, it would not be
something for which he is responsible.15 There is indeed a
mechanism in place that is going to force his action to be
performed whatever he has disposed hinself to do. But it would
not mtigate his responsibility were he to point out that his
deed was unavoidable for this reason- that it would have been
done, given the presence of Black’s device, even if he had
devel oped a different character. (It is what nmakes Jones' action
unavoi dable in this sense that is germane to Frankfurt's
pur poses.) By drawing our attention to the hollowness of this
excuse, Frankfurt denonstrates the falsity of PAP. This reading
of Frankfurt’s argunment along with the exanples just given
justify grasping the first horn of Wderker's dilemua. Thus,
Frankfurt cases can be constructed involving nental acts such as
deci di ng.

Let Black's device be ready to thwart Jones from even
deciding to not vote Republican- effecting the opposite choice
should the reasons against it becone salient to Jones- if that
decision is taken as the result of ordinary deliberation, it is a
free nental act and, as such, something for he should be held
account abl e. Just as in the original case, Jones' wll is
obstructed- here it is the capacity to form a certain intention

that is inpaired- but not so as to have rendered hi mincapabl e of

13



reasoni ng. Thus, this restriction does not preclude his being
norally responsible for having decided to vote Republican, as
this nmental act is the outconme of the exercise of his intact
del i berative capacity.

Mor eover, where the decision in question would be to resolve
to do evil, Copp's worry does not creep back into the picture
because in saying that it is Jones' duty to not decide to do 'the
wong thing' we are not inplying that he can avoid so deci ding,
only that he is capable of resisting the inclination to thus
resolve, an ability that is not itself dimnished by the futility
of its exercise: one can think hard about not doing evil even if
such thought could not issue the decision to do ‘the right
thing' . Under ordinary circunstances, of course, nerely
considering alternatives to doing evil is not nearly enough to
avoi d becom ng bl amewort hy. But, where one can not even decide
to do the right thing, such thought would mark the Iimt of one’s
capacity to act norally. Thus, as noted above, it would be
Jones’ failure to exercise this option, which existed prior to
his performance of the wunavoidable act, that would nake him
norally responsible for formng an evil intention.

W can use this result to nmeet the “flicker of freedont
strategy favored by sone of PAP s defenders. Jones, in the
original case, it is pointed out, was at |east able to decide to
do otherwi se. His action was not externally determ ned, in that
it was the outcone of a nental act from which he could have
refrained, deciding instead to vote Denocratic. It is this

flicker of freedom that makes him responsible for carrying out
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his actual decision to vote Republican.16 |t is assuned here
that the foll ow ng enmendati on of PAP nust be true: ‘An agent nust
be able to decide against doing A in order to be norally
responsible for its performance’ (or at |east have avail abl e sonme
alternative possibility, no matter how weak). But if, as we have
just shown, Jones need not be able to decide against voting
Republican in order to be norally responsible for taking that
deci sion, he surely need not be able to decide to do otherwi se in

order to bear responsibility for carrying out his decision to

vot e Rebubl i can. Again, it is enough that this choice was the
out cone of the enploynent of his nornmal deliberative nethods.
But at this point the conpatibilist runs into a problem

For, an inconpatibilist, such as Robert Kane, would maintain that

an agent whose character was shaped by a series of actions none
of which she could have avoided commtting should not be held
morally responsible for the conduct issuing therefrom7 An
agent's will is unfree to the extent to which her possible
notives (desires) are limted by circunstances not of her own
maki ng. To use Daniel Dennett's exanple,18 Luther acted freely

at Wttenberg, "despite (then) being able to do no other," only
because at an earlier date he had been able to avoid becom ng the
sort of person who would later have no option besides denanding
ecclesiastical reform Were it not true that he had had an
alternative to devel oping the character that would thus manifest
itself, his challenge of church authorities would not have been

something for which he was "ultinmately" responsible. PAP, Kane

concl udes, nmust be revised as follows: An agent acts freely iff

15



her present conduct is undetermned or is the manifestation of a
di sposition whose origin is a series of unnecessitated actions.19

A free action is not necessarily avoidable at the tine at which

it is perfornmed; but, if it is not, its agent nust have had at

sone tine or other options besides the ones whose exercising |ed

to her having the character necessitating what she is doing.

Kane attenpts to show how sone actions are not unavoi dable
by reference to scientific findings concerning indetermnate
processes in nature. It seens that the behavior of sub-atomc
particles violates CD. replicating the circunstances in which a
given quark did A and placing it therein would not guarantee a
repeat performance: thus in the original trial it mght not have
done A Sonme thinkers remain deeply skeptical of such clains,
yet CD is no longer a working assunption of mpst scientists.20
Al ternative possibilities becone available to agents, according

to Kane, as the result of indetermnate neural processes being

involved in "efforts of the will": the non-equilibriumstate that
is a conflict between opposing desires responds to such processes
generating a decision, which, for all that has physiologically
occurred, night not have been taken.?21

As Kane hinself realizes, though, the existence of such
processes is not enough to secure free agency on the
inconmpatibilist's terns. From that perspective, an agent whose
options are delimted by indeterministic forces beyond her
control is no freer than one whose choices are narrowed by
determ nistic processes. Kane's principle of "ultimte

responsibility" states that if an agent's character is the
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product of willings for which she is not solely responsible, its
mani festations are unfree actions.22 H s problemthen becones to
expl ain how being responsible for an action is conpatible wth
its being undetermned, that is, its not being a function of the
willing of which it is the outcone. That such a process could
yield a different result than the one it actually does seens at
odds with its being sonething for whose consequences an agent is
responsi bl e. And it would not suffice, as Gary Watson points
out, to sinply avail onesel f here of non-determni stic
expl anations of behavior in terns of "reasons, intentions, and
purposes."23  Kane nust also show how such things, without
determ ni ng one's conduct, can be such as nmake one a responsible
agent, which is something that, | believe, can not be done.

Consi der a character form ng action as sone conpatibilists
woul d have it. It would be effected by the unhindered exercise
of a faculty: the will, as described above. |Its agent could thus

be said to have guaranteed the realization of one possibility

rather than others, thereby making herself responsible for her

conduct . But if a character formng action nmust not determ ned
by the will's exercise, as Kane insist, its agent's antecedent
mental states are not its guarantor. But wherein, then, lies her

responsibility? Nothing that she does or produces insures her
action's performance; there are "possible worlds" in which she
does ot herw se even though she has not changed her mnd nor had
her plans interfered with. For all her reasoning, planning, and
i ntendi ng, her conduct mght have been different. Lacki ng the

power to guarantee that one thing be done rather than another, in
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which her libertarian "freedoni consists, the connection between
an exercise of her will and the ensuing conduct would be too
"l oose" to entail the latter's being an action for which she is
responsi bl e. (A capacity that would take the sanme reasons as
once appeared to warrant taking course of action C as reasons for
doing sonething besides C on a different occasion of their
becom ng salient is nerely unreliable and not to be regarded as
making for free agency.) It thus appears that a conpatibilism
t hat enphasi zes the dependence of free agency upon the possession
of this power is in a better position to account for intuitions
concer ni ng nor al responsibility t han a view requiring
undet erm ned acti ons.

Kane's account of why the agent in a Frankfurt case acts
freely may, then, be set aside. Nei t her Jones nor Luther is a
free agent in virtue of once having perfornmed undeterm ned
actions. No, their freedom consists in the fitness of their
wills- the fact that they can evaluate thensel ves, nake reasoned
decisions, and act on their choices. Lack of alternative
possibilities is consistent wth free agency because the
necessity of an action does not preclude its issuing from an
unhi ndered exercise of the wll.

Ganted, in a cosmc sense, no one ever acts freely, given
that one’s tenperanent and the strength of the capacities making
up one’s will are a function of hereditary factors over which one
could have exercised no influence. Qovi ously, one can not be
free in the sense of being able to provide for oneself

alternative possibilities by altering the past in such a way as
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to change the genetic ‘blueprint’ that has delinmted one’s
personality and abilities. As Susan WIf notes, “(w)e are not

and never can be fully responsible for whether or how nuch we
are responsible.”24 Having conceded as much, we are still left
with our "commopn sense"” understanding of free agency (the one
used in |law courts where CD is never excul patory and upon which
“reactive attitudes,” such as resentnent and gratitude, are
based2%). It does not require the absence of causal connections
between an action and preceding events, mandating only that the
|atter have left its agent's wll intact. Moreover, no case can
be made for the superiority of one of these concepts over the
other: it is just as appropriate to view ourselves as being
responsi ble for sone of the things that we are and do as it is to
see all of “our actions and characters nerely as fortunate or
unfortunate episodes,” to use Nagel’'s phrase. There is left,
then, only the task of making clear just what it is that an agent
has done in making herself an appropriate candidate for praise or
bl ane as these are applied in our everday interactions with each
other. It wll not do to respond to this stalenmate by positing a
‘fire wall’ between certain actions and the conditions antecedent
to them that would nmake theminevitable but for its presence, as
this nove divorces such actions fromthe facts about their agents
in virtue of which they are norally responsible for their
commi Sssi on.

In sum Frankfurt cases sever all ties between alternative
possibilities and the free agency we are capable of exercising.

It is not the availability of the former per se that determ nes
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whet her or not an agent acts freely. Rather, it is the manner in
which they were elimnated that settles the issue. Being ruled
out by CD al one does not inply unfreedom to the contrary CDis a
precondition of comon sense assignnents of noral responsibility.
Only the exclusion of alternative possibilities by inpairnments of
the will entails the absence of free agency. That is why, pace
Watson, there is a difference "between ... natural and purposeful
forns of determination that (is) relevant to freedom"26  Not
rendering its exercise as it creates and eval uates one's purposes
causal ly superflous, the fornmer but not the latter |eaves one's
will intact. One is not an automaton for being subject to the
(determnistic) |laws governing, to use Canus' phrase, a benignly

i ndi fferent universe.
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Not es
*  Thanks to Randol ph Cark, Mchael Della Rocca, Gary Witson
Robert Kane, WIlliam Wainwight, and two referees from this
journal for their hel pful correspondence.
1. Frankfurt (1969), 150.
2. Canpbell, 326.
3 | bid., 324-6.
4. lbid., 321. Cf. also Kane pp. 21-2.
5 [ bid., 322.
6. Ibid., 325-6. To a simlar objection of David Lanb, (Lanb,
523-4) John WMartin Fischer and Paul Hoffman respond that it
commits himto the obviously false viewthat "a circuit can stil
overheat even though (a) fuse has been installed" (Fischer and
Hof f man, 323). That is, despite the fact that its fuse wll
respond to a voltage overload so as to prevent its overheating,
Lanb nust maintain that a circuit can still do that which its
fuse is supposed to forestall.
7. Fischer and Ravizza (1998), 31-4.
8. Copp, 422-4.
9. lbid., 424.
10. Nagel, 24. Rosebury also presents a view of nora
responsibility that manages to explain away the appearance of
nmoral luck in the cases typically offered in support of its
exi stence.
11. Ibid., 24.
12. | el aborate upon this viewin Allen

13. Wderker, 253-5. Though | shall adopt a different tack, a
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defender of Frankfurt mght insist here that a decision is a
conpl ex nmental action, our "everyday talk" notw thstanding. Cf
Stunp (1998). W der ker overreaches in stating that it is not
possible for a counterfactual intervener to take away one's
ability to decide to do sonmething other than what one actually
decides to do (255). What he has established is that it can
effect as nmuch but only by taking as its cue sonething that is
either causally determnative of a decision or is not. But, as
shown below, this restriction exists in the original Frankfurt
case as well without dimnishing its effectiveness.

14. Ibid., 250-2.

15. Cf. Kane, 106-09.

16. This strategy was put forth recently in Della Rocca.

17. Kane, 38-40. WIlliam Wainwight (in correspondence) also
suggests that we would not hold an agent norally responsible for
an action if "we were to becone convinced" that his having
determined on his own that there be a causally sufficient
condition for its occurrence "was itself causally determ ned."
The detailing of an action's entire causal history, | would
argue, is not a precondition of one's "comon sense" judgnent
that its agent ought to be held accountable for its performance.
18. Dennett, 133. Dennett, though, unlike Kane, treats this case
as just one nore counterexanple to PAP

19. Kane, 42-3.

20. Ibid., (150) nentions Einstein, Planck, and De Broglie as
not abl e hol dout s.

21. Ibid., 129-30.
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22. lbid., 32-7.
23. Watson, 4. Wat son goes on to point out (9-10, 12-3) that
Kane, in responding to this concern, lays out conditions on free
agency that could be nmet even if CD were true, meking his view
libertarian by conjoining themw th the supposition that it is in
fact false. But this nove does not advance his position, for it
puts himin the canp of the conpatibilist if CD turns out to be
true and | eaves the initial concern unaddressed if it is false.
24. Wl f, 147.
25. Cf. Strawson for a discussion of how these attitudes bear on
“common sense” ascriptions of noral responsibility. | elaborate
upon this discussion in Allen.
26. Watson, 19.
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