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(Draft copy, very incomplete references, please cite only with acknowledgement of its draft status—this paper was the basis for a talk given in the University of Wisconsin—Madison Colloquium series as a Powerpoint presentation, April 1, 2005.  Despite the date—which Professor Juan Comesaña generously allowed me to select—this is actually something a bit more serious than my philosophy songs!)
Of course you know the movie, just by cultural assimilation if not by having seen it.  There’s this young elephant, Dumbo, who has laughably big ears and has been pitiably separated from his mom.  He’s aided by a friendly talking mouse
 into translating those otherwise hapless ears into the power of flight, which he eventually uses to rescue his mom and live happily ever after.  The way the wily mouse gets Dumbo to believe that he could fly is to give him a “magic feather” which, held in his trunk, demonstrably imparts the gift of flight.  Naturally the mouse believes throughout all this that Dumbo can fly anyway, but he also knows that Dumbo needs the feather as a confidence-builder to do so.  At the critical juncture of the tale Dumbo loses the feather after being pushed off a precipice, and he thus plummets perilously towards earth—only to find at the last moment that he can indeed fly on his own.
All right, so my final thesis about free will is by now probably pretty well transparent.  I think our need for free will is similar to Dumbo for his feather; that is, free will is a not-insignificant feature of our current belief system, since, to borrow Gary Watson’s well-chosen words, it in part makes our everyday moral practices of the attributability and accountability for our actions fly.
  But we could still fly without it too in some sense, as Daniel Dennett has argued and encouraged us to do, and using this very metaphor (see note 1).  With apologies to Dennett, we probably won’t ever do so, though, because, unlike Dumbo, we will probably never have to try to do so.  There’s always going to be so much perceived magic associated with free will that it will act as a form of cultural Crazy Glue to assure that we can never even try to fly without it.

All this is not to say that Dennett is wrong or that free will skepticism is entirely right, however.  Dumbo’s feather, as light, insignificant, and airy as it was, still existed in the context of the film, and additionally formed at first a doxastic component of Dumbo’s metaphysical ability to fly, even if it was also finally shown to be metaphysically—and even doxastically—ad hoc.  Free will is like that too, and I believe in pretty tight parallel conceptually.  What I’ll attempt to do below is to tell how this is so in at least two respects, the first metaphysically, in order to claim that freedom, if not also free will, at least plausibly exists in some shape or fashion, the second morally, to see how claims of responsibility are attributed and attributable (in at least one sense Watson acknowledges).  In addition, these two explorations will be pursued at two distinct levels of inquiry.  The metaphysical one will be large-featured and coarse-grained, but will aim wide and high:  a suggestion about how to refocus much free will discussion around a familiar model of freedom.  The moral one will be much more finely featured and grained, but will aim narrow and low:  to show that, in one sense at least, attributability of responsibility cannot attain the libertarian depths of metaphysical ultimacy that many of its current adherents reach for.  For all that, the leftover compatibilist feather may indeed be metaphysically eliminable, even if realistically not ever so doxastically, because finally we need the beast of responsibility to fly.
I. Freedom’s Feather Objectified:  Gilligan’s Onion
There has always been something that bothered me about much free will literature—the lack of a definition or understanding of freedom or free will.  Not that that is ever completely necessary for fruitful philosophical discussion about these topics.  Ordinary language philosophy, whose province was refined definition and distinction, is only an occasional hitchhiker in contemporary discussions chiefly driven by appeal to strong and lasting intuition, and which are consequently suspicious of what may well be just a linguistic transient.  Even those in the history of free will literature who explicitly concerned themselves with definitions of the terms “freedom” and “free will” typically addressed these matters in stipulative and systematically self-serving ways, such as Schopenhauer’s concept of freedom as a lack of a constraint, or Stace’s definition of free will as action from immediate psychological cause.

Still, it is a fact that too many times discussions on these matters end up talking past one another because there are very distinct interests about freedom at work in them.  Roughly these interests break down into more direct metaphysical concerns, reflected in work of Harry Frankfurt, Peter van Inwagen, and Robert Kane, and more morally-centered concerns about responsibility, such as in the work of Gary Watson, Susan Wolf, and Phillip Pettit.
  Not that these interests do not overlap and intertwine either, as it certainly does with all the above authors, but the thorny complexity of these dual interests are also a special focus of  philosophers like Galen Strawson, Richard Double, and Saul Smilansky.
  Reading these deeply reflective people nonetheless can leave one with a sense that the free will problem could do with some effort in trying to nail down something—anything—that discussants could agree on (or agree to disagree about) as a basic ground floor material on which to build.  Especially given that some of these are skeptics (Double, Smilansky, for example), it would appear that finding such material won’t be as easy as going to Home Deposition.
At the risk of hubris, I wish to propose that finding a conceptual model of freedom that could satisfy most (if not all) of the parties to free will debate is not only not impossible—it’s not even all that difficult (indeed, it’s not-so-quietly bounced around in the literature for decades if not more).  I’m keenly aware, however, that my caveats above about stipulation and self-service should also be self-applicable.  So let me be clear that I will try to derive this conceptual model in the good old-fashioned manner of even-handed, empirically based thought-experiment; so as well I serve notice that thereby I will pumping intuitions just as fast as I can.
“Just sit right back and you’ll hear a tale, a tale of a fateful trip.”  Well, not exactly fateful, per se.  But recall the now-ancient but comedically venerable TV series “Gilligan’s Island.”  Seven castaways on an unknown island, the Skipper (as by international law) in charge, and with a charge of volatile crew (first-mate Gilligan) and passengers.  Question:  were the inhabitants of the island free?
Yes, and comparably so with US of Americans.  First, they were politically free, because they had a form of government that constituted and constrained it—constitutional monarchy.  Second, they were socially free, because they chose to remain among one another.  Third, they were individually, physically free to roam the island.  Finally, they were mentally free to accept or reject their individual fates, to propose repairing their severely damaged boat, to compose sonnets, or to exploit one another for selfish purposes.  Yet they also generally adhered to helpful and supportive efforts toward one another.  A morally approvable mindset overall.
Now let’s manipulate the narrative just a little.  The Skipper wandered off to live as a hermit.  The remainder then first agreed to live without an adjudicating authority.  Later they lost contact and lived quite apart from one another (except for the Howells, who remained in a traditional marriage).  Then, finally, one fateful day Gilligan accidentally consumed badly fermented coconut milk, went to sleep in a horrific hallucinogenic condition, and only roused later in a delusional fit to knife to death every other occupant of the island, even killing the reclusive Skipper.  Later he sobered and reflected on his deed—which as it turns out left him in a very precarious physical condition (to be revealed in a moment).
Thus we most truly can say now that this is Gilligan’s Island.
Let’s illustrate from Gilligan’s perspective his metaphysical adventures in freedom.  First he lost political freedom because there was no such governmental authority in force over his life (he and his fellows lived in a state of anarchy due to the loss and non-replacement of the Skipper’s authority).  Afterward he lost social freedom because he like the others elected to live by himself (with again the Howells retaining one form of social and perhaps political interaction).  Then because of the bad coconut milk Gilligan placed himself in the condition that he has at best only physical freedom, since he cannot retrieve circumstances of social or political freedom.  But as alluded above, there’s another catch.  The professor had warned Gilligan about the dangers of drinking bad coconut milk and included an additional fact:  after causing a delusional frenzy, such bad milk induces voluntary-movement paralysis that lasts up to three weeks.  As his limbs slowly begin to numb, his mind—now unencumbered by the milk and thus open to creative exercise of free will—searches alternatives.  He might just gorge on food and water and try to patiently wait out the paralysis (by sheer will power, as it were).  He might place a gourd with sugar water in it above his cot situated so that it can wick sustenance into his body without swallowing (realistically he would have to force himself to learn quickly how to perform a tricky nasopharyngeal procedure to bypass his trachea).  He might calculate his chances of survival to be so low that he throws himself into the sea before the paralysis leaves him utterly helpless.
Let’s leave our poor Little Buddy in his angst and illustrate these circumstances in a diagram:

The diagram illustrates the full state of Gilligan’s freedom as the thought-experiment begins—he is fully (as far as the situation allows) politically, socially, physically, and mentally free.  Changing circumstances then strip him sequentially of these freedoms, one by one in the fashion of stripping off layers of an onion, until his waning physical freedom threatens to trap an otherwise free mind in a (at least temporarily) useless body.  The story and diagram are at this point at least strongly suggestive of the metaphysical relationships of freedom.
Now alter the narrative of the thought-experiment in another way.  Gilligan begins fully free as above, say, but then suffers an aneurysm that leaves him effectively brain dead except for basal metabolic function.  Note that this deprives him of physical freedom (even by spontaneous measure), which in turn makes him incapable of social interaction, and of course eradicates any chance of political involvements.  Note that he could still be a passive recipient of the physical, social, and political actions of the other islanders, which implies that these phenomena have “extra-Gilliganal” features as well.  But the causal chain of freedom-loss as it pertains to Gilligan’s onion layers of freedom is undeniable.
Obviously such loss is irreversible given the irreversibility of the brain damage.  But that is suggestive further about the causal relationships of the layers of freedom in the human onion.  There is an asymmetric causal relationship inside-to-out of these layers such that the existence of a lower level of freedom is always a necessary (but not sufficient) condition for the existence of an immediately successive layer.
This is supported by variants of the original story.  The Skipper wanders off, but the rest remain socially interactive but (by consensus) anarchical.  The outer layer of political freedom then disappears or collapses to the social one, but could be restored should the castaways change their minds and (say) embrace democracy.  So social freedom is a necessary condition for political freedom, but requires the existence of a political entity (a monarch, a majority, etc.) as well.  In a similar way social freedom implies physical freedom of its participants (to some degree), but obviously the murderer Gilligan’s physical freedom (prior to his milk-paralysis) cannot itself constitute social freedom in the absence of the others whom he’s killed.
Let’s combine the gist of these observations into concise metaphysical claims.
(i) Human freedom exists in a unified fashion, and when more than minimally instantiated (perhaps as FW?), does so in a metaphysically layered manner.  
(ii) The layers are logically ordered in terms of ascending sufficient conditions (or alternately, descending necessary conditions)—i.e., an “outer” layer such as political freedom requires an “inner” layer of social freedom to exist.
(iii) Any particular human freedom exists as a complex relational property, and is constituted by an individual’s minimal ability with at least one relevant alternative or opportunity of its exercise; even if not actually instantiated (e.g., the relevant ability remains dispositionally “quiet”), the relational parts must obtain so that the relation is metaphysically possible.
(iv) Any “outer” layer is supervenient upon at least one “inner” layer and more complex by at least one relatum.
(v) The innermost layer of freedom is basic—that is, it is supervenient upon no other layer of freedom.
(vi) The mind-body distinction makes it problematic to transfer the conceptual/empirical significance of these five claims (from their ground in the outer physical layers) to a purely mental freedom.
Comments on these points follow.
(i)-(v) is a shot across the bow of free will skeptics, though (vi) admits it’s no more than that.  The first five points especially highlight the nature of the reality of more outer freedom that posits some physical basis, and moreover describes the increasingly complex nature of that property as one moves “upward” through the freedom onion.  For example, by (iii) the instantiation of the physical freedom to communicate requires some minimal ability (speech, motion, etc.) and an opportunity to do so (mouth not taped, etc.).  But to instantiate the social freedom of communication one also needs at least one additional person with the physical freedom (precluding telepathy) to receive it (by (iv)).

(iii) is the source of my thesis that the thought-experiment yields an empirically-based and unified conceptual model or schema of freedom.  Because the relational components change from freedom-type to -type, no definition of freedom is thereby offered.  But the substantial claim is that freedom of any particular type will in fact fit this model.  Please note, however, that (iii) indifferently refers to the need of one or more alternatives for relevant abilities.  That allows the model to be further shaped by potential fallout from Frankfurt-style arguments about PAP (but I’d stress only as they affect purely metaphysical considerations about freedom, and not just considerations of responsibility).  Taken from the metaphysical side of freedom, the Frankfurt debate is one that questions whether real freedom needs opportunity or opportunities (which I will disjunctively term from now on “opportunitx”).
Of course, the model is nothing more (with the added waffle on opportunitx) than J. L. Austin’s “all-in” sense of “can”.
  Other philosophers long ago recommended this as a way to understand freedom, among them P. H. Nowell-Smith and Anthony Kenny
, and less explicitly in more recent writings (of Ishtiyaque Haji and Randolph Clarke for example
).  Still, it’s flabbergasting that these more direct reflections on freedom have largely been forgotten for pursuit of other issues, and mostly very delicate ones about responsibility.
There is a difficulty in taking freedom as a property in the sense of (iii).  How should the concept of ability be taken here?  My own take is that it is always dispositional, so as to allow freedom to obtain (at least in a weak sense of instantiation) even when a relevant ability is, as I say, “quiet”.  One is certainly free to talk so long as one is able to and has the opportunity to do so even if one actually remains silent (though it might also be said that this is really to use “free” as Schopenhauer did, only to indicate an opportunity).  In such cases I would prefer to say that such a use is typical of the role that “free” plays in ordinary expression—that we most usually refer to the potentiality for or possibility of freedom rather than its actual realization.  Therefore I suggest that such uses are correct only if the “all-in” metaphysical (as opposed to mere logical) possibility of freedom as sufficient dispositional ability, conjoined with a lack of constraint on its exercise, obtains.
A note on what I mean by metaphysical possibility.  Though any coherent account of this possibility must obviously support a counterfactual analysis of dispositionality, it must also be held tight to the actual world:  freedom imparted to even fairly close counterparts might be a chilly comfort to imprisoned actualist originals.  A loose expression of what’s needed might be “the logical possibilities that nature actually allows.”  An account that yields dispositional ability and is compatible with metaphysical indeterminism (to allow for opportunitx) should suffice.
Another note on the relational nature of freedom.  Some (Gert and Duggan, e.g.) have advocated an account of free will (here taken as an example of freedom) as only an ability.  But, as already noted, ability need not be exercised—a “quiet” ability constitutes only a metaphysical possibility short of full instantiation.  A moving arm is one fully instantiated with freedom; a fully enabled arm can (in Austin’s sense) freely move even if it doesn’t.  A moving arm actually exercises ability because of an ongoing relation of that arm to available space through which it moves.  Without that space, movement doesn’t and can’t occur.  Thus the full instantiation of that freedom is the exercised ability to move in actual relation to the space moved.  However, the can-do metaphysical possibility of that freedom only dispositionally requires the ability in relation to available
 space.  The relations differ in actuality and possibility—but both are still inherently relational.
Though this model is undoubtedly still crude in some respects, and thus could be subject to tinkering, it’s difficult to believe that as a conceptual model of the metaphysical nature of freedom that it is just wrong.  It has—again at least in the outer layers of the onion—a strong empirical grounding for claims (i)-(iv).  Add in an assumption that freedom cannot regress ad infinitum into human nature (as any but the skeptical (Galen Strawson, e.g.) about freedom would allow), and (v) follows.  (vi) acknowledges that any conclusions drawn about the metaphysical nature of free will on the basis of the outer layers of freedom may be wrong, and that free will may have an overall conceptual shape quite other than a complex relational property of ability and opportunitx.  But even those who have very radical notions of a purely mental freedom (“hard libertarians” or agent-causationists) and posit a form of existence of free will that is beyond the pale of empirical examination still appear to subscribe to an internal element of control over choices and the indeterministic nature of final choice.  What is this except another manifestation of the same kind of property described in (i)-(v)?  So on an admittedly  inductive ground (vi) appears not to undercut the significance of (i)-(v) for free will.
The general flow of the free will debate then falls out of how assent or denial of  (v) and (vi) play out together.
Compatibilists will accept (v), but differ with respect to how (iv) is handled.  Classical compatibilists (Hobbes, Hume, Stace) will accept (vi), and attempt to construe “free will” as physical freedom of action.  Psychological compatibilists will reject (vi) to argue that psychological structural properties (Frankfurt), reasons-responsiveness (John Martin Fischer), normative competence (Wolf), etc., or combinations thereof genuinely provide a mental analogue of the outer layers of freedom and indeed underwrite them.
Incompatibilists accept or reject (v) depending on further metaphysical conclusions arrived at as based on a common acceptance of the model of freedom as specifically involving (plural) opportunities.  Libertarians accept (v) because they reject the force of (vi) and affirm that such mental free will exists.  Hard determinists reject (v) because they accept the force of (vi) and deny that such mental free will exists.
Skeptics have to say either that the onion represents layers of human action called “free” but are not really so (they reject (v), and thus render (i)-(iv) and (vi) claptrap) or that some outer layers are “free” in a sense that cannot translate into any coherent concept of “free will” (they accept (vi) and render (i)-(v) sterile for the free will problem).  

My thought-experiment counts against skeptics about free will in at least a conceptually holistic way.  Whatever else “freedom” might mean, the outer layers intuitively count against calling them unfree in any intelligible sense except an incompatibilist one.  Politically enabled people can (in the appropriate system) vote or (as is our American wont) not vote; socially enabled people can elect to speak or not speak.  To call such situations “unfree” is tortured semantic license at best, and most plausibly just downright disingenuous.  The open environs of the social and political arenas may thus not be the easy province of incompatibilism, but they are even more hostile to abject skeptics of the language of freedom.  There is an overwhelming reason why a viewpoint reflected in B. F. Skinner’s Beyond Freedom and Dignity is embraced by such a minority that it is easily dwarfed by the current number of white supremacists.  Whereas there is some abysmal and bankrupt use of emotion, logic, and language that knits together baseless racist hatred in a way that can grab attention, a serious claim of lack of freedom in all aspects of human existence cannot muster even that.  And appeal to ad populum intellectual perversity will not suffice here to explain that:  there are many (I just typed “plenty”, laughed to myself, and deleted that tripe) well-informed, naturalistically-inclined intellectuals in the world.  One would suspect that, were it truly forceful, the muscle of the behavioristic/incompatibilist crowd would have shouldered out “freedom” talk more than it has, which is negligible as it relates to most even educated folk outside of the occasional philosophy or neurology journal.
What’s left over then is a burgeoning storehouse of intuition supplying the everyday language of freedom.  As I’ve presented above, there’s good reason to depend on those intuitions too.  From at least the layer of physical freedom outward, human nature is stratified with freedom, and real freedom that is truly deserving of the name.  Free will skeptics may retreat to the thorny confines of (vi) and try to find solace there, but any flailing about that they do in the course of lecturing will be demonstration enough of what they accept as the truth maker of (v).
Of course, skeptics still proclaim this is indeed Crazy Glue attaching the feather of free will to us.  There is nothing inside us corresponding to physical movement or social pluralism or governmental threat of sanction.  What can be found there is a complex source of human action that must sometimes be dealt with.  So, feather or not, we must have a moral edifice for those dealings built on grounds that make sense and accord with what we know about nature and ourselves.
II. Some Feathers are Better than Others (But We Still Fly All the Same)

Moral responsibility is, to be pithy about it, complicated.  Gary Watson has done us an unrepayable favor by worrying so much about it over his career and offering subtle and valuable distinctions of its many-splendored nature.  One such basic distinction is about attributability and accountability of moral behavior.
  Roughly, moral acts are attributable to moral agents only if the latter are worthy of having the “finger of responsibility” pointed at them; accountability concerns what is appropriate follow-up to that pointing.

My present concern is about attributability only, and in one very specific sense:  how is it possible to point the finger of responsibility?  To situate my concern a bit, begin with how this question might be answered by classic compatibilists, who would say, essentially, if your finger points at the right person—the author of the act—then you have done all that is necessary to accomplish attributability.
  Of course, psychological compatibilists and libertarians alike complain that this runs roughshod over issues of compulsion, akrasia, character defect, and so on that are genuine concerns in distinguishing legitimate attributions of responsibility from illegitimate ones.  So, as it were, the finger of responsibility must not just point at a perpetrator but to something within the accused that encompasses worthiness to blame (or praise—but I will focus on blame).
On behalf of libertarians, Robert Kane has most famously argued that no compatibilist finger of blame can do this more refined job.  Kane makes the case that, even if compatibilists can find mental (or even brain) structures that correspond to sufficient conditions for finger-pointing by their accounts (e.g., the presence of second-order desires in accord with first-order will), it is implausible to hold that the finger must stop at those structures.  For, by other (typical) compatibilist belief, those structures are the product of previous causes, which are the product of other previous causes, and so on, and thus the finger slides historically along such causal sequences until they exit that individual entirely.  While Kane allows that such “finger sliding” (or “tracing”
)might well make sense to an extent—the drunk-driver is blamed for a prior decision to drink more than for being incapacitated at the time of an infraction—there must be self-forming actions (SFAs) that cease such finger-sliding.  There and then, at the time and place of the SFA, is where the finger of responsibility must stop, and where, according to Kane, it encounters the libertarian characteristic use of indeterminism to marry the various elements of psychology into choice.  The finger can go nowhere and nowhen else.  This is ultimacy of responsibility, and attempts to account for moral properties of action in terms of ultimate creativity of these as human projects.
Kane deserves his reputation for dogged argument in these matters; his account of ultimacy is worked out with deep respect for all matters moral, psychological, and physiological.  Still, this ultimacy is the pointed quill of the very feather that Dennett believes we can fly without, and I confess that for all of Kane’s hard work, I side with Dennett here.
Let’s posit that an agent W has performed some evil act A which originated in an SFA mental act of choice.  What according to Kane would earmark the SFA as something to which we could attribute W’s ultimate responsibility?  It doesn’t seem plausible to say that the presumed indeterminism is itself such an earmark.  There is no evidence either objective or subjective that could attest purely to the indeterminacy of the choice—no monitoring device, scan, “choice-detector”, or confession, or phenomenological description that can capture the crucial time and place where the finger of responsibility stops as it finds only the indeterminism of the SFA.  But devices can capture outward indications of such moments (“Look at him sweat!”), as well as “voice stress” according to some studies about lying, and certainly truthful reports of factors involved in a decision (“I didn’t hate her, but I really needed the insurance”) are confessional markers of an SFA.  If our subject W knows when A was chosen (“I decided to do A right after dinner”), then that subjective recognition of the interplay of reason and desire pegged the SFA and its accompanying involvement with indeterminism (according to Kane), and thus we could know of the indeterminism of the SFA by its reported accompaniments.
If the indeterminism of SFAs is not self-announcing, and thus is only known by other empirical markers, then even Kane’s attribution of ultimacy is knowable only by these same markers.
  As Watson has noted in several contexts, however, such markers are the same ones that could be employed to identify psychological components of compatibilist agency.  In effect, Kane and such compatibilists are effectively in the same boat when it comes to pointing out psychological features of culpability that make possible the kind of moral attribution I describe above.
This is in part why Dennett calls for dropping at least Kane’s version of the feather—its essential indeterministic feature does no real work beyond satisfying libertarian needs for ultimacy.  But those needs are just “lumped on top” of the empirical service that any good psychological “finger-pointing” provides.  And that and that alone makes the elephantine weight of responsibility fly.
What I’d wish to add in partial agreement, however, is that while Dennett correctly wants the libertarian feather dropped, he also clearly believes in a form of compatiblism.  But that’s also a feather of another type—one that allows that there are markers of human agency at which we can point our wagging fingers.  We simply can’t fly without that.  So if the Kane feather is to be dropped, it’s only because another one needs to be Crazy Glued in its place.
What would be the alternative to that?  Ceasing to blame?  But that’s not flying at all—that’s crashing and burning.  As long as humans rub elbows they will need ways to adjudicate claims of being elbowed too hard, and unless a pervasive pacifistic masochism comes to overwhelm all our reactive attitudes, we will have to find methods to point fingers in the right way and at the right sources.  The freedoms we find between us, in our social and political lives, will always stand as a motivation to find those sources within us as the foundation for those more outer forms.  And as those outer forms increase in subtlety and complexity, we will tend to look for correspondingly increased psychological subtlety and complexity mirrored inside.  It will be natural—and ironically conceptually necessitated in the case of  libertarianism—to call these inner sources “free” when we believe them to be present.  This will be our feather, and it may change shape and color if we forfeit incompatibilism for compatibilism.  But with the Crazy Glue of our everyday lives holding the feather of free will tightly there while we fly on and on, I can’t ever see it slipping away.
NOTES (Incomplete)

Physical





Social





Political 





 FW





The “Onion” of  Freedom








� A very big caveat:  I am not herein refuting Daniel Dennett’s claim about Dumbo’s feather in Freedom Evolves (reference).  The overlap of metaphor here is purely accidental—I hadn’t read Dennett’s book before using the device of the feather many times in class lectures as I do below, and so I’m following my own lead and not Dennett’s.  Our different takes on the metaphorical significance of the feather are similar, but they are compatible in their final morals of the story, even if only weakly so.  That’s because Dennett specifically takes the feather to represent libertarian free will; I do not, and use it to represent any well-grounded concept of free will.


� Mickey, Minnie, Of Mice and Men—what was it about the 30s and early 40s that catapulted our distant cousins into the limelight of social consciousness?  That the Depression made so many poor as church mice?  An aside:  the mouse’s name is “Timothy”.  I resist the urge to further the analogy, especially on Dennett’s behalf, with reference to a prominent free will theorist, Timothy O’Conner.


� Watson, A&A, p. 10.


� Though, the states of Montana, Utah, and Idaho might be harbingers that prove me wrong on this point, since they (reacting to the case of John Hinckley) rejected legal defenses on the basis of insanity.  And at least one part of insanity law is concerned with offenses that are done in the absence of substantial capacity to conform oneself to the standards of society (Susan Wolf’s asymmetrical ability to choose the good).  Here is one argument that perhaps we are much more concerned about responsibility than we are freedom. (See note 15.)


� Schopenhauer Prize Essay on Freedom of the Will, and Stace’s article.


� The citations.


� The citations.


� This is not to say that these descriptions of the relationships of freedom signify any more than their logical connections.  It would be hard to argue that what one acquires as a freedom to speak physically is developmentally separable from conditions of social freedom, unless we’re talking about a purely genetic or “hard-wired” instinct to communicate (which even then requires a parent as source).  I suspect that social creatures evolve and multiply freedoms in proportion to need as individual’s intellectual and physical powers change.  Dennett?


� “Ifs and Cans.”


� The references.


� The references.


� “Available” is an easy word for another potential mine-field.  The space around a chair is available to someone able-bodied sitting in it; it is certainly less available to one threatened with being shot should that one stand up.  But “availability” should be tempered with such realistic considerations that constrain its applicability, and correspondingly constrain freedom of the requisite type.  Threatened and unthreatened chair sitters are in a sense equally physically free to try to stand, but they may differ with respect to being free to want or choose to try to stand (though that difference may well ramify into different levels of being even physically free to stand in terms of successful standing).


� Gary Watson, “Two Faces of Responsibility”, A&A.


� Watson would laugh these words off the page as loose caricature of his distinctions, and so it is.  But my quarrel is not over this distinction or its basis, but only over the libertarian’s claim that that view can successfully close the deal with attributability.  What the libertarian uses as attributability, however, spills over into what Watson calls accountability—because if we cannot be attributed responsibility in the libertarian sense of indeterministic choice, then we are clearly not accountable either.


� Some references to Stace, etc.  Of course, even hard determinists can allow this if the pointing is expunged of all blameworthiness beyond finding a perpetrator.


� Manual Vargas, “The Trouble with Tracing”, forthcoming.


� What if we could ascertain that indeterministic ultimacy was at work in at least some cases of Kane’s SFAs?  Say that we developed something akin to a Geiger counter for detecting the presence of indeterminism at work in thought processes.  Then through empirical trials we also might be able to state on the basis of the presence of certain self-professed psychological expressions of intention, reflection, valuation, and so on the accompanying presence of indeterminism in finalizing a choice.  We then apply the Geiger counter to an individual accused of an evil act.  Since the act in question would be by hypothesis over and done, we could not go back to apply the Geiger counter to it (unless all people were required by law always to wear “indeterminism detectors”, which is conceivable).  But we could apply the Geiger counter to present mental states of the accused to see if there is inductive evidence now to support a belief that indeterminism of choice was available then.  What if we do come to believe that the accused had real indeterminism of choice available when the act in question was intended (say they wore the above-mentioned dectector)?  Would this suffice to bring all the force of ultimate responsibility (retribution, for instance) to bear in this case?  It might—if the other more traditional elements of responsibility (motive, e.g.) were also demonstrably present.  But what this shows is that even a demonstration of indeterminism by itself is inadequate for claims of responsibility commensurate with ultimacy, since the more traditional psychological elements of rational intent are required as well.  The only way that a libertarian can guarantee the place of ultimate responsibility for action is therefore to demonstrate that any relevant conditions of rational intention to act obtain in the presence of indeterminism, and furthermore cannot obtain in the presence of determinism.  But should there be evidence of anything to the contrary, namely, some cases in which rational intention is consistent with the presence of determinism of mind, then the real tension of freedom and responsibility steps forward.  If we must select between being incompatibilistically free or (compatibilistically) morally responsible, which prevails?  And this issue seems to be subject to empirical study (See Nahmia, et. al., “Is Incompatibilism Intuitive?”forthcoming—although as one can see, I might suggest that this particular study merely shows that preferences for responsibility always prevail over questions about freedom, whether the freedom is incompatibilist or not).





