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Whatever the totality of our nature might be, wenlun beings have bodies that situate us in
a physical space. Many of our actions are at [g@$ially constituted by causally connected
sequences of events within such bodies. Do thedergvfacts constrain, on purely
conceptual grounds, the account we advance congdire metaphysical nature of our
minds, from which our actions spring?

One familiar affirmative answer to this questiotdsahat these facts suffice to entail
that Descartes' picture of the human mind mustistaken. On Descartes' view, our mind
or soul (the only essential part of ourselves)ritaspatial location. Yet it directly interacts
with but one physical object, the brain of thatyuwdth which it is, 'as it were, intermingled,’
so as to 'form one unit.' The radical disparityifgosbetween a nonspatial mind, whose
intentional and conscious properties are had yhysical object, and a spatial body, all of
whose properties are had by no mind, has prompiteeé $0 conclude that, pace Descartes,
causal interaction between the two is impossillegdon Kim has recently given a new
twist to this old line of thoughtl) In the present essay, | will use Kim's argumera as
springboard for motivating my own favored pictuferee metaphysics of mind and body
and then discussing how an often vilified accodriiteedom of the will may be realized

within it.

| Kim's Argument
Kim contends that the existence of a spatial fraomkyor something strongly analogous to
such a framework, is a necessary condition on taiseaction among objects. He

supports this thesis by an analysis of the 'papiadplem," which invites us to give a



2
principled way of identifying individual causal agibnships in a scenario in which parallel
sequences occur. Suppose rifles A and B are finegdlteineously and result in the
simultaneous deaths of Andy and Buddy. Kim asksduestions (which he does not
clearly distinguish): (1) What makes it true th&t fving killed Andy, and not the other
way around? (2) What principles or criteria wouwdd us to correctly pair individual causes
with their effects? Kim answers both these questiorierms of the spatial relations among
the rifles and the two individuals. Rifle A's dist& from, and orientation in relation to,
Andy, is an important general feature of the siturathat both made it possible for A to
result in Andy's death and gives us a principlegoa for supposing these two items to be
causally paired, rather than A with Buddy and BhwAndy.

| think Kim's treating these two questions as ireably linked is unwise. He gives no
reason to suppose that there could not be a situiatwhich objects are so distributed that
their patterns of causal interactions exhibit godgammetry, making it impossible to decide
the true causal pairings on empirical grounds ihstead the first of Kim's questions,
concerning the truthmaker for individual causatipgs, that interests me. Kim is implicitly
supposing that causality necessarily exhibits d kingenerality. If an object or system A
acts on B at time t, this will be due to generalrelteristics of B: its being the right sort of
thing for A to act upon and its being in the rigiiationship to A at the time. Had it been a
different object C that had those characteristi¢gl@oth intrinsic and in relation to A), then

A would have acted on it instead. Causality, wehtnggy, is hon-haecceitistic: objects do

not have a primitive disposition to act on certatimer individual objects; they are instead
disposed to act on any objects having the rightaiteristics. At different times, the same
object will achieve much the same effect on diffietekens of some general type.

| accept this thesis about causal generéBi)yKim wields it against Cartesian dualism
as follows: we can imagine two nonphysical minddentical intrinsic states at time tO0.
Yet one acts on body B1 and the other acts on B@dyhy? Given that the minds bear no

spatial relationships with these bodies, we must iome other kind of external
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relationship that explains the causal selecti¥iyn can think of none and concludes that
there probably couldn't be one. So if causatiomoBbe haecceitistic, selective dualistic
interaction (one mind with one body, and vice veeggears to be impossible. Note that an
appeal to God as the one who ordains certain pembamnd-body pairings will not help.
For just as God cannot make a round square, like@d cannot create a haecceitistic
model of an essentially non-haecceitistic make.

Kim goes further. He suggests that the same caagide should lead us to suppose
that causal interaction even solely among nonphleinds is probably incoherent. For
what kind of relationship could play the role &fteucturing environment that is played by
space for physical objects? If none is proffered, @e embrace the Eleatic linkage of
existence with causal powers, we should suspecitherence of the very idea of a

nonphysical mind altogether.

Il A Souler System?

It will be profitable to begin our assessment &f diptions for dualistic causality with a
quick look at this last, fanciful scenario of a nstic system of interacting souls. Kim
rather quickly places it outside the bounds oflligibility, due to the lack of spatial

relations that could structure the conditions téctese interaction. But there are other
forms of order. One can readily imagine a scenanehich such an alternative to spatial
relationships serves to structure the interactdmonphysical minds, provided they have a
suitably rich psychology. Suppose that God, in gaireg a series of souls, ordains that in
their initial state they conform to a mathematicdiescribable array, with each soul carrying
the information of its present 'location' in theagiras a primitive intentional state. Souls
'move’ through the array over time by forming ititams to occupy a specified location.
Among the basic laws of this souler system is adynal one that governs the actual re-
arrangements as a function of all such intenti@srhaps, analogous to a time-sharing

condominium arrangement, souls continually formeoed preferences as to their



subsequent location. The dynamical law might faict@revious success in obtaining
highly-ranked preferences, give a certain weiglpréderences to remain in one's present
'neighborhood’, and so forth. The reader is invitefll in the details as he wishes.) Causal
capacities come in two basic types: the abilitioten specific intentions concerning oneself
or another and the ability to modify the intentibstate of another via one's own intentions.
| shall say more about the basic ability to gemeirstentions later. Let us concentrate now
on the effect of such intentions on one's fellowsexample might be this: by intending to
communicate to Jaegwon the thought that it wouldibe to have a body as humans do, |
cause him to register this thought, along withleebthat it is_my thought that he is now
entertaining. Again, there will be some sort ofaymcal law that governs the degree of
'success' in bringing about such states in otpersiaps it will be directly proportional to
the recipient's attentiveness and inversely prapat to his present informational load and
'distance’ in the array. Perhaps instead of aifumdictating continuously diminishing
clarity and accuracy in the reception of the thautijiese features of the effect will be
measurable in discrete quanta of only a few magegu
It will be noticed that | have used spatial metapho characterize the ordering that

structures the interaction of souls in a spaceva&stl. This should not in itself be
objectionable, however. It is analogous to theitemal talk of phase space in quantum
mechanics. We find it natural and easy to encoidenration in spatial terms. Propositional
logic can be given a spatially encoded formalizgtimit we can do so without supposing
that the logical relationships so represented ereally spatial. One might, though, shape
the worry about reliance on spatial metaphor inéofollowing objection:

You have not actually described a framework of cbje external relations. Instead, you

have merely gestured at an abstract formalism sseted without argument that there

could be a kind of external relation so characadiz that is distinct from spatial

relations and holds among nonphysical minds. Yeiarence to divine decree in
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instituting the array seems ineliminable, and insemuence the changing sequence over

time that you described smacks of occasionalistinerdhan real interaction.

In reply, | grant that a mathematical characteippnadf an objective ordering does not
disclose the qualitative character of the ordetilgmeant to describe, in the way that we
ordinarily suppose ourselves to directly apprelsntible instances of spatial relations.
The only such external relations among concretectdfhat we do seem to apprehend in
this way - setting aside the contentious relatiocaosation itself - are spatial and temporal.
Nonetheless, sketching the picture as | did abogewwages the thought that there might be
other possible instances of such mathematicaltates: (Indeed, if one accepts relativity
theory as a straightforward guide to the metapbysicpacetime, one is committed to
denying, contrary to appearances, that spacemedatie objective relations and accepting
instead an underlying reality -- the spacetimerviatie--that is_not directly apprehended in
experience.)

If necessary, we might mount a further defens@efiossibility of soul-soul
interactions that exploits the fact that it is eafor us to accept the existence of intrinsic
properties that are alien to our world. (Why? Pbiypaecause we are committed to the
existence of a wider range of such properties kagetith the fact that we can functionally
specify properties in terms of their causal rolthimia system, whereas external relations
merely provide a background, or structured framé&ywoithin which properties manifest
their dispositional character.) So suppose oneirenskeptical of the very possibility of
external relations within a system of nonphysicalls. One could recast my description of
such a system by eschewing external relationsméhiarray in favor of a primitive sort of
intrinsic informational state had by each soulhsiinat it knows 'where' it is 'in relation to'
all the others. (Here, of course, the relatiori&alitamerely metaphorical for a primitive,
guantifiable, and intrinsic feature.) Whether aegivsoul may act upon another will depend

in part on these informational states, along witkirtother intrinsic properties. In such a
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scenario, all causal interactions would be a fonotintirely of intrinsic properties, without
reference to any structuring external relationg.IRBio not see that it can be dismissed on
that account. For the necessary role that extesfatlons play in our world's physical
transactions -- providing an objective structumigbjects that allows for completely
general dispositional tendencies to work selegtifreim context to context -- is carried out

in the envisioned scenario.

[Il The Trouble with Cartesian Interactionism

Can the strategy just employed on behalf the colceref a parliament of souls be adapted
to the picture of the Cartesian dualist? It seeatsWe should require not just the system

of ordered relations among the nonphysical soldsgawith the system of spatial relations
among the physical objects, but also a cross-gagpimg of the two, identifying in general
terms which body will impact which mind, and vicersa, in terms of their locations within
their respective systems. And the trouble hereasdn the Cartesian picture, we continually
have the same pairings of individual souls anddmdiespite constant relational changes on
at least the physical space side of the dualitg. Tartesian picture of causal interaction
seems unrepentantly haecceitistic.

(Is there the barest of possibilities in the foliogvscenario? Suppose a two-
dimensional mind-body array, involving externaht&ns on both sides_-- not including
spatiality -- in which individual minds and bodmsver in fact change locations. In
consequence, they always act on the same objast griolwise. Meanwhile, the bodies are
acting and acted upon by constantly changing palyslgects as their spatial relations
change. We may suppose the souls lack potentiafityoul-soul interaction. In principle --
at least by the power of God -- souls and bodietddoe reconfigured within the two-
dimensional array, coming to act on different otsjexf the other category. If this scenario
were coherent, it would involve the most exquigighall distance from the objectionable

idea of haecceitistic causality. Whether truly jassor not, for it to be true of our world,
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we must assume a system of physical relationsegntirdden from ordinary observation
and indeed irrelevant to body-body interactiomdge this sufficiently high a price to
motivate the alternative presented in the sequel.)

What the dualist needs, as even Descartes sawilaat fo provide, is a metaphysics on
which the mind and body constitute a unified ndtsyatem. We want a plausible picture
on which a particular mind and body are not indépenobjects that somehow continually
find one another in the crowd of similar such otgebut instead constitute a unified single
system whose union is grounded independently ¢icpéar mental-physical interactions.
For note that Kim's argument does not anywhereeaddself-causality -- a single object or
natural system's acting upon itself. The problemearferality does not sensibly arise in this
context, apart from the easily satisfied requirentigat if a given system has the propensity
to act upon itself in a certain manner, a simitapensity should be had by a qualitatively

identical systenf3)

IV Mind and Emergence
Here is a way individual souls and bodies mighistitute a single natural system. At some
specific juncture in the development of the humiaanism, the body generates the soul, a
nonphysical substance. Provided the requisite degfrstructural complexity and life-
conserving functions of the body are preservedsduwill likewise persist. Thus, it is
completely dependent on the body not just foratming to be but also for its continuing to
be. Given such a baseline, asymmetrical dependarexistence relation, it is not arbitrary
that these two entities should also interact caotisly in more specific ways over time. On
this picture, the soul is not entirely an entitytexown right, but is more properly seen as an
aspect of the overall, fundamentally biologicattegsthat is the human person.

While I do think this emergentist variety of sulv&ta dualism is able to overcome
Kim's objection to the traditional variety, the &iof causal capacity it attributes to the

requisite biological systems is extraordinary. &fintiating details aside, causal agents in
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the universe of every sort are taken to act bpghicing a qualitative change (or sustaining
a persisting qualitative state) within themselvestber entities. The present sort of
emergence, by contrast, would involve the generaidundamentally new substance in the
world -- amounting to creation ex nihilo. That®#to swallow. Note that it's not sufficient,
for addressing Kim's problem, that one retreatifgpssing a pre-established harmony. For
then the apparent dependence of the soul on theibodt real, they do not constitute a
single natural system, and the pairing problenotsolved.

| suggest instead that those of us with dualisif@etions try to live with a weaker
form of dualism, on which token mental events anlogically sui generis, distinct from
any complex token physical state, without theradpainy substance distinct from the body
which is the direct bearer of those events. Thisgabstance monism on which human
persons are fundamental biological entities tret hhve emergent mental states. In the
present section, | will sketch in formal terms timdion of emergence | have in mi(él) In
the remainder of the paper, | will address onearasme traditional dualists are
dissatisfied with the weaker form of emergenceanmglications for freedom of the will.

The informed reader is admonished that what wéte faom an account of emergence
in the present context is quite different from oflepistemologically-rooted conceptions of
emergence employed in some contemporary theoriesnof in philosophy and cognitive
science. Our notion is ontological. We shall sat thstate of an object is emergent if it
instantiates one or more simple, or nonstructprakerties and is a causal consequence of
the object's exhibiting some general type of comptafiguration (whose complexity will
probably be a feature of both its intrinsic andctional structure). By calling a property
'nonstructural’, | mean that its instantiation doeseven partly consist in the instantiation of
a plurality of more basic properties. By calling #mergent state a '‘causal consequence' of
the object's complex configuration, | mean thisadidition to having a locally determinative
influence in the manner characterized by physwahse, fundamental particles or systems

also naturally tend (in any context) toward theggation of such an emergent state. But
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their doing so is not discernible in contexts ndtilkiting the requisite macro-complexity,
because each such tending on its own is 'incompletiakes the right threshold degree of
complexity for those tendings, present in eachorparticle, to jointly achieve their
characteristic effect, which is the generation specific type of holistic state.

So far | have given only a sufficient condition fostate’'s being emergent. The reason
is that the picture becomes more complicated oreceomsider not just the generation of an
emergent state, but the kinematics of an objeatgg one or more emergent features for a
period of time. Think of the above as a baselirse cavolving just such an initial
generation of an emergent state. then considerabat fundamentally new kind of feature,
it will confer certain causal capacities on theegbthat go beyond even the summation of
capacities directly conferred by the object's nstiuacture. Its effects might include directly
determining aspects of the microphysical struotditbe object as well as generating other
emergent states. In setting forth a general acaafumw this might go, | am guided not by
abstract intuition about how it must go in any jddessmergent scenario, but about how it
is plausible to suppose it goes with respect taoaur mental life, on the supposition that
qualitative and intentional features of our mestates are emergent.

On that supposition, it is plausible that thereearduring baseline mental states that
partially underwrite more specific and often mornagpnimental states. Suppose, then, that
when a neurophysiological system H comes to haetain kind of complex configuration
P* at time_tQthe baseline emergent statesEhe direct result at t1P*, of course, will have
to be of a sufficiently general type as to petsistugh constant and over time dramatic
change.) P* will also partly determine the underdyphysical state of it time_t1 Let PO
be the remaining aspect_of H's intrinsic stat@,adnd P@be the summation of those
factors in_H's immediate environment that will bepon the physical state ofad t1
Letting "—>" represent the causal relation, we have

P*att0—> Eat tl

and
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P*+PO+P@ at t0—> P*+P1 at t1
(the latter conjunction being the total intrinsktypical state of H at time tvith P1being
the remainder beyond P*). NowdE t1will help to determine in part the physical statéd
at the subsequent moment, t2, but not its contintarexhibit P* of course, as that would
involve causal circularity. E, we may suppose, algo help to determine the occurrence at

12 of another emergent state,. ERagramatically, the overall picture is this:

time tO time t1 time t2 time t3 time t4
E2 + E3 = E4
E + E [ E [ E
pP* + pP* + U pP* + U pP* + U pP*
PO O PL O O P2 O O P3 O O P4
P@ O P@ O P@ O P@ O P@

(For simplicity of representation, I'm treating 'Ps@hematically; at each moment it
represents the sum total of those immediate envieoral factors bearing on the intrinsic
state of H at the subsequent moment.)

We are now in position to answer two standardledskuestions about any doctrine
of mental causation. First, do the emergent pragseof_H supervene on its physical
properties? By 'supervenience,’ | here mean a synicirelation between families of
properties. The family of emergent properties wauigervene on the family of physical
properties just in case having an emergent proprapies, of causal necessity, (1) that an
object has some physical properties and (2) thdtaving any specific set of physical
properties suffices to determine which, if any, ayeat properties it has.

The first condition on supervenience is eviderdiystied. The slogan used to capture
the second condition is: 'No mental difference wittha physical difference.’ Consider first

the status of our baseline emergent feature E,reféitence to times t@nd_ tlin the
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diagram_E is absent at#dd present immediately thereafter. The underlgmgsical
properties are different, too, but that is notriseson for the difference in emergent
properties. For the differentiating factors (PO, &1d the variable Pjare, by hypothesis,
not directly relevant to the occurrence of E.ahe is so relevant. YetigE absent at the
first time, since P*'s obtaining at tdusally determines not what will occur at tha \tene,
but immediately thereafter. So at the first instants instantiation in H, Hvill not bear E
This indicates that there might be two objects igudentical intrinsic physical properties
(including_P*) and existing in the same externetwnstance, yet one hasakd the other
lacks it.

But this is only a slight departure, restrictedht® first instant at which the 'base’
property_ P* occurs. More interesting divergenceveen emergent properties in the face of
physical similarity can be seen when we turn framhaseline emergent property E to the
more specific features E2, FEhd E4 Consider E2t time_t2 You might have the
underlying physical properties P* and Wghout having had EZ-or E2is a causal
product of the immediately prior state_of H af¢dmprised of P*PJ, and B. This prior
state presumably could have been different (suatt&R would not then occur a2
consistent with the same physical state at t2 ngi@esuitably fortuitous change in the
environmental circumstance P@. The possibility difi@rence with respect to Bfithout
an underlying physical difference is clearer wheninstead suppose a case in which the
causal connections are probabilistic only. For thrercan hold fixed the immediately prior
state of H, and suppose a scenario in which itesatiee same underlying physical state at
12, but, owing to a different chancy outcome, cauke occurrence not of Haut of some
distinct property, E*2, at the emergent level.

So emergent states do not in general supervenkyaitpl states. A second question
we might have is whether they are epiphenomenkdast with respect to the purely physical
states of H and its immediate environment. Is yis¢esn in its purely physical aspect — is

physics more generally -- causally closed? Here,ttee answer is No. P3's obtaining at t3
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is in part a product of E and B2btaining at t2Had one or both of these failed to obtain at
that previous time, something other than P3 woalgetoccurred subsequently. Consistent
with this, it is true in an emergentist scenarut gaverything that occurs rests on the total
potentialities of the physical properties. Fordeeurrence of any emergent properties are
among those potentialities, and so the effectseétnergent features are indirectly a
consequence of the physical properties, too. Tifereince that emergence makes is that
what happens transcends the immediate, or lotataictions of the microphysics.

In summation, we have seen that property emergeiaiows for a form of dualism
that escapes Kim's problem, since the mental-palyisiteractions it posits occur within the
context of a natural unitary system, and hencdasma of self causality, rather than
multiple-object transaction. | now turn to one t&fsits being sufficiently robust: whether it

is consistent with the kind of freedom of will taish many dualists subscribe.

V Causal Generality and Free Will
Freedom of the will, in my judgment, involves thekeise of a distinctively personal form
of causality, one which differs in certain respdiais the mechanistic form of causation
operative in impersonal causal for¢g3.In the mechanistic case, objects have specific
causal powers, or dispositional tendencies, agedorth their fundamental intrinsic
properties. The powers might concern a unique oucor a range of possible effects that
is structured by a specific probability measuréhétiway, they exercise certain of these
causal powers as a matter of course when theyarediin the appropriate circumstances.
Such circumstances either stimulate a latent mésiaor remove inhibitors to the activity
of a mechanism already in a state of readinegstl$speaking, the cause here is the event
of the object's having these power-conferring priggein those circumstances.

According to some of us, there is another spexfidse causal genus, involving the
characteristic activity of purposive free agentgctSagents can represent possible courses

of action to themselves and have desires and belfcerning those alternatives. Against
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that background motivational framework, they thduesedirectly bring about immediately
executive states of intention to act in various svayis direct causing by agents of states of
intention goes like this: As with mechanistic cajske distinctive capacities of agent causes
(‘active powers') are grounded in some set of ptiege So any agent having the relevant

internal properties will have it directly withinshpower to cause any of a range of states of

intention delimited by internal and external cir@iamces. However, these properties
function differently in the associated causal psscénstead of being associated with direct
causal functions from circumstances to effectg; {lreconjunction with appropriate
circumstances) make possible the agent's prodacimfect. These choice-enabling
properties ground a different type of causal pawverapacity -- one that in suitable
circumstances is freely exercised by the agentdifm®©ne might say that agent causation
is essentially purposive, whereas mechanistic tigusanot. Agent causality is triadic -- it
involves an agent's causing an intention for aoreathe dyadic form of mechanistic
causality is indifferent to whether the causesdasons or impersonal states.)

Now given his concern with causal generality, Kinglmwonder whether | am trying
to have things both ways by embracing the causaémoaccount of mechanistic causation
while also defending agent causation. The causatpgoaccount is resolutely ‘anti-
singularist,” in the sense discussed above. Yaté¢ purported to identify as one of its
species something (involving agent causation)dbams to imply singularism. But there is
not really a problem here, except perhaps witlwiéng some draw the singularist/ anti-
singularist distinction. Mechanistic and agent edéioa both require generality with respect
to the grounding of causal powers. A given parichias a given type of causal power
because of its intrinsic properties, and propegresuniversals. Where agent and
mechanistic causal capacities diverge is in thairase. The exercise of mechanistic
capacities conforms to tendencies of some meath@ diriting case being deterministic).
In the agent causal case this is not necessarit $east as a conceptual maf@y Agents

may choose any of the options within the rang&eif power at a given time without
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having some fixed probabilistic tendency to do($bere are some contingent features of
human agents that indicate that the exercise negabwer has further causal structure in
the way reasons govern it. Reasons move us taratgsome do so much more strongly
than others. My current proposal, elaborated eleesylis that we think of the agent's states
of having reasons to act in various ways as strncfthe agent causal capacity, such that
the agent's freely choosing an action type willhseme objective tendency to occur, one
which fluctuates over time. Even if this is accepteremains true that, in contrast to
mechanistic causation, it remains up to the aged¢tide how to act. The tendency-
conferring state of having a reason does not iggaierate the action; it disposes the agent
himself to initiate an action sequence.) Whetheratiwe add this wrinkle, the important
point here is that the basic view does not fallbéd Kim's stricture on non-haecceitistic
causal tendencies, since agent causation is groundgeneralized capacities and is a form
of self causality within a unitary system.

Can we make sense of agent causation as an emeagewtty of a fundamentally
biological system? Note that such a theorist isrogtad to the emergence of a very
different_sort of property altogether. Instead fducing certain effects in the appropriate
circumstances itself, of necessity, this propengtdes the individual that has it in a certain
range of circumstances to freely and directly babgut (or not bring about) any of a range
of effects. It might be thought that because o thstinctive character, it isn't possible that it
could naturally emerge from other properties. Suphoperty could be instantiated only in
a very different kind of substance from materiddstances, as on the problematic Cartesian
view.

This thought does not bear well under scrutiny, dw@v. Given that there is nothing
inconsistent about the emergence of an "ordinaay$al property, able to causally
influence the environments in which it is instaretif it is hard to see just why there could
not be a variety of emergent property whose nogtysists in enabling its possessor

directly to effect changes at will (within a narigwmited range, and in appropriate
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circumstances). If properties are able, as a matiomological necessity, to produce an
entirely novel type of property, what reason dohaee to assert that, when it comes to the
property-kind distinction just noted, properties spawn others of their own kind alone?
At least, this would seem to be an empirical, findiogophical or conceptual, matter.

Still, taking the agency theory seriously withineanergentist framework raises several
theoretical problems. The most fundamental of tiedetermining the precise underlying
properties on which an agent-causal capacity deppé&hd differently, what types of
features - either functionally or intrinsically chaterized - constitute a physical system's
being a free agent in the technical sense? Caglyevghat structural transformations in the
human nervous system would result in long-stanfngermanent) loss of the agent-
causal capacity generally? This is an empiricaten&ne answerable only by
neurobiological science), and not in the provinicehilosophical action theory. Yet even a
casual acquaintance with how neurobiologists agbrt@eir craft is enough to give an
appreciation of the enormous difficulty this moasio issue poses. A plausible general
conjecture is that such a capacity is bound up thigrcapacities for action representation
and for conscious awareness, in their specifi¢alipan (and probably certain other
mammalian) manifestations. It is highly plausilblattthis self-determining capacity strictly
requires each of these other abilities, as thegapp follow from the very characterization
of active power as structured by motivating reasomnkas allowing the free formation of
executive states of intention in accordance with@ion representation.

If there are agent-causal events, there is noamebsimple way of dividing those events
from mechanistic-causal ones. It surely must et that some human behavior, even
conscious behavior, is directly brought about by maaistic-causal factors. (Not all action
is free action, and | intend agent causation toaaiconly for the latter.) This is likely to be
true of behavior governed by unconscious factogshéghly routinized actions. Precisely to
what extent, then, is an ordinary human's behaectly regulated by the agent himself,

and to what extent is it controlled by sub-pers@natesses? Even when | act freely, | am
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usually not trying to control directly the precitegree of muscle contraction, limb
trajectory, and so forth. This makes it plausibl&ald that our memory system stores
action sequences that we simply activate througbaous choice. (It also explains the
facility of an experienced performer in carrying oamplex movements, such as a
sequence of dance stefd.) It is likely that these choices are at times braadfout event-
causally, while we simply monitor the result anthirethe capacity to agent-causally redirect
things as need be.

Finally, one might also worry that free will reqesrthe emergence of a degree of
indeterminism far beyond what we have any reastelieve is operative (as a function of
guantum indeterminacy) at the complex level of akstructures. My reply is that since an
emergent property has, relative to its underlyirapprties, a unique, nonstructural nature,
we have ng a priori reason to think it must resufirocesses exhibiting precisely the same
degree of indeterminism as is present in its susiower-level processes. Still, we are
not supposing 'something's coming from nothingrhaay have thought: the presence of
any emergent, on the view | have sketched, willdtermined by more fundamental features
of its possessor. What it does allow is a stalilefggrocesses giving rise, at certain critical
junctures, to a somewhat different order of affaies'top-down' controlling features. It is
just this possibility that allows the right sortevhergentist view to overcome the opposite
complaint from Cartesian sympathizers that ageritssuch emergent capacities are
‘ontologically superficial' -- not among the trldgsic entities whose activities determine the
way the world i€8) While it is true, on my picture, that the preseatagent-causal
capacities in select complex entities has alwags laenong the potentialities of the world's
primordial building blocks, the way those poteitiied are exercised is not so prefigured.
The agents themselves determine these outcomamsequence, any way of completely
characterizing what happens in the world must nnefexence to these agents and their
distinctive capacities. This is as ontologicallgeég’ as any entity that is not necessary being

could aspire to(9)
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NOTES
1. "Dualism, Causality and Being a Person," thisive.
2. Itis denied by 'singularists' who hold thatszgtion is first and foremost a relation

between particular events, and the holding ofritlation in a given instance has no

implications (strict or probabilistic) for what hagns elsewhere or elsewhen. C might cause

E even though no other C-type event causes or teaglancy to cause an E-type event. It

may_happen to be true of our world that all catreaisactions fall into patterns of certain
types, but this, for the singularist, is at besingto some contingent feature of the way
causation is manifested in our world. There migiwehbeen ubiquitous causation in a
chaotic, anomic world -- including causal pattdsatveen pairs of objects that are not

amenable to general analysis of the sort Kim reguir
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The implausibility of this view is apparent whereaonsiders the ultimate positions on
the nature of causation in the actual world helthieytwo contemporary philosophers who
have most emphatically argued that causationirsgailar relation -- positions which look
decidedly anti-singularist to the causal obse®erid Armstrong has responded to a
serious problem for earlier versions of his positly holding that causation is manifested

in our world as a relation among types of statesffairs. (See A World of States of

Affairs Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 198nd Michael Tooley's 'speculative
proposal’ in response to that same problem isda pousual features in the mereology of
transcendent universals. If it is a law of nattia &ll things having property P have
property Q, then, he says, we might suppose thatibts only as part of the conjunctive
universal, P and Q." (Causation: A Realist Appro@sford: Clarendon Press, 1987,
p.124). It would then follow that any time P istanstiated, Q is as well. Although these
moves are critical to salvaging their respectiwotles of the general nature of causal
processes in our world, they insist that theserameely contingent facts about causation, so
as to preserve the singularist 'intuition’ thatehmight have been instances of causation in
an anomic world -- in a world where events havhmgeffects they do has nothing to do
with the kind of events they are. This contingeisanysterious and unmotivated.

3. I note in passing that one might suppose Heaptoblem presently under consideration
applies equally to the classical conception of @®d nonphysical mind who causally acts
upon the physical universe. But this would be aakes The physical universe is not a pre-
given object which, as it happens, God encourdsren the Cartesian picture the soul is an
originally independent substance in its own rigid & then 'fitted' to a specific body.
Instead, God's acting on the universe in particulrs at particular times is of a piece with
His giving being to the universe at that time: tinéverse is entirely dependent on Him at all
times for its very existence and character, anatiseno neutral environment akin to space
in which He and it and possibly other entities gt which might prompt the question of

the general conditions which govern selective adgon among them.
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4. | explain this less formally and address obpeinot considered here in chapter 6 of my
Persons and Causes: The Metaphysics of Free Wil (Xork: Oxford University Press,
2000).

5. I have argued this in several places, most tigaerthe book cited in the previous note.
(Much of the present section of this paper exceratterial from that work.) When | say
that agent causation is "purposive," and therebgrasts with "mechanistic” causation, |
don't mean to imply that it is not law-governediy way. (See the following note.) Nor do
I mean to imply that were reasons directly to cailmeces, the activity would be
nonpurposive in the ordinary sense. Rather, | thterhighlight the fact that agent causation
is essentially purposive, whereas mechanistic dgusanot. Agent causality is triadic -- it
involves an agent's causing an intention for aoreathe dyadic form of mechanistic
causality is indifferent to whether the causesdasons or impersonal states.

6. There are some contingent features of humartstiet indicate that the exercise of
active power has further causal structure in thg i@asons govern it. Reasons move us to
act, and some do so much more strongly than otlmect.5 of my book, | propose that we
think of the agent's states of having reasonsttma@rious ways as structuring the agent
causal capacity, such that the agent's freely angas action type will have some objective
tendency to occur, one which fluctuates over tigwen if this is accepted, it remains true
that, in contrast to mechanistic causation, it iemap to the agent to decide how to act. The
tendency-conferring state of having a reason doegself generate the action; it disposes
the agent himself to initiate an action sequence.

7. An early philosophical discussion of the impieas of this for theories of action is A.

Farrer's The Freedom of the Will (London: Adam &a@ks Black, 1958). Concrete

proposals for how to account for such phenomert@miecent cognitive science models
may be found in S. Kosslyn and O. Koenig in Wet dfNew York: Free Press, 1992)

and Donald Norman and Tim Shallice, "Attention tctidn: Willed and Automatic Control
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of Behavior," in Michael Gazzaniga, ed., CognitNeuroscience: A Reader (Oxford:
Blackwell, 2000), pp. 376-390.

8. This phrase is taken from some recent unpuldisieek by Peter Unger.

9. A version of this paper was read at the Unitersi North Carolina and Davidson
College. For helpful comments, | thank Louise Agtaiohn Carroll, John Heil, William
Lycan, Al Mele, David Robb, Dan Ryder, and Petegém



