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| Introduction

Philosophers who maintain that determinism is incoibleatvith moral responsibility
typically do so on the basis of the following twemises:

(i) A person is morally responsible for what he Hdase only if he could have done
otherwise.

(if) A person could have done other than what h&aat did only if determinism is
false.

Harry Frankfurt has dubbed the first of these claimike" Principle of Alternate
Possibilities" (PAP). Though this principle is wigedccepted, Frankfukthas brought to
light a range of cases that (to many) appear taigeeagrounds for rejecting it.

One of his well-known examples concerns a man ndfek who wants Jones to
perform a certain action:

[Black] waits until Jones is about to make up his mindtwbado, and he does

nothing unless it is clear to him (Black is an excellent judfsuch things) that

Jones is going to decide to do something other than what he wanis do. If it

does become clear that Jones is going to decide to dettsoghelse, Black takes

effective steps to ensure that Jones decides andahat he does do, what he wants

him to do.
As it turns out, Jones decides for his own reasons torpetfee desired action, and Black
does not intervene in any way with the deliberative processnéead the decision or the
carrying out of the action. Jones, we want to says megponsible for his action and its
immediate consequences. (We will assume that the soaadinormal” in other respects,
so that there are not other considerations affectingeagaluation of Jones' responsibility.)
And yet it seems that he could not have done oikenf{The power and intentions of Black

ensure that this is so.) So, Frankfurt conclud@&p) is seen to be false. If examples of the

sort Frankfurt appeals to do show that (PAP) mesefected, it opens up the possibility of



adopting "semi-compatibilism” - the position that euis (i), but denies that causal
determinism is incompatible with moral responsiili

Recently, Peter van Inwagéras argued that the incompatibilist can concede this
verdict as regards (PAP) by endorsing three variahthe principle that are both immune
to Frankfurt-style counterexamples and capabléeddiyng the incompatibilist thesi:

(PPA) A person is morally responsible for failinggerform a given act only if he

could have performed that act.

(PPP1) A person is morally responsible for a aer&aient-particular only if he

could have prevented it.

(PPP2) A person is morally responsible for a aertaate of affairs only if (that

state of affairs obtains and) he could have pregemntfrom obtaining.
It will be noticed that (PPP1) and (PPP2) are closelated, the difference lying in the
ontological status given to the consequences of actionswhich we hold persons
responsible. | will not be discussing van Inwagen's defensePBP1) here, for the
following reasons. First, the whole matter of individuatingntete events" construed as
particulars is a difficult one, with very little cagrssus having been achieved thus far. The
problem is compounded in relation to van Inwageniscipie, since evaluating his defense
of it requires the specification of essential prtipe of events, so as to track their identity in
counterfactual situations. Second, and more impiytame may legitimately sidestep this
difficult task since, it seems to me, we do not holdspes responsible for the specific
events that were caused by their actions, but, rafibernarious (more general) states of
affairs that obtained in virtue of these events. (Whenevaluate past actions, morally or
prudentially, we take into account alternative stabé affairs that the agent might have
brought about instead. And this seems appropriatendivat the propositional content of
our (prior) intentions, plans, beliefs, and desirefer not to consequences that are
particulars, but rather to states of affairs (af/iray levels of generality).)

My principal aim in what follows is to assess the adeguaf the remaining two

principles van Inwagen suggests, (PPA) and (PPP2). Van Invgagiefénse of these

principles, particularly the latter, has come in for cistin by several recent authors. | will



attempt to show that these criticisms are not cogevill also bring out a further, neglected
consideration that lends support to acceptance of altezrraponsibility principles of the

sort that van Inwagen has proposed.

Il Heinaman's argument against (PPP2)

| begin with an examination of van Inwagen's primarngple, (PPP2). In what
follows, I first sketch his own initial defense of thpanciple in the face of Frankfurt-type
cases, and then proceed to discuss recent objet¢tiah$iave been brought against it. |
argue that these objections fail and, indeed,ahatought to maintain (the intuitively highly
plausible) (PPP2).

| begin with a word or two concerning the concept of destd affairs as | will be
understanding it here. States of affairs are ugalsithat may obtain in the world as a result
of any of a variety of specific circumstances, or "ageanents of concrete particulars” (as

van Inwagen puts it). For example, Susan's car's kimgn on Tuesday would obtain if

Susan drove her car at some particular time ondayesiorning, but also if she did so later
in the day, or if someone else were to drive her cardbhg. Van Inwagen employs the
following convention for referring to states of affairgie prefix the letter 'C' (an
abbreviation for 'its being the case that) to "etérsahtences. Hence, we represent the
example just cited as 'C(Susan's car is driven on Augtist 2892)', where the latter date
gives an unambiguous denotation of the day weregfdo simply as Tuesday.

The discussion of (PPP2) in the literature has centered around Itheirfg
"Frankfurt counter-example”, offered by van Inwagen. Suppose there is a man named
Gunnar, who

shoots Ridley (intentionally), an action sufficiéot the obtaining of Ridley's being
dead, a certain state of affairs. But there is sfacter, F, which (i) played no causal
role in Ridley's death, and (ii) would have causedld3is death if Gunnar had not
shot him (or had not decided to shoot him), and (iii) is shaeh &Gunnar could not

have prevented it from causing Ridley's death except bidillor deciding to kill)
Ridley himself. (1983, p.172)



Factor F might, e.g., be another agent who intéoddhoot Ridley if Gunnar does not or a
device implanted in Gunnar's brain by another atjetwill cause Gunnar to shoot Ridley
if he does not choose to do so on his own. In sugtenario, is Gunnar responsible for the
state of affairs, C(Ridley dies)? If so, we woulghear to have a counterexample to (PPP2),
since it seems that Gunnar is unable to prevenbitsning.

Van Inwagen, however, thinks he can show that Gusn#ot responsible for C(Ridley
dies). He suggests that the most plausible basis one maglet for supposing he is
responsible is the fact that Gunnar did sometthagwas sufficient for that state of affairs,
fully intending of his action that it bring about such asmmuence. But, he argues, that
cannot be a sufficient basis for the attribution of respditgid=or consider the state of
affairs C(Ridley is mortal). Gunnar's action seemgally sufficient for this state of affairs,
but we clearly do not hold Gunnar responsiblefiat.tFurthermore, we might well suppose
that these two states of affairs are in fact equivalent.the eternal sentences contained in
each of them seem to express the same proposition, one edutdh equally well be
expressed by 'Ridley dies at some time or othgr.172-3)

This maneuver will not do, however, as Robert Heinaimas convincingly argue{’d.
For C(Ridley is mortal), far from being equivalent t(Ritlley dies), is rather a necessary
condition for its obtaining, in just the way that Célglass is brittle) is a precondition on
C(The glass is shattered). But in shattering taeggivith a hammer, | do not thereby bring
it about that the glass is brittle. Interpreting totion of 'sufficiency’ in the suggestion van
Inwagen disputes as causal sufficiency yieldsrecypie that is not obviously incorrect:

(*) An agent is responsible for a state of affairsafkmowingly and intentionally
performed an action that, given the circumstances, eeasally sufficient for the

obtaining of that state of affairs. (p.2?71)

And, Heinaman would argue, Gunnar's shooting Ridl@s wausally sufficient for the

obtaining of C(Ridley dies), but not of C(Ridleynimrtal)®



Heinaman goes on to give an intricate critical discussion of anatiemant of van
Inwagen's for the conclusion that Gunnar is not responsible @@y is killed). (If the
argument is successful, it would point the way to echg the same result for C(Ridley
dies).) The argument may be summarized as foll@usnar is not responsible for the state
of affairs

(K) C(Ridley is killed by someone who is causeditbhim by F or Ridley is killed

by someone who is not caused to kill him by F)
But (K) is equivalent to C(Ridley is kiIIecﬁHence, Gunnar is not responsible for the latter
state of affairs.

Van Inwagen bases his claim that Gunnar is not responsible for (Kisogarlier
attempt to show that the fact that an agent perfdrareact sufficient for the obtaining of
some state of affairs does not entail that he is responsiblétsf obtaining (i.e., that
principle (*) is false). As we have seen, however,ndean has effectively shown that this
argument is flawed. | think a strong case can baenfiar rejecting (*), though, on the basis
of another example van Inwagen introduces near the endsotliscussion (pp.176f.):
Suppose that Ryder's horse Dobbin has run away with him. Ryder is unable to stop the
horse (or to get off), but he can determine the path thieyaike through the use of his
bridle. Ryder directs Dobbin on a course that hewsileads to Rome, in the hope that the
runaway horse will result in the injury of some of its citizemhom Ryder detests.
Unbeknownst to him, however, all paths lead to Ro&weno matter what Ryder had done,
he could not have prevented C(Ryder passes through Ronaerunaway horse). Ryder's
actions are causally sufficient in the circumstanice the obtaining of this state of affairs
(as (*) requires), but it seems clear that he israsponsible for it, since it would have
obtained no matter what he had done.

It seems to me that this example is effective in refu).8 But if so, van Inwagen
contends, we have no equally plausible principléherbasis of which to contest the verdict

of (PPP2) that Gunnar is not responsible for (K). And since ithisimply a disjunctive



elaboration of C(Ridley is killed), he is not responsitue this state of affairs either. (A
more direct argument for this claim is that in theeatze of a principle such as (*), there
seems to be no difference relevant to Gunnar'snsgglity between (K) and

(M) C(Ridley is killed by Gunnar or grass is green)

Gunnar is clearly not responsible for (M), so it must &lsahe case that Gunnar is not
responsible for (K)3
Now Heinaman's strategy is to develop a similar aspinfor the conclusion that

Gunnar_is responsible for C(Ridley is killed), ahén proceed to show that considerations
developed in the argument undermine the support to which Imaagen's contrary
argument appealed. Suppose, then, that we have ancaséch factor F is another agent
poised to kill Ridley if Gunnar does not. It seems that Gunnar glé&anesponsible for
C(Ridley is killed by Gunnar). For Gunnar_could have prged this particular state of
affairs simply by not shooting Ridley. Now considlee following plausible principle:

(D If S is responsible for C(A), then if 'F' is any falsatsment (other than '-A")

then S is responsible for C(A or F).
Since Gunnar is responsible for C(Ridley is killed by Gunnarpllows from (I) that
Gunnar is also responsible for

(L) C(Ridley is killed by Gunnar or Ridley is killeby someone other than Gunnar)

But just as (K) can be seen to be equivalent tadl¥RR is killed), the same appears to hold
true of (L). So we arrive at the conclusion than@ar is responsible for C(Ridley is killed).
(p.272)

But notice that if the above argument is accepted, we raaglily dispose of van
Inwagen's argument for the opposite conclusion. For ggshe must concede that in the
imagined scenario Gunnar is responsible for C(Ridley is kitlgdGunnar), it seems
equally clear that Gunnar is responsible for C(Ridley i®&kilby someone who is not

caused to kill him by F). For if he had refrainedni shooting Ridley, this state of affairs



would not have obtained. But this, together with féict that it is false that Ridley was killed
by someone who is caused to kill him by F, entails by imiec(l) that Gunnar is
responsible for
(K) C(Ridley is killed by someone who is causeditbhim by F or Ridley is killed
by someone who is not caused to kill him by F)
Briefly stated, then, Heinaman's rejoinder is thate
does seem to be a relevant difference between [M] and [K]K]nthe second
disjunct is false, whereas in [M] the second disjunctrug. Hence, principle (1)

allows us to conclude that Gunnar is responsible f¢r\ile it does not allow us
to conclude that Gunnar is responsible for [M]2{3)

Il Reply to Heinaman

It is evident that Heinaman's case crucially dependthe truth of (I). But why should
we suppose that (l) is true? In answering this questienshould begin by noticing that
Heinaman has not succeeded in properly formulatingptiveciple he wants here. The
parenthetical clause "other than '-A™ is intended woichattributing responsibility to an
agent in the special case in which the disjunctdor F" is a necessary truth. But it is
trivially the case that '-=A' is not the only subgtdn for 'F' that yields this result. For any
expression that is logically entailed by '-A" obvigudoes the trick as well. So Heinaman
should replace the exclusionary clause with "sil A or F' is not a logically necessary
truth".

However, the resulting principle is in need of furthegrensubstantive reformulation.
For if 'B' is a true proposition depicting some event thecurred at a time prior to the
occurrence of the event making 'A' true, and foictvls was not responsible, then neither is
S responsible for ‘A or (B and -A)', and yet this is noteaessary truth and its second
disjunct is false. (‘A or (B and -A)' is logicallg@valent to ‘A or B', which was made true
when 'B' wadt0) In the light of this example, it seems to me that Wiginaman needs is

the following:



(I") If S is responsible for a state of affairs Athe'F' is any false statement (and
such that 'A or F' is made true when Alikthen S is responsible for the state of

affairs that A or F.
Having made the necessary revisions, let us rédutime question of the plausibility of

(I"). Van Inwagen asks us (p.174) to consider thecimie

(**) If a certain state of affairs would have olstead no matter what x had done, then

X is not responsible for it.
He notes that the principle seems highly plausible,thece are no features of the sort of
case we have been considering that should clesat/s to reject it. Furthermore, it can be
seen to imply the falsity of (), for it has the result that Gunnar is not resgmedgor

(L) C(Ridley is killed by Gunnar or Ridley is killeby someone other than Gunnar)

in the case above, whered$ (as Heinaman shows) entails that Gunnar is gmnssble.
However, as van Inwagen notes, (**) is not completelgable of yielding all the
results he wants. Suppose that factor F does ndatistoof another agent waiting in the
wings to shoot Ridley if Gunnar does not, but rather of a meshaaitached to Gunnar's
brain such that if he decides not to shoot Ridley, teehanism will cause the decision to
be reversed so that he shoots him nonetheless. Inascate, the antecedent of (**) will
not be satisfied, since it is not the case thawayld have obtained no matter what Gunnar
had done. If Gunnar had not shot Ridley, (L) would nathabtained. (It's just that his
doing so is rendered inevitable.) But van Inwagen suggesimilarly intuitive variant of
(**) that accommodates the case at hand:
(***) If a certain state of affairs would have obtained notmawhat choices or
decisions x had made, then x is not responsiblg. for
He comments that
this principle seems at least as evident as thenatter what he had done' principle,
and it obviously entails that, in the revised c&3ennar is not responsible for [(L)].

Moreover, this second principle could be appliethethird-party case [our original
scenario]... (p.174)



Heinaman attempts to rebut this approach to defgn@PP2) in the following way.
We may consider a scenario like the ones we have bearssiisg, except that it is devoid
of any of the Frankfurt-style counterfactual traqys, i.e., Gunnar freely shoots Ridley, and
Ridley would not have been killed had Gunnar not donéGall this latter situation 'Case
2', and the original 'Case 1'.) Gunnar, of coussthiereby responsible for the state of affairs

(L) C(Ridley is killed by Gunnar or Ridley is killeby someone other than Gunnar)

Heinaman thinks that an attempt to show why Guimagsponsible for (L) in Case 2
must appeal to {): He is responsible for the first disjunct and tenby (I), for the
disjunction. For (L) obtains in both cases, andtwhakes it true is the same for each - the
truth of the first disjunct. Therefore,

what it is for L to obtain cannot involve anything in €&k that is not present in
Case 2. (p.274)

Now in the second case the states of affairs

(J) C(If Ridley had not been killed by Gunnar then he wdalde been killed by
someone else)

and

(H) C(It was unavoidable that one or the othehefdisjuncts in (L) would obtain)

do not obtain. And so from what has already been saidllaws that (L)'s obtaining in
Case 1 is independent of both of them. Heinamars symhis argument as follows:
Obviously, in Case 1 Gunnar is not responsibldtierfact that J obtains or for the
fact that H obtains. But once J and H are cleadyirdjuished from L, Gunnar's
lack of responsibility for J or for H can be seerptovide no support for the claim
that Gunnar is not responsible for L. (p.275)
So far as | can understand Heinaman's remarks lerig, making some sort of direct
inference from conditions in virtue of which a staf affairs obtains to conditions sufficient
for the ascription of responsibility to agents. (He miayfact, simply be running together

these two sorts of conditions.) That is, his argunseems intended to establish first (what

surely is wholly uncontroversial) that (L) obtainsaaslirect result of Gunnar's action, and
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from this he takes himself to be entitled to codelthat Gunnar is responsible for (L). But
this relies upon (*), which | have already criticized. | am satmat uneasy about reading
the argument this way, since it is unclear why Heinastawuld regard it as necessary to
argue for the claim about what makes (L) truanfftead, when Heinaman asserts that "what
it is for L to obtain cannot involve anything in Case 1t isanot present in Case 2", he
means that whatever is responsible for (L)'s olstginannot involve anything in Case 1 that
is not present in Case 2, then he is simply beggingjdlestion against van Inwagen. We
need not appeal to’fIto explain Gunnar's responsibility for (L) in the notreeenario of
Case 2. Rather, Gunnar is responsible for (L) since he fpeelgrmed an act which was
sufficient (in the circumstances) for its obtainiagd it would not have obtained if he had
not chosen to do so. (This latter clause of coursesfieati the necessary condition on
responsibility prescribed by (***).) | conclude, théme, that Heinaman has failed to

overturn van Inwagen's intuitively appealing detea(PPP2) via (**) and (***12

IV General remarks on the reply to Heinaman

It might be objected that (**) and (***) cannot prabebe used in an argument for
(PPP2), since they seem to presuppose its truth. But van Inwagen showas diuaful
comparison of these principles reveals that neitt®r gor (***) entails (PPP2), and
hence they cannot be said to presuppose its truth. To arsabbesee this more clearly, let
us set them out once again, contraposing (PPP2):

(**) If a certain state of affairs would have olstad no matter what x had done, then
X is not responsible for it.

(***) If a certain state of affairs would have obtained notmawhat choices or
decisions x had made, then x is not responsiblg. for

(PPP2) If x could not have prevented a certair sthaffairs from obtaining, then x
is not responsible for it.

We may schematically represent them as (p —> q), (r —aml (s —> Q),
respectivelyl3 Van Inwagen employs the fact that (where p, g, antescantingent) if (p

—> () entails (s —> q), then s must entail p. Saitifier (**) or (***) entails (PPP2), then
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'x could not have prevented a certain state of affams obtaining’ must entail ‘a certain
state of affairs would have obtained no matter whiahd done' or 'a certain state of affairs
would have obtained no matter what choices or decisiohad made'. But, as he shows
through an example, this is clearly not the casas@er an individual A who cannot refrain
from drinking when drink is available to him. If dkins in fact given to him at time t, then
he cannot prevent the obtaining of C(A drinks titre shortly after t). But it is not the case
that this would have obtained no matter what he had doneo enatter what decisions he
had made. If he had managed to choose not to drisksthte of affairs would not have
obtained. So it seems that neither (**) nor (***) "presuppogPPP2), in the sense of
entailing it.

One might argue that van Inwagen is able to achieve éBidtrwith respect to (***)
only through a certain inexplicitness in its forntida. That is, when (***) is made fully
explicit, it is no longer clear that it does not entRIPP2). For consider again the scenario
which led us to formulate (***). There is a mechaniattached to Gunnar's brain which
monitors his thought processes and is such that if he decidetw® rsttoot Ridley, the
mechanism will be activated in such a way as to causdeitision to be reversed - it will
cause a subsequent decision to shoot Ridley. Newroght claim that, as stated,

(***) If a certain state of affairs would have obtained notmawhat choices or

decisions x had made, then x is not responsiblg. for
does not yield the result that Gunnar is not responsible foitisgoRidley. For suppose
that Gunnar had originally decided not to shoot Ridley. Then,ame supposing, the
mechanism would have been activated and causedsaudnt decision to shoot Ridley.
But this latter decision would also have been a datisif Gunnar's (albeit one caused by
an external factor), and it is not true that if thatidion had not been made, C(Ridley is
killed) would have obtained nonetheless.

If this objection is cogent, then for (***) to fution in the way van Inwagen intends, it

looks as if we will have to reformulate it as
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(*** ) If a certain state of affairs would have obtained no matteat choices or
decisions x had made that x could have made, tlienot responsible for #4

It was not open to Gunnar to decide not to shodlelgiand maintain that decision in such a
way that C(Ridley is killed) would not have occurr&lich a decision sequence is not one
that Gunnar _could have made.

But if we reconsider van Inwagen's argument that (*tfoes not entail (PPP2), it
seems that his example will no longer do the jolenvf**) is replaced by (***). For we
now need to show that

(1) x could not have prevented a certain statdfaira from obtaining

does not entalil

(2) a certain state of affairs would have obtainednatter what choices or decisions

x had made that x could have made.
So we need to be able to describe a scenario in Whicls true but (2) is false. In van
Inwagen's example, an agent A, who (we supposehable to refrain from drinking when
drink is available to him, is given something tonlrand drinks it. Given the circumstances,
(1) is certainly true. But is (2) false? Is a decision nairtok a decision which A could
have made? It seems not. Being unable to refram some activity certainly involves (if
indeed it is not constituted by) the inability to chooss to engage in it. So we need
another example to show that (1) does not entail (2). | arbleita come up with one.
Moreover, it seems plausible to suppose that theutsl gmt be one. How could it be the
case that a state of affairs S is such that an agent A ootlhave prevented it, and yet is
also such that if A had made a choice that was opdmtpthat she coulthave made, it
would not have obtained? Since this seems incaalgleito me (and | feel fairly confident
that van Inwagen would agree), | conclude that (ftfoes entail (PPP2).

Having accepted that point, | am not at all convht®et van Inwagen must concede

that his argument on behalf of (PPP2) "presupposes” its ffor | don't believe that he
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needs to accept the proposed modification of (***). The cldiat it does need to be
modified was based on the apparent fact that (indbkeasio developed) it is not true that
C(Ridley is killed) would have obtained no mattdraivdecisions Gunnar had made - had it
been the case that (a) he decided not to on his owKbaradsubsequent, contrary decision
was not produced by the mechanism, that statdafsafvould not have obtained.

But notice that this sort of move assumes that a "decisionSteeigg in Gunnar's
brain as a direct result of some external mechawsmid be a decision which Gunnar had
made. But it seems to me that the concept of asidet involves a degree of autonomy on
the part of the agent. | would even suggest that in tHayhrgre cases in which an agent's
action is a direct consequence of psychological congmlg would be inappropriate to
speak of her as "deciding" or "choosing" anythBagt it is even more clearly inappropriate,
it would seem, to describe a mental event that wasekom directly effected by external
neurophysiological stimulation as a decision ofdgent. If, then, we reject this assumption
in the case of an externally caused decision, there mgetois a basis for claiming that
(***) is unable to serve van Inwagen's purposes.

No doubt my rejection of the possibility of an extemattaused decision is
controversial. Moreover, (***) is very similar to (PPP2), asd one who is inclined to
think that there are strong intuitions in favoihotding Gunnar responsible for C(Ridley is
killed), and therefore reason to reject (PPP2), is likehydat to reject (***) as well. Of
what value, then, is appeal to (***) in a defen§éRPP2)? Let us review the dialectic of the
argument thus far. (PPP2) itself is an initially hyghhtuitive principle. But we are
confronted with a range of cases designed to challén¢n these cases, we are strongly
inclined to say that the agent bears responsibility &tach consequences that he brings
about.

Up to this point, My defense of (PPP2) has been only ghafior | have tried to
defend only the negative thesis that Gunnar is nqgtoresible for a particular state of

affairs, C(Ridley is killed). But a convincing defensethis thesis, and of (PPP2) itself,
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requires our showing that there is another, closafted state of affairs for which we may
plausibly hold the agent responsible, and which doewialste (PPP2). If so, we would
seem to have a natural solution to the problemhhsbeen posed. As van Inwagen notes, a

candidate which seems equal to the task is

(N) C(Ridley is killed by Gunnar on his o).

And indeed, this would seem to point to a genemahfda applicable to any Frankfurt-type
situation for characterizing a state of affairs for which dgent may be held responsible.
For in all such cases, the agent is in no way caused to act or dedsedoes, but rather
acts or decides "on his own" or freely.

Depending on the particular situation, there may therostates of affairs, which are
more broadly delineated, for which the agent is equakponsible. But | think we should
recognize, quite apart from considerations stemrfiiagn Frankfurt-type scenarios, that
from the facts that an agent is responsible for @ sthaffairs S and that S entails S*, it
does not follow that the agent is responsible for S*. dlgiis killed at t), for example,
entails C(The universe exists at t). It seems togoie natural and intuitive to say that the
point of "cutoff" in terms of responsibility in @guence of increasingly less specific states
of affairs (where each entails the one subsequoet)tis precisely the point at which a state
of affairs is such that the agent could not have preventétiat we need not absolve the
agent of moral responsibility in Frankfurt cases rdeo to preserve this intuition seems
sufficient to hold that it ought to be preservelat we have yet to be shown any reason for
abandoning it.

In order to reinforce this conclusion, | might erapize that by ascribing responsibility
to Gunnar for (N), but not for C(Ridley is killed), we are noamy way diminishing the
extent to which his conduct is reprehensible and blantbyowe are simply recognizing
that care needs to be exercised (especially in higiiyrived scenarios such as we have

been considering) in determining precisely which ofuanber of closely related states of
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affairs the agent actually brought about by his action,rd-far which he is accordingly
responsible — relying on the intuitive notion thatagent cannot be responsible for a state
of affairs which he could not have prevented from olain(And we obtain the same

results if we rely on the similarly intuitive — astightly weaker — principle (***).)

V Replies to Rowe and Fischer & Ravizza

We have thus seen that i) acceptance of (PPP2) doesmuotitcone to denying that
an agent bears responsibility for some state of raffai cases where ascription of
responsibility clearly seems warranted, and ii}dim an agent responsible for one but not
the other of a pair of closely related states of affairs kramkfurt-style scenario does not
entail a diminished degree of moral reprehensibilitythe part of the agent, as compared
with a similar case (minus the counterfactual ggtwhere the agent is responsible for both
states of affairs. These two points suffice, | thinkrébut a couple of recent attempts to
show that acceptance of (PPP2) leads to an implausssimilation of cases.

William Rowel6 asks us to consider the following three casesremte latter two are
variations on the first:

(Case A) Suppose there is a speeding train approaching airfotke track
controlled by a switch. The left fork (No.1) leawsto where a dog has been tied to
the track. If the train proceeds on 1 it will ietdog. Track No.2, however, leads to
a safe stopping point for the train. The switckasfor 2. You have it in your power
to throw the switch to 1 or to leave it as is. You e switch with the result that
the train proceeds on 1, hitting the dog.

(Case B) ...Unfortunately, unlike case A, both tracksxd 2 converge later at the
point where the dog is tied to the track. It isviteble, therefore, that the train will hit
the dog. Nevertheless, you throw the switch sotttetrain proceeds on track 1.
(Case C) ...[Here] we find a curious mixture of featuresne or the other of our
first two cases. As in case A, track 2 does noveage with track 1. Instead, it leads
to a safe stopping point for the train. Only tradeads to the spot where the dog is
tied to the track. Unlike case A, however, someiogerson, Peter, is so situated that
he most certainly will throw the switch if, but onifyyou do not. If you throw the
switch, the train will be routed to track 1 and hit thay. If you do not throw the
switch, Peter will, with the result that the train Ivdk routed to track 1 and hit the
dog. Moreover, it is not in your power to preveatd?'s throwing the switch, should
you not throw it yourself. As in our other two casgou throw the switch, the train
is routed to track 1 and hits the dog.
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| take it that we are to assume that in each of thasescyou (the agent) are aware of
the dog's situation and of the fact that track 1deadhis location. It also seems necessary
to assume that in Cases B and C, you_are not aware aicthindt the dog will be struck
even if you don't throw the switch to track 1. Under thesaditions, it is uncontroversially
true that in Case A, you are responsible for C(the dog ledkilFurther, we have a sense
that you bear responsibility for what occurs in Cas@a @sponsibility which is lacking in
Case BL7 Rowe thinks this just is responsibility for C(the dog iseki), and he correctly
notes that (PPP2) does not allow us to analyzeiffezeshce in this way. But he fails to
recognize that this does not commit the proponerfPBP2) to asserting that Cases B and
C are symmetrical with respect to responsibilityClase C, but not B, you are responsible,
e.g., for

(P) C(The dog is killed as a consequence of yaar &ction)

And, furthermore, there is no reason to suppodeythaare less morally culpable for your
action in Case C than you are in Case A. For purpobessessing degree of guilt or
culpability, C(the dog is killed) and (P) are nelevantly different.

Similar remarks apply to scenarios constructed by JotamtiM Fischer and Mark
Ravizzal8 In "Missile 1", an agent (Elizabeth) launches agihé toward Washington D.C..
Had she chosen to do otherwise, a device would hawgedathe reversal of that decision,
thereby bringing about her launching the missile. In s$ile 3", Elizabeth has already
launched the missile, but there is another agent, jmEssessing a weapon which, when
activated, is capable of deflecting the trajectirghe missile so that it hits a less populous
part of the city. (But the circumstances are such that shaotanevent the bomb from
hitting the city at all.) And in fact she does activate theapon, and the missile is
successfully deflected to another part of the city.

Fischer and Ravizza claim that

...a basic problem for [van Inwagen's] approach is th&trides one to say that

"Missile 1" ...and "Missile 3" are on a par. But welibve that, whereas in "Missile
3" Joan is not morally responsible for the consegeremiversal, that Washington
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D.C. is bombed, in "Missile 1" ... Elizabeth mmorally responsible for the
consequence-universal, that Washington D.C. is ledmW/e believe, then, that van
Inwagen's approach implies an implausible assiimilaif cases.

It is not clear here whether they are claiming thatdases are "on a par" in all respects,
according to (PPP2), or only with respect to C(Washingt@h 3. bombed). But even if
they are only making the latter, unobjectionable clai,may plausibly deny (as we have
seen) that it is the undesirable outcome they takte ibe. In "Missile 1", Elizabeth is
morally responsible for

C(Washington D.C. is bombed by Elizabeth, as aequmsnce of her free action)

and this implies no lesser level of responsibility tiiaat resulting from bringing about
C(Washington D.C. is bombed), where no "countentaalevice" is involved. Surprisingly,
Fischer himself has recognized the need for making tipis tf distinction in assessing
responsibility for failures to act in Frankfurt-ktyscenarios, such as the one we considered
in connection with (PPA). An individual might be no less culedolr failing to try to
perform an action that, owing to a Frankfurt setbp, could not have performed than
another person (in similar circumstances) who could have ipeei the action if she had
so chosen. As Fischer comments:

Very roughly, what seems crucial to our moral assessmergecdons and our

practice of praising and blaming is the person‘svation (and his attempt to act on

this motivation). Agents who have the same intesstiand make the same choice

and are equally conscientious in attempting t@adhe choice are accessible to the

same_degree of praise or blame, even if whey are responsible fas different.

The [Frankfurt] examples show that the nature atené of moral praise or blame

do not vary in a straightforward way with changes i $ipecification of what the
person is responsible for: degree of praiseworthiness or blamhévess needn't

vary with_content of moral responsibili?

VI A problem for some alternative approaches

There is a further, neglected aspect to the quesfisasponsibility for various states

of affairs in Frankfurt-style cases that | think is impat: the question of what
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responsibility the agent "waiting in the wings" malymay not bear for some of the states
of affairs that obtain. | will not here attemptdscuss the particular sort of case (of which
our original scenario is an instance) in which thisnadgras merely formed an intention to
act if the other agent were not to do so, since thisldviorce us to address the question |
earlier raised and set aside, whether counterfactiedcribing what the agent would have
freely done under certain circumstances are ever 8o let us restrict our attention to the
case in which an agent has attached a device to Gsitimam which monitors his thought
processes and, should he choose not to shoot Ridley, would autdlgnageese him to
change his decision and proceed to do so. (Folepwan Inwagen's own story, let us refer
to this other agent as 'Cossar'.)

Finally, in order to underscore the point | will beaking, we may suppose that the
mechanism which is attached to Gunnar's brain has not béemmiteed all along to cause
Gunnar to change his mind about shooting Ridlégifvere on his own to choose not to do
so. Rather, it must first be activated by pressing a button loand-held remote control
device possessed by Cossar. Also, there are nosna¢&ossar's disposal for de-activating
the mechanism once the button has been pushed. Justleg iR about to walk on the
scene (prior to Gunnar's decision), Cossar actwhgmechanism.

It would seem that, in those circumstances, Casaetion is causally sufficient for the
obtaining of

(K) C(Ridley is killed by someone who is causeditbhim by F or Ridley is killed
by someone who is not caused to kill him by F)
as well as for

C(Ridley is killed)

(which is equivalent). But then it appears thatridaian's (*)

(*) An agent is responsible for a state of affairsafkmowingly and intentionally
performed an action that, given the circumstances, eeausally sufficient for the
obtaining of that state of affairs.
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licenses the attribution of responsibility to Codsa the states of affairs mentioned. This is
clearly a counterintuitive result. (I might also @dhat Heinaman is committed to accepting
the consequence that both Cossar and Gunnar are respowsilfl€),fsince the latter's
action also was causally sufficient (given thewinstances) for its obtaining.)

The same problem may afflict the account advangdgidwve in the article in which his
criticism of van Inwagen appears. The account dgtiglput forth as giving necessary and
sufficient conditions on an agent S's causing a sfatdfairs E by doing X, but we may
ignore this complication, since Rowe takes S's cau&intp be the central necessary
condition on his being responsible for E. (Indeed, he allthas an agent is prima facie
responsible for E if he causes E. He is ultimaefeesponsible for E if, in addition, he is
aware of the relevant circumstances, intending thatshltrédy that action, and so forth.)
According to Rowe, then, a person S is prima faweally responsible for a state of affairs
E as a result of doing X if and only if

(1) S does X prior to or at the same time as Esrmence, and

(2) S's doing X is part of a sufficient causal abod of E, and

(3) either S's doing X is necessary for E's occurremcany other condition that is

iufﬁcient (in the circumstances) for E has a gt is actualized only if S does not do
The crucial component of this condition is (3). Rowe formadg3) in an effort to give a
theoretical underpinning to his intuition that, amorwe tthree train-track scenarios
introduced in the previous section, the agent isattyoresponsible in (C), but not in (B), for
C(The dog is killed). The first disjunct of (3) will tisfied in "normal” (non-Frankfurt)
scenarios, and Rowe takes it that the second disjil be satisfied in Frankfurt scenarios
in which i) the agent's action is not necessary ferdhtaining of some state of affairs, but
ii) the circumstance in virtue of which the ageattion is not necessary does not play a role
in the production of the state of affairs in théuatsequence. In Case (C), Peter (the agent
in the wings) does not causally contribute to the semp@i events in virtue of which
C(The dog is killed) obtains, and so, apparentlyddmn (3) is satisfied. (Peter's intention

to throw the switch if you do not is the only other suéiti condition for C(The dog is



20

killed), given an intuitive sense [which | shalltraitempt to explicate here] of the notion of
genuinely distinct sufficient conditions.)

Now there is a significant unclarity surrounding the omissioa tdmporal index on
"any other condition that is sufficient (in the circuargces) for E" in (3). Let us suppose
first that Rowe intends there to be no restriction ontithe of any such condition (other
than its being prior to or simultaneous with theweence of E). If so, it seems to me that
the resulting principle ought to be deemed inadeg(lacause too strong) by those who
(unlike me) follow Rowe in rejecting (PPP2) upofieeting on cases such as (C).

For consider the following variation on Fischer and iRavs "Missile" cases.
Elizabeth launches a missile toward Washington, D.®@ei&&hours later, just before this
missile is about to strike the city, Susan launcesther missile at the same target. In this
scenario, Elizabeth's action fails to satisfy (3)atiee to the state of affairs
C(Washington,D.C. is bombed), and so she is not deempdnsble for it. Why would
this be accepted, though, by one who denies (PPP2}7dlfniot relevant to an agent's
responsibility that she was unable to prevent taicestate of affairs, why is it relevant that
another agent initiated a process after the first agactitsn is completed that also ensures
that the state of affairs will obtain? In so far as | ustded the intuitions behind the
rejection of (PPP2), they also lead to the rejeatibthe unrestricted version of (3).

What, then, of a version of (3) that refers only to pthgfficient conditions for E
obtaining at or prior to the time of S's doingzﬁ?ln this case, Rowe is stuck with the
unwanted outcome that in the case of Cossar and Gunuthngd at the beginning of this

section), Cossar is (prinfacie’21 responsible for C(Ridley is killed). For his aeting the

mechanism is part of an antecedent sufficient causalitcmm of E (thereby satisfying
Rowe's (1) and (2)), and there is no independent mufficondition for E obtaining at the

time of his action (which ensures that (3) is §at.



21

Furthermore, it is far from clear that his account alstaits (in accordance with
Rowe's intention) that Gunnar is so responsible. IEbrus take a closer look at his
condition (3):

(3) Either S's doing X is necessary for E's occurresrcany other condition that is

;ufﬁcient (in the circumstances) for E has a gt is actualized only if S does not do
Rowe will claim that Gunnar's action satisfies {8)virtue of satisfying the second disjunct.
The activated mechanism, which is the only otheresopbraneous condition sufficient (in
the circumstances) for E, has "a part that is actualized" ibi@ynnar does not decide to
shoot Ridley. But precisely what is this supposed to il the components of the
sufficient condition involving the activated mechanisre, of course, actual. It seems that
Rowe has in mind the fact that this sufficient conditaboes not determine the particular
way in which C(Ridley is killed) will come about — it @emines that one of two specific
processes will obtain, and each of them leads to the same iRsthit of these possible
processes are thought to be "parts” of the sufficient conditioh one of them will be
actualized only if Gunnar decides not to kill Ridle

But if that is what is meant by a sufficient coradits having an unactualized part, then
the problem of unintended results crops up elsewhere. Reaa#l Bian which the pair of
tracks stemming from the fork in the track recogeeRowe rightly maintains that you are
not responsible for C(the dog is killed) in virtoiethrowing the switch that causes the train
to proceed down track 1. But does his condition (3) permit bisay this? Prior to your
throwing the switch, the fact that the train is spegdiowards the fork in the track is
sufficient (given the circumstances that each ofdilierging tracks leads to where the dog
is tied and that you are unable to stop the train) for thairiby of the resulting state of
affairs. But if having an "unactualized part" is im@ted as above, then the inexorable
progression of the train towards the hapless degisdo satisfy it. For it determines only
that one or the other of two specific processeldedt to the killing of the dog, and one of

these is actualized only if you do not throw thétcmZ?2
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| conclude, therefore, that Rowe's account cleadsnroits him to maintaining that
Cossar (the counterfactual intervener) is responsibl€(Ridley is killed) in our original
scenario. Further undesired consequences seem ¢ov falt well, the precise nature of
which will depend on how we clarify the notion of a stiffint causal condition's having
unactualized parts.

Finally, I will briefly examine the sophisticatekory recently sketched by Fischer and
Ravizza23 Like Rowe, they suggest that we may specify features ofatttaal sequence”
in Frankfurt scenarios that ground the agent'saresipility independently of whether there
was an alternative action available to the agesit that he could have prevented the state of
affairs from obtaining by performing it. | believe thettong doubts may be raised about
whether we can isolate features of these cases imdheer they suggest, but | shall not
raise them here. Instead, | shall again examinentipiications of their account for the
guestion of whether Cossar, in our representatige,dears any responsibility for C(Ridley
is killed), in addition to (or instead of) Gunnar.

A summary statement of their account is given enfdtlowing:

... actual causal control of a consequence is sufficient foahresponsibility for
that consequence.... We shall say that an agent has aausal cantrol of some
consequence insofar as it issues from a respossmgence.

...[We may] distinguish two components of the sequencelingato a
consequence. The first component is the mechanisdingedo action (bodily
movement), and the second component is the process |déadimghe action to the

event in the external world. We shall say that in ofde the sequence leading to a
conseqguence to be responsive, both the mechanislimdeto the action must be

weakly reasons-respons#f and the process leading from the action to the
consequence must be "sensitive to action".

Suppose that in the actual world an agent S pesf@ame action A via a type
of mechanism M, and S's A-ing causes some conseq&n@ea type of process
P. We shall say that the sequence leading to theegoience C is responsive if and
only if there exists some action A* (other than A) stitdt: (i) there exists some
possible scenario in which an M-type mechanismaipsy the agent has reason to
do A*, and the agent does A*; and (ii) if S were to do A*, oshéehavior were
held fixed, and a P-type process were to occur, then C watldbccur. (1991,
pp.272-3)

As Fischer and Ravizza acknowledge, the notions of easbns-responsive

mechanism" and a "type of process" leading from théoradio the obtaining of a
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consequence are vague and in need of fuller explicdtioil attempt to work with these
notions nonetheless, because | think that theagtjgns of them that | will make should be
unobjectionable to Fischer and Ravizza.

Consider Cossar, who performs the action of aatigahe device attached to Gunnar's
brain. | claim that C(Ridley is killed) issues from esponsive sequence originating with
this action, and so, on Fischer and Ravizza's atcibis a consequence for which Cossar is
responsible.

To substantiate this claim, | need to show thaktiea possible action that satisfies the
two conditions they stipulate. But first, | will dealith what is likely to be the most
immediate objection: that the state of affairs C(Rid&ekilled) is not caused to obtain by
Cossar's action, but rather by Gunnar's. If we wpeaking of the event-particular that we
might refer to as "Ridley's death”, this objection woskkem entirely appropriate. For if
Gunnar's action is not causally determined, then Rulldgath would not be a causal
consequence of Cossar's action. But a state of affairscfrsequence-universal”, in
Fischer and Ravizza's terminology) may obtain wraigety of ways, depending on its level
of generality. And in the case at hand, C(Ridlekilled) is causally determined to obtain as
a result of Cossar's action. The fact that Cossarisnadbes not (in this special sort of
case) also determine the particular events in vigfugvhich that state of affairs obtained
seems irrelevant to the issue of whether he caused (or gacatiibuted to) that state of
affairs25

Can we, then, specify an action of Cossar's meetmgtriteria set out by Fischer and
Ravizza? Let our action be that of activating the @ewncan alternative fashion, such that it
ensures that Gunnar will not successfully carrytbataction of shooting Ridley. The first
criterion concerns the deliberative "mechanism" whiciiyrbbe thought to be operative in
Cossar's decision to activate the device in Gusibaain. Is it such that it would issue in the
alternative action we have specified given some passitentive? If (as Fischer and

Ravizza are supposing) subjunctive conditionalsipeg free human actions are ever true,
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there seems to be no reason whatever for denying tHahsit one of the specific sort
germane to our present question is true.

Secondly, we need to decide whether the followimgnterfactual is true: If a) Cossar
were to activate the device in the alternative way, b) @tions of other agents were held
fixed, and c) a process of the sort leading from Cossar's actitve toonsequence in the
actual sequence were to occur, then C(Ridley is kileduld not obtain. And, again, it
seems fairly clear that this counterfactual is true. fhe hypothesized action by Cossar

together with the surrounding circumstances that actually nelatalogically entail the

counterfactual's consequent. There seems no réasuppose that the world would differ
in this respect if the counterfactual's antecedene to have obtained insted®Just what
sort of process led from Cossar's action to C(Ridekilled) in the actual sequence? It is
not entirely clear what Fischer and Ravizza havaiird, but all we need to suppose is that it
is not the case that its conjunction with the otiigects ((a) and (b)) of the counterfactual
assumption would obtain only in worlds so far reewirom our own that we could not be
confident of the truth of the counterfactual, and | cénsee that this is the case. The
sketchy remarks that Fischer and Ravizza make aboutidodting types of processes
indicate that they would do so very coarsely, and a@llel cases in each of which the
consequence immediately results from a decision byn@uwould seem to be clearly of
the same "type".

| conclude, therefore, that the alternative to (PPgh2en by Fischer and Ravizza has
suffered the same fate as Heinaman's and Rowe's.ifBplibs (inadvertently) that Cossar
is responsible for C(Ridley is killed).

Rejecting these approaches in favor of (PPP2) and (®riables us to avoid such
problematic outcomes, while still being able to iifgrrelated states of affairs for which
each of the agents (i.e., Cossar and Gunnar) is responsiBl@lausible to maintain that,
given the peculiar nature of the circumstances, nedlgent is responsible for bringing

about the obtaining of C(Ridley is killed) by higély chosen action, since neither of them
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could have prevented it merely by refraining frdrattaction — for each agent, C(Ridley is

killed) is counterfactually independent of his choice (iiewould have obtained, even if he

were to have chosen otherwigd)But Gunnar is responsible for such states of affairs as
C(Ridley is killed by Gunnar on his own) and the state of affairstitoting the second
disjunct of (K). And as for Cossar, he is cleadgponsible for

C(It is causally inevitable at t-1 that C(Ridleykied) will obtain)

(where t-1 denotes a time after the mechanism é&ws activated and prior to Gunnar's
shooting Ridley). It is hard to understand why we shouldt wanesist such an analysis,
once we see that, in addition to incorporating suchitively compelling principles as
(PPP2) and (***), it can also accommodate our inspub attribute responsibility to agents

such as Gunnar in Frankfurt-type cases.

VIl (PPA)

[ will now turn to van lwagen's other principle RR):
(PPA) A person is morally responsible for failing tofpem a given act only if he could
have  performed that act.
Van Inwagen's defense of (PPA) is brief, and most commentass not directly
challenged it. It consists of spelling out an exkntipat appears to follow the basic strategy
of Frankfurt-style scenarios (adapted to a case ilchwvan agent freely decided not to
perform some act), and noting that it seems impgdéuto say that the agent in the example
is in fact responsible for failing to perform that acts Aan Inwagen remarks, it is
"notoriously hard to prove a universal negative psian." Having shown that the
principle survives an example that seems to be golpgailored in the usual way of
"Frankfurt-style" scenarios, he challenges the ccriio construct a successful

counterexample. (p.165-6)
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The example van Inwagen employs involves a man wisgrgbs a robbery taking
place outside his home. He decides not to get involved,santhils to notify the police.
Unbeknownst to him, the city's phone system wagtearily disabled, and remained so for
several hours. Is the man responsible for failmgall the police? It would seem that he is
not, and it further seems likely that the naturaliimation to judge the case in that way
involves tacit acceptance of (PPA). If the example is modifethabthe agent's phone
would become inoperative only if he were to decaenake the call (in closer accordance
with the usual Frankfurt scenarios), this conclasmuitively remains unaffected.

While | thus do think that van Inwagen is correct mpposing that (PPA) is
invulnerable to counterexample, one might challethge appropriateness of his particular
formulation of the relevant principle concerningparformed acts. For, more fundamentally,
we form judgments concerning a person's respoitgifot failing to try to perform certain
acts, since whether or not she succeeds in doing sot isonapletely up to her. Such
judgments would be made even if we knew that (unbekist to the agent) there were
circumstances that would have prevented her frorfopeing the act, even if she had tried.
(Van Inwagen seems to acknowledge this, but dodstmoto formulate a principle
concerning "failures to try".) So we ought to calesi whether a plausible "alternative
possibilities” criterion of responsibility for ‘failures try' can be formulate8 A natural
candidate is the following:

(PPA*) A person is morally responsible for failingtty to perform a given act only if
he could have tried to perform that act.

However, it would seem that putative counterexamate ready to hand. We may, e.g.,
modify the original case involving the nefariousa&, and suppose that Jones is faced with
a decision whether to perform an action that Blaay much wants not to be done. If Jones
shows any sign of choosing to undertake the action, Blédtkise his special powers to

ensure that Jones ends up not choosing to dong iHeeems that Jones is responsible for
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not trying to perform the action, and yet it is (@g$) the case that he could not have tried
to do it. What are we to make of this?

Quite simply, | think this example shows rather that thaainpiroposal, (PPA¥), is
inadequate to handle such cases. This is not tthatthe principle is falséut rather that it
fails to govern the scenarios in which we are esgtd here. For it is clear that the agent in
our present example bears some moral responsibility ctethedth his inactivity, but it
cannot be for failing to try to perform some action, ferdould not have done even that.
The relevant features are precisely parallel to thosesidered in endorsing (PPA), for
trying to X might plausibly be said to be a type ofian itself, and so is included in the
range of (PPA). One might feel somewhat more hasjges | have) about retaining (PPA¥)
as against (PPA) in the face of the Frankfurt scenario, thitk such uneasiness can be
accounted for in terms of the following two reasdfisst, cases of one's bearing some sort
of responsibility associated with a failure to penf or try to perform some action in which
one nonetheless couldn't have so much as tried torpeif seem to be restricted to the
more fantastic of the Frankfurt scenarios. By cohif@s van Inwagen's example shows),
there no doubt are actual cases in which ascrigtiacresponsibility seems appropriate even
though one could not have performed the relevant rac@osely connected to this first
reason is the fact that we readily see_an altern@ielding an agent responsible for an
action that (it turns out) he could not have periedm he might bear responsibility for
simply failing to try to perform it. But it might sen that the latter sort of responsibility is,
so to speak, the end of the road, and since it's aleaur putative counterexample to
(PPA*) that the agent is in some way responsible, omghtntonclude that, contrary to
(PPA%), it is for failing to try to act (even thohdpe could not have done so).

| believe, however, that the fact that the cases mgede by (PPA*) are (as | have
suggested) a subset of those within the range dfigidy plausible (PPA) should prompt
us not to reject it. What is more, we already have seen ematitve-possibilities principle

that will do the work required by our present example: (PPR2n Inwagen offered
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(PPP2) to account for responsibility for the consequencesuofactions in Frankfurt
scenarios, but it is not restricted to these. lseswppose that the observer of the robbery is
Jones. Then (PPP2) implies that Jones is not reggperior C(Jones fails to try to call the
police), since he would have been caused not td g ihad even begun to consider the
possibility. If a friend were to remonstrate with hior fhis selfish conduct, Jones might
upon finding out that he had been monitored by Bfaotest that he couldn't have done so
- indeed, couldn't have so much as tried. But the sefgynproper reply (permitted by
(PPP2)) is "Yes, but you didn't know that, and petsisted in your cowardly and uncaring
inactivity of your own free will." In our more circumsgetechnical terminology, we would
express this by saying that Jones (knowingly) brought abousttite of affairs C(Jones
fails to call the police of his own free will), and sinlge could have prevented this state of

affairs from obtaining, he is (prima facie) respbtesfor it.

VIII Does (PPP2) entail (PAP)?

A final matter that | wish to consider briefly idwther or not van Inwagen's acceptance
of (PPP2) commits him to (PAP). Consider the followargument (suggested to me by
Carl Ginet): van Inwagen seems to acé8phe (highly plausible) principle

(R) A person is morally responsible for an actionisfdnly if he is morally
responsible for some state of affairs for whiclt #e was sufficient (in the
circumstances).

Moreover, (PPP2) entails (as a restricted version)

(PPP2*) A person is morally responsible for a stéitaffairs for which an act of

his was sufficient only if he could have prevertteat state of affairs.
Finally, it also seems to be the case that
(S) A person could have prevented a state of affi@irahich his act was sufficient

only if he could have done otherwise.

But taken together, these three principles direaibail
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(PAP) A person is morally responsible for an actibhis only if he could have
done otherwise.
| think this argument is sufficient to show thahvawagen (and any other proponent
of (PPP2)) ought to accept (PAP) in_some form demtbut it is apt to be misleading
owing to the vagueness of the principle (S) employedhe above derivation. More

precisely, the acceptability of (S) in the lightFsBinkfurt-style cases depends on the phrase

"he could have done otherwise" being understodtianrestricted sense of "he could have
acted in a way such that some aspect of his totianeor sequence of acticHswould have
been different.” For while it seems evident thag cannot prevent a state of affairs that one
brings about if one cannot move one's body or at leastedate in an alternative fashion,
this may involve no more than making a different (ifjitidecision, as in our scenario in
which a device is attached to Gunnar's brain. It isnezessary that the agent be able to
perform a different type of action. (I take it that viamwvagen assumed that this latter,
stronger requirement is made by (PAP), and thatekdains his unwillingness to endorse
the principle.) So we need to recognize that thigphralso has a "restricted sense" in the

version of (PAP) which constitutes the conclusibthe argumengl
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3 The names given to these principles are acronyms for Ptiveiple of
Possible Action” and “the Principle of Possibleviergion”, respectively.

4 "Incompatibilism Without the Principle of Alterrieg Possibilities",
Australasian Journal of Philosophy 64 (Sept. 19866;76.

5 Mark Crimmins has pointed out to me that (*) is ambiguousgesiit
doesn't make clear whether the agent is supposedto &hout the causal sufficiency. |
assume that this knowledge is required, since theeipke would be much less plausible
otherwise.

6| suppose that someone might want to resist Hein@manalogy of
C(Ridley is mortal) to C(The glass is brittle) by claagthat to be mortal is not simply to
be subject to or capable of death, but furtherigsghat one will die at some time or other.
(And this is just what is expressed by C(Ridleysyl)e will not attempt to argue this matter
here, for van Inwagen's argument can be evaded lsfitsting C(Ridley dies at t) - which
is uncontroversially not equivalent to C(Ridleymisrtal) - for C(Ridley dies).

7 Norman Kretzmann has pointed out that, in facseh@o not appear to be
equivalent, since Ridley could be killed, say, inaa crash, by no one. (He's driving alone,
his tire blows, and he crashes into a tree.) elelthat van Inwagen has in mind something
like "is killed by someone™ when he uses the simpan "killed”. Rather than modifying
the quotations that follow, | will simply stipulatkat the expression is to be understood in
this way in what follows.

8 | give another reason below for supposing (*)édfaulty.

9 Van Inwagen (1978), pp.164-6; compare Heinama8&)L$p.272-3.

10 The expression "made true when B was" is here simply a less
cumbersome way of expressing "true in virtue oéaent or state of affairs obtaining at the
same time as the event or state of affairs in&ioiuwhich B is true."
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11 It should be clear that this clause also implies that "A ofisFhot a
necessary truth.

12| might here mention in passing an assumption underlyiagpthsent
discussion (as well as most others in the literature) of the sthalankfurt scenarios
involving a counterfactual intervener waiting in tvergs, an agent who intends to act in a
certain way under possible conditions that turntodte non-actual. The assumption is that,
given the agent's firm intention, a counterfacpraposition describing what he would do if
these circumstances were to obtain may be true. ricydar, it is true if the consequent
states that he would act in accordance with that intentfphowever, an agent's free action
under normal circumstances is not causally determihed it is not at all clear that this
assumption is tenable. For there will be possiblddschaving the same history (including
the truth of the counterfactual's antecedent ancdeat's intention) until just prior to the
agent's action at t which differ in terms of which ceurd action the agent chooses to
follow.

Various responses have been made to this problem, bt hotvpursue the matter
here. For if it is denied that it is determinatelyetthat the agent in the wings in Case 1
would have shot Ridley if Gunnar had not, then there no longensée be a basis for
saying that C(Ridley is killed) would have obtained ndtemavhat Gunnar had done, and
so the scenario cannot provide a counterexamplBR®2) (or (PAP), for that matter). We
may, however, restore the (apparent) problem by chgntiie case so that there is a
causally-determined mechanism which monitors Gusariadin, and which will cause him
to shoot Ridley if he should choose not to do so on Wws. &or expository simplicity, |
will continue to make use of our original scenario, assunilmy the counterfactual
proposition 'If Gunnar were to decide not to sHeiolley, the other agent would do so' is in
fact true.

13| am indebted to unpublished notes of Carl Girfershe particular way
in which | reconstruct van Inwagen's argument is plaragraph.

14 carl Ginet has suggested the need for this motitain the
unpublished discussion cited in the previous fonde introduces it in connection with a
slightly different example which he develops theret the difference is irrelevant to the
point | am making.

15].e., as a result of a free decision by Gunnar.

16 "Causing and Being Responsible for What is In®lita American
Philosophical Quarterly 26 (April 1989), 153-59.

171 am not suggesting that you are wholly blameilessase B. Clearly you
are acting upon a malevolent intention, and it seemsoppate to condemn your conduct
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for just this reason. But this only shows that there isento be responsible for in the
situation described than states of affairs entailive dog's death.

18 "Responsibility for Consequences”, in J. Colemath A. Buchanan,
eds., Festschrift for Joel Feinberg, forthcoming.

19 "Responsibility and Failure”, Proceedings of threstbtelian Society
N.S. 86 (1985/86), 251-70; the quotation is foungp®56.

20 There is some indication that that is Rowe's intBre, e.g., his principle
(Y) on p.156.

21 As noted above, other conditions pertaining toapent's knowledge and
intention in acting would have to be satisfied mdey to drop this qualification. However,
there is nothing about this case (or others | disammediately below) to suggest that the
agent fails to meet these further conditions. Tleeegfl will omit this qualification in

discussing the other cases.

22 pfter setting out the final version of the accounte(ibne that | have
discussed here), Rowe returns to Case B and simply statebehsufficient condition
constituted by the train's careening down the ttagkether with the relevant circumstances
"has no part that is actualized only if you do thobw the switch” (p.156). But | am unable
to understand this notion in such a way that this claim #ued assertion that Cossar's
activation of the mechanism has an unactualizetlgparboth true. | am forced to conclude
that Rowe is unwittingly thinking of this notion in fifent ways when considering these
cases.

23 "Responsibility and Inevitability", Ethics 101 (Ja.991), 258-78.

24 "In order to determine whether an actual-sequencehamsm of a
certain type is weakly reasons-responsive, one asksharéhere exists some possible
scenario in which that type of mechanism operatesatent has reason to do otherwise,
and the agent does otherwise (for that reason). iShate hold fixed the actual type of
mechanism, and we ask whether the agent would respond topamsible incentive to do
otherwise. If so, then the actually operative medmnis weakly reasons-responsive."”
(p.269)

25 To reinforce this conclusion, consider a scenamowhich a nuclear
physicist has rigged an explosive device in such a tatythe occurrence of either of two
causally possible sub-atomic events will cause it tolaglg Furthermore, it is physically
necessary that one of these two events should occurcléais | believe, that although the
physicist did not cause the specific events thattéethe detonation, he nonetheless did
cause C(the bomb explodes) to obtain.
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26 The reader may be wondering about Gunnar's actiohafting Ridley
in the actual sequence. Is that among those actaisate to be "held fixed"? (If so, the
sequence stemming from Cossar's action would not timeetriterion of responsiveness.)
While Fischer's and Ravizza's remarks do not providirext answer to this question, |
think they would say that it is_not to be held fixedsegi their brief comments on the
possibility of "simultaneous overdetermination” of ansequence by the actions of more
than one agent. They believe that in this sort ohate, the agents are jointly responsible
for the outcome. Accordingly, they suggest thairiher to ascertain if any particular agent's
action in such a case was part of a responsive segjuame must "bracket” the actions of
the other agents. (p.274, n.18)

And, at any rate, it is simply implausible to maintthat Gunnar's action must be held
fixed in testing the responsiveness of the sequence isswmy@ossar's action. If this is
not sufficiently evident, consider a case in whdssar directly (and freely) causes Gunnar
to shoot Ridley (instead of merely ensuring that Ridley'shdeall result). Here it is
uncontroversially the case that Cossar is responsibl€(Ridley is killed). To get this
result on Fischer's and Ravizza's theory, though, wet muppose that in testing for
responsiveness, Gunnar's action of shooting Ridley ishelot fixed in determining the
alternative sequence.

27 This is not to say that there is no choice availabl€dssar such that if
he were to have made it, then the consequence wotildave obtained. He could, after all,
have chosen in our revised scenario to activate theadehfferently, so as to ensure that
Gunnar would not have shot Ridley. But this is qdiféerent from supposing him merely
to have refrained from the action he did in facfqmen. If, given the extraordinary powers
available to him in this scenario, we are incliiedhold him responsible for not having
made sure that C(Ridley is killed) did not obtains concerns the quite different matter of
responsibility for the consequence of an omission, rdtiar for having brought about a
consequence by one's action.

28 As Martha Klein notes in_Determinism, Blameworthiiesand
Deprivation (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 199G)1p.

29 ¢f, his remarks on p.181 of (1983).

30| needn't for present purposes take sides on the issue of howsaate
to be individuated.

31| thank Carl Ginet, Norman Kretzmann, and Markn@riins for detailed
comments on earlier versions of this material.dlso grateful to Eleonore Stump for
helpful discussions on these issues. Finally, hwasthank John Martin Fischer and Mark




Ravizza for kindly sending me relevant unpublistvedk of theirs from which | have
benefited much.
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