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10Abstract ‘Frankfurt-style cases’ (FSCs) are widely considered as having refuted the
11Principle of Alternate Possibilities (PAP) by presenting cases in which an agent is morally
12responsible even if he could not have done otherwise. However, Neil Levy (J Philos
13105:223–239, 2008) has recently argued that FSCs fail because we are not entitled to
14suppose that the agent is morally responsible, given that the mere presence of a counterfactual
15intervener is enough to make an agent lose responsibility-grounding abilities. Here, I distinguish
16two kinds of Frankfurt counter-arguments against the PAP: the direct and the indirect counter-
17arguments. I then argue that Levy’s argument, if valid, can shed doubt on the indirect argument
18but leaves the direct argument untouched. I conclude that FSCs can still do their job, even if we
19grant that the mere presence of a counterfactual intervener can modify an agent’s abilities.

20Keywords Moral responsibility . Frankfurt cases . Abilities . Alternative possibilities .

21Experimental philosophy
22

23For a long time, the Principle of Alternate Possibilities (PAP) has dominated the philosophical
24debate about the compatibility of moral responsibility with determinism. The PAP states that:

2526(PAP) Persons are morally responsible for what they have done only if they could have
27done otherwise.
28

29Under a certain interpretation, one can deduce from PAP the incompatibility of moral
30responsibility with determinism for, under a certain interpretation of “could have done
31otherwise”, an agent in a deterministic world cannot do otherwise. Of course, compatibilist
32philosophers (who argue for the compatibility of moral responsibility with determinism)
33have denied that this interpretation of the ability to do otherwise is the one relevant for moral
34responsibility, while incompatibilists (who argue for the incompatibility of moral responsibility
35with determinism) have argued it is.
36It is widely held that this “dialectical stalemate” (Fischer 1994) was broken in 1969 with
37the publication of Harry Frankfurt’s seminal paper ‘Alternate Possibilities and Moral
38Responsibility’ (Frankfurt 1969). In this paper, Frankfurt proposed a recipe to create what
39came to be called ‘Frankurt-style cases’ (FSC), that is: cases in which an agent is morally
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40responsible even if he could not have done otherwise. This is achieved by constructing cases
41in which an agent acts entirely on his own, but in which a counterfactual intervener would
42have forced him to act the same way if he hadn’t. Thus, FSCs constitute counter-examples to
43the PAP and suggest that the ability to do otherwise might not be among the necessary
44conditions for moral responsibility.
45However, not everyone has been convinced by FSCs’ ability to defuse the PAP. Some
46have argued that agents in FSCs still have alternate possibilities.1 Others have argued that
47FSCs presuppose determinism and hence that claiming that agents in FSCs are morally
48responsible only begs the question against incompatibilism.2 More recently, however, Neil
49Levy (2008) has argued that FSCs fail because they suppose that the presence of a
50counterfactual intervener has no impact on the agent’s responsibility-grounding capacities.
51But Levy provides examples suggesting that the mere presence of a counterfactual intervener
52can be enough to make an agent gain responsibility-grounding capacities. If so, then how
53could we be entitled to presuppose that it cannot also make an agent lose such capacities?
54A possible line of answer is to deny that the mere presence of a counterfactual intervener
55is enough for an agent to lose responsibility-grounding capacities (Haji and McKenna 2011).
56However, this is not the path I will take in this paper. Here, I will argue that, even if one
57grants Levy that the mere presence of a counterfactual intervener is enough for an agent to
58lose responsibility-grounding capacities, this won’t save the PAP from FSCs, for there are
59two distinct ways FSCs can be used against the PAP, and Levy’s argument only works
60against one of them.

611 Levy’s ‘Frankfurt-Style Enabling Cases’

62Let’s first focus on Levy’s argument. Here is a standard FSC3:

6364Voting: When she enters the voting booth, Connie has not yet made up her mind
65whether to vote Democrat or Republican. Unbeknownst to her, an evil but gifted
66neuroscientist monitors her neural states using a computer chip he has implanted in her
67brain. The chip gives the neuroscientist the power to intervene in Connie’s neural
68processes. Connie is psychologically constituted so that it is a necessary (though not
69sufficient) condition of her voting Democrat that she thinks deeply about a certain
70policy; were Connie to think deeply about this policy, the neuroscientist would
71intervene, causing her to choose to vote Republican. But Connie does not think deeply
72about the policy and proceeds to vote Republican on her own. The neuroscientist and
73his device play no role in bringing about Connie’s vote.
74

75This case is supposed to show that Connie can freely vote Republican (and be morally
76responsible for her vote) even if she couldn’t have done otherwise (because of the neuro-
77scientist’s chip). The argument is supposed to go like this: imagine the same case, except that
78there is no evil neuroscientist. In this case (let’s call it Normal Voting), Connie acts normally,
79so that she’s free and morally responsible according to both compatibilist and incompatibilist
80criteria. Now, let’s compare Normal Voting and Voting: in Voting, Connie acts exactly the
81same way as in Normal Voting, since the evil neuroscientist does not act. Surely, the mere

1 This is known as the flickers of freedom defense. See for example: van Inwagen (1983).
2 This is known as the dilemma defense. See for example: Ginet (1996).
3 I use Levy’s own example. It is a variation on a case created by Fischer (2006) and improved by
Pereboom (2001).
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82presence of the neuroscientist cannot have an impact on the way Connie acts and the way she
83came to act this way. But, if the mere presence of the neuroscientist does not change
84anything as far as Connie is concerned, we must conclude that Connie is responsible in
85Voting, for she was so in Normal Voting. However, Connie could not have done otherwise.
86Therefore, Connie is morally responsible even if she could not have done otherwise, and this
87counts as a counter-example to the PAP.
88More generally, the basic ‘Frankfurt counter-argument’ against the PAP can be summa-
89rized in the following way. First you have a normal case in which an agent is morally
90responsible for his action, then you have a Frankfurt case that is similar to the normal case
91except that a counterfactual intervener lurks in the shadows and would have forced the agent
92to act the way he did if he had not. Then, the argument runs this way:

931. The agent is morally responsible in the normal case.
942. Since the only difference between the normal case and the Frankfurt case is the
95presence of a counterfactual intervener, and since this intervener does not intervene in
96the Frankfurt case, there is no difference between the normal and Frankfurt cases as far
97as the agent’s moral responsibility is concerned.
983. Thus, the agent is morally responsible in the Frankfurt case.
994. However, due to the presence of the counterfactual intervener, the agent could not have
100done otherwise in the Frankfurt case.
1015. Then, the PAP is false, since the agent in the Frankfurt case is morally responsible even
102though he could not have done otherwise.

103Levy rejects this counter-argument by arguing against (or, more precisely, casting doubt
104upon) premise 2. More precisely, Levy argues that it is not clear that the mere presence of a
105counterfactual intervener makes no difference, for it might be that his mere presence is
106enough to make the agent lose some responsibility-grounding abilities. Thus, the inference
107from the fact that the agent is responsible in the normal case to the fact that he is responsible
108in the Frankfurt case is not warranted.
109However, Levy does not show directly that the mere presence of a counterfactual
110intervener can cause the loss of responsibility-grounding abilities. His strategy consists in
111introducing new cases, the ‘Frankfurt-style enabling cases’ (FECs), in which the mere
112presence of a counterfactual intervener is enough to make an agent gain responsibility-
113grounding abilities, and then arguing that if the mere presence of counterfactual intervener is
114enough to make an agent gain responsibility-grounding abilities, then there is no reason to
115think that it cannot also make an agent lose responsibility-grounding abilities.
116Here is an example of FEC:

117118Phobia: Jillian is walking along the beach when she notices a child drowning. Jillian is
119a good swimmer, but she is pathologically afraid of deep water. She is so constituted
120that her phobia would prevent her from rescuing the child were she to attempt to; she
121would be overcome by feelings of panic. Nevertheless, she is capable of trying to
122rescue the child, and she knows that she is capable of trying. Indeed, though she
123knows that she has the phobia, she does not know just how powerful it is; she thinks
124(wrongly) that she could affect the rescue. Unbeknownst to Jillian, a good-hearted
125neurosurgeon has implanted her with a chip with which he monitors Jillian’s neural
126states, and through which he can intervene if he desires to. Should Jillian decide (on
127her own) to rescue the child, the neurosurgeon will intervene to dampen her fear; she
128will not panic and will succeed, despite her anxiety, in swimming out to the child and
129rescuing her.
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130131Imagine that Jillian does not try to save the child and the child drowns: she would be
132responsible for the child’s death, for she could have saved him if she tried and thought she
133could. But what if she had let the child drown in a similar scenario without the presence of a
134good-hearted neurosurgeon: surely, in this case, she would not have been responsible for the
135child’s death.4 According to Levy, this means that the mere presence of the neurosurgeon is
136enough to make Jillian morally responsible for the child’s death, that is, to make her gain
137responsibility-grounding abilities. It then seems possible that the mere presence of a
138counterfactual intervener in FSCs can be enough to make the agent lose responsibility-
139grounding abilities.
140There seems to be two main ways of rejecting Levy’s argument. The first is to deny that
141agents in FECs actually gain responsibility-grounding abilities. The second is to grant it, but
142to deny that it implies that the mere presence of a counterfactual intervener can also make an
143agent lose responsibility-grounding abilities in FSCs. In their recent responses to Levy, Haji
144and McKenna (2011) adopt the former solution, while Clarke (2011) defends the latter.
145Personally, had I to choose, I would go for a combination of both ways: either agents do not
146gain abilities in FECs, or their losing such abilities in FSCs is not sufficient for impacting
147their moral responsibility because it requires an additional factor that is not to be found in
148FSCs. Here is how the argument would go:

1491. Let’s begin by examining Levy’s method: how does he conclude from cases such as
150Phobia that the mere presence of a counterfactual intervener makes the agent gain some
151ability? The argument is the following: because Jillian is responsible for the child’s
152death in Phobia but not in an equivalent case without counterfactual intervener (let’s call
153this case Normal Phobia), there must be some factor explaining this difference.
154According to Levy, the best explanation is that Jillian in Phobia has gained a
155responsibility-grounding ability.
156

157However, it is not the only possible explanation: the difference in Jillian’s moral
158responsibility for the child’s death between Phobia and its normal counterpart could also
159be explained by the fact that Jillian in fact omits to do something different in the two cases.
160Indeed, it should be noted that an agent’s responsibility (and blameworthiness) does not
161depend only on his responsibility-grounding abilities. For example, an agent’s responsibility
162also depends on what he actually does. Thus, two agents with equal responsibility-grounding
163abilities might end up with different levels of responsibility in a person’s death if the first
164tried to save this person and failed while the second stabbed this same person repeatedly in
165the back. This may seem (and is) trivial, but this means that one cannot directly infer a
166difference in responsibility-grounding abilities from a mere difference in responsibility, for
167this difference could be due to a difference in something else, for example in what the
168agent did.
169Now, one might argue that Jillian actually does the same thing in Phobia and in
170Normal Phobia (that is: nothing, or at least deciding to do nothing) and thus that the only
171remaining option is that the difference in moral responsibility between the two cases is
172due to changes in Jillian’s responsibility-grounding abilities. But that would be jumping
173to the conclusion, for there is something else that differs between the two cases: namely,
174what Jillian omits to do. Indeed, a difference in moral responsibility can also be

4 Granted, she would still deserve blame for not trying to save the child while she thought she could, but this
blame would be directed at what her omission reveals about her, and not a result of her being responsible for
the child’s death.
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175explained by a difference in what someone omits to do (in the broad sense of what
176someone could have done and fails to do, and not in the narrow sense of what someone
177deliberately chooses not to do): two individual with equal responsibility-grounding might
178end up with different levels of responsibility in a person’s death if the first omitted to
179save this person while the second did not (because, for example, one had the
180possibility to save the person while the other was far away and not aware that the person was
181in danger).
182Thus, one might say that the difference in Jillian’s moral responsibility between
183Phobia and Normal Phobia is not due to a difference in Jillian’s responsibility-
184grounding abilities, but to a difference in what Jillian omits to do. Indeed, in Normal
185Phobia, Jillian’s decision to let the child drown leads to an omission to try to help, but
186not to an omission to help for, had she tried to help the child, she could not have
187succeeded. On the contrary, in Phobia, Jillian’s omission to try to help also leads to an
188omission to help, for, had she tried to save the child, she would have succeeded. In other
189words, if Jillian’s moral responsibility differs between both cases, it is because what
190Jillian could have done and fails to do (and thus, the nature of her omission) is also
191different. As a result, we do not need Jillian gaining abilities to account for this
192difference, and Levy’s conclusion from Jillian gaining moral responsibility to her gaining
193responsibility-grounding abilities does not follow.
194However, one could ask why the nature of Jillian’s omission changes when there is a
195counterfactual intervener: is it not precisely because the presence of a counterfactual
196intervener makes Jillian gains a new ability? Not necessarily, as one can say that the
197mere presence of a counterfactual intervener changes the nature of her omission by
198opening to her a new possibility (the one of saving the child). More precisely, one could
199say that the fact that Jillian would have gained a new ability in case she had tried to save
200the child is enough to open to her a new possibility in the actual case, which is enough
201for turning her mere omission to try to help into an omission to help. And it is this
202change in Jillian’s omission that drives the change in responsibility ascriptions, for one
203cannot be responsible for the death of a person one did not kill if one did not omit to
204prevent her death.
205This distinction between ability and possibility can be illustrated using the following case:
206imagine there is no good-hearted neurosurgeon but that Jillian, being aware of her phobia,
207carries with her a potion that temporarily shuts down her phobia. It seems intuitive to say
208that carrying this potion with her does not grant her the ability to save the child (since she
209would have to drink the potion to gain this ability) but the possibility to save the child (since
210there is a possible world open to her in which she can gain this ability). In such a case, we
211have an agent gaining a possibility without gaining some ability. Inversely, mask cases are
212cases in which an agent (or an object) retains an ability while possibilities disappear
213(thus, in the now well-known philosophical example of the fragile cup that has been
214enchanted never to break, the cup keep its ability to break—fragility—but has lost all
215possibilities of doing so).
216Thus, one might argue that we cannot infer from agents gaining moral responsibility in
217FECs that they also gained responsibility-grounding abilities, for there is another explana-
218tion according to which what they gain are in fact new possibilities. If this hypothesis is
219right, then we can explain why the mere presence of a counterfactual intervener can have an
220impact on the agent’s moral responsibility in FECs but not in standard FSCs. FSCs
221traditionally involve commissions (like voting Republican) whose nature depends only on
222the actual course of events, and not on what could happen in counterfactual scenarios (and on
223what other possibilities are opened to the agent). Thus, the mere presence of a counterfactual
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224intervener does not matter in FSCs, since its presence does not affect the nature of the
225agent’s action.5

2262. So far my argument has been that one cannot deduce from the fact that agents in FECs
227gain moral responsibility that they gain new responsibility-grounding abilities, for it
228might be explained simply by the fact that they gain new relevant possibilities. How-
229ever, one might argue that, in Levy’s FECs, it is very clear that agents gain new abilities,
230and that we do not have to deduce it from their gaining moral responsibility. Take
231Phobia: isn’t it clear that, in this case, Jillian gains the ability to save the child, or to
232resist her phobia? How one could deny that Jillian did gain these abilities by the mere
233presence of the counterfactual intervener?

234But I do not want to deny that Jillian gained such abilities. I do not even need to. I just
235want to ask: are these abilities “responsibility-grounding abilities”? In a very strong sense in
236which “responsibility-grounding abilities” are abilities that are always necessary for moral
237responsibility (let’s call these essential responsibility-grounding abilities), the answer is: no.
238Clearly, one can be morally responsible for one’s actions (for example, stealing a book in a
239public library) even if one does not have the ability to save a drowning child or to resist one’s
240phobia of deep water. Thus, one might wonder why we should be worried that agents in
241FSCs lose such abilities. Now, one might say that these abilities are “responsibility-ground-
242ing abilities” in the sense that they are required for Jillian to be morally responsible for a
243particular action or omission in particular circumstances (let’s call them circumstantial
244responsibility-grounding abilities). But, given the imagination of philosophers, any capacity
245can be considered to be such a circumstantial responsibility-grounding ability. More impor-
246tantly, as we have seen, losing such circumstantial responsibility-grounding abilities is not
247enough to be deprived of one’s moral responsibility; it only happens in the relevant
248circumstances, and though Jillian is not morally responsible for the child’s death in Normal
249Phobia, she would surely be responsible for stabbing a woman walking on the beach.
250This leads to the following question: when is the gain or loss of such circumstantial
251responsibility-grounding abilities relevant to moral responsibility? Once again, the answer
252is: in circumstances where this gain or loss changes the range of possibilities offered to the
253agents. The ability to save the child (or to resist phobias) is relevant to Jillian’s moral
254responsibility only because it gives her the possibility to save the child. In circumstances in
255which these abilities do not change the agent’s possibilities, they are irrelevant to assessing

5 This explanation of Levy’s FECs directly leads to the following predictions: that FECs can only be cases in
which the very nature of what the agent does or omits to do depends on what the agent can achieve in
counterfactual scenario. Omissions are a paradigmatic case, since they essentially depend on what the agent
could have done. Thus, one would expect to find FECs more easily in cases involving omissions, and this
would explain why Levy has indeed proposed only cases involving omissions.

Such considerations might lead one to the stronger prediction that FECs will be only found in cases of
omissions and never in cases of commissions. However, this more particular prediction rests on the plausible but
controversial claim that the nature of commissions never depends on what the agent could have done in
counterfactual scenarios—a claim I am not certain of. Imagine that Peter tries to kill Jones but Jones shoots Peter
before Peter can fulfill his murderous intention. Imagine also the Peter was also persuaded that it was the only way
to save his own life, but that lurking in the shadowwas Black, an evil neuroscientist whowould have taken control
over Peter and prevented him from killing Jones if Jones had only uttered “Frankfurt”. If one admits that killing in
self-defense means killing while there was no softer way of saving oneself, one could say that the presence of this
counterfactual intervener is enough to transform Jones’ ‘killing in self-defense’ into a simple ‘killing’. However,
this is no problem for my defense of FSCs, for all I need is that there are FSCs in which the nature of the agent’s
action does not depend on what other possibilities are opened to him.

For an objection to Levy that rests precisely on the distinction between commission and omission, and
concludes that the lesson FECs draw from omissions cannot be transposed to actions in FSCs, see Clarke (2011).
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256this agent’s moral responsibility. But, once again, this means that the possible loss of such
257circumstantial responsibility-grounding in FSCs is no threat to the agent’s moral responsi-
258bility: agents in FSCs have already only one possibility open to them. That they lose this
259only possibility is excluded by the very formulation of FSCs. So, in FSCs, there is no
260possibility to be lost, and the potential loss of circumstantial responsibility-grounding
261abilities is irrelevant to moral responsibility.6

2623. Finally, one might argue that the agent in FECs does not only gain circumstantial
263responsibility-grounding abilities, but also essential responsibility-grounding abilities.
264If this were really the case, then the possibility that agents in FSCs lose essential
265responsibility-grounding abilities would indeed be threatening. But one may ask: which
266essential responsibility-grounding abilities are gained in FECs? What essential
267responsibility-grounding abilities does Jillian gain in Phobia? The most plausible
268answer is that Jillian gains the ability to respond to reasons, rather than being overcome
269by phobia. However, it seems wrong to say that Jillian gains such an ability. Surely, in
270everyday life, Jillian does respond to reasons. Her phobia only temporarily masks this
271ability in particular circumstances. Thus, what the presence of the counterfactual
272intervener does is not offering Jillian a new essential responsibility-grounding ability,
273but preventing one she already has from being masked. At best, the mere presence of the
274counterfactual intervener preserves one of Jillian essential responsibility-grounding
275abilities, but does not make new ones appear.

276Thus, it seems that we have reasons to doubt Levy’s argument against FSCs: either agents
277in FECs do not gain responsibility-grounding abilities, or the possible loss of these abilities
278does not threaten the responsibility of agents in FSCs because their doing so depends on the
279agent losing possibilities, something that cannot happen to agents in FSCs. However, I will
280not press this point further, for the main point of this paper will be that, even if we grant
281Levy his point and accept that we are not entitled to say that the mere presence of a
282counterfactual intervener does not change anything in FSCs, FSCs can still be used against
283PAP, for there are at least two different ways in which FSCs can be used to undermine PAP.

2842 Two Ways of Using Frankfurt-Style Counterexamples

285As I have introduced it in the previous section, the basic Frankfurt counter-argument works
286in an indirect way. This is why I will call this version of the counter-argument the indirect
287Frankfurt counter-argument (henceforth: IFA). IFA starts with an intuition about a certain
288case (the normal case) and then proceeds by transferring this intuition to a second case (the
289Frankfurt case) on the assumption that there is no significant difference between the two
290cases along the relevant dimensions. Thus, IFA can be compared to the Manipulation
291Argument that starts with our intuition that a manipulated agent is not morally responsible

6 One might be tempted to say that Levy just has to translate his argument from the language of “abilities” to
the language of “possibilities” and argue that, because the mere presence of a counterfactual intervener is
enough for the agent to gain possibilities if FECs, then it is possible that the mere presence of a counterfactual
intervener is enough to make the agent lose possibilities in FSCs. However, this is no objection to FSCs
because it is exactly what FSCs presuppose: that the mere presence of the counterfactual intervener makes the
agent lose the possibility to do otherwise. This objection would only work if such an argument showed that
agents in FSCs lose the very possibility of doing what they have to do, which would be a very strange
conclusion.
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292for his actions and tries to transfer this intuition to the case of an agent in a deterministic
293world, on the ground that there is no relevant difference between the two cases.
294Granted, there are more steps in the standard Manipulation Argument.7 However, there is
295another important difference between the standard Manipulation Argument and IFA: while
296we may not have the direct intuition that an agent in a deterministic universe is not morally
297responsible for his action,8 we do have the direct intuition that an agent in a FSC is morally
298responsible for his action even if he could not have done otherwise. What I mean here by
299‘direct intuition’ is that this intuition is not dependent on the comparison of the FSC with
300another case, but directly triggered by reading and considering the FSC itself. For example, I
301contend that, in Voting, we immediately have the intuition that Connie is responsible for her
302Republican vote, even without making the comparison with the Normal Voting case.
303For those who would (legitimately) doubt such a claim about ‘our’ intuitions, it is
304possible to ground this claim on empirical data. Miller and Feltz (2011) have given the
305following vignette to a certain number of participants:

306307Car: Mr. Green wants Mr. Jones, the security guard, to steal Mrs. Green’s car at
30812:00 am on October 7. However, Mr. Green doesn’t entirely trust Mr. Jones to do the
309job, so he has taken some extraordinary measures.Mr. Green has consulted neuroscientists
310who have implanted a device in Mr. Jones’s brain without Mr. Jones’s knowledge. This
311device has isolated the “decision-making” neurons in Mr. Jones’s brain and is
312programmed to send, at exactly 12:00 am, impulses that will certainly cause Mr. Jones
313to decide to steal the car just then. However, as it happens, at exactly 12:00 am,Mr. Jones
314decides on his own to steal the car and does it. SinceMr. Jones decides on his own to steal
315the car, the impulses from the device were ineffectual because the decision-making
316neurons were activated by the decision-making process of Mr. Jones himself.
317However, if Mr. Jones had not, just then, decided on his own to steal the car, the
318device would have activated his decision-making neurons, and Mr. Jones would
319have decided to steal the car anyway.
320

321Overall, participants tended to consider Mr. Jones morally responsible for having decided
322to steal the car, and whether they considered Mr. Jones able to do otherwise had no influence
323on their judgment. Given that the vignette is presented alone, it seems that most people do
324have a direct intuition that agents are morally responsible in FSCs.
325However, as a reviewer for this journal rightly pointed out, this is not enough evidence.
326Indeed, it could be possible that most participants came to this judgment by mentally
327comparing this vignette with a counterfactual scenario in which Mr. Green is absent (thus
328reproducing IFA at a purely internal level). To test this hypothesis, I reproduced Miller and
329Feltz’s experiment by giving the same vignette to 200 participants9 and asking them the
330following questions:

3311. Was it possible for Mr. Jones to avoid stealing the car at 12:00 am on October 7?
332(YES/NO)
3332. At 12:00 am on October 7, could Mr. Jones have done anything other than steal the car
334just then? (YES/NO)
3353. Is Mr. Jones morally responsible for stealing the car? (YES/NO)

7 Three, for example, in Pereboom’s version. See Pereboom (1995).
8 More on this in Section 3.
9 Participants were recruited through Amazon Mechanical Turk and paid $0.3 for their participation. All lived
in United States. Mean age was 31.93 and 79 were women.
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3364. About your answer to Question 3: describe how you reached this conclusion and what
337made you think so.
3385. To answer Question 3, did you mentally compare this case to a case in which Mr. Jones
339would have acted the same way but in which Mr. Greene would not have been present?
340(YES/NO)
3416. Did you have to think a lot to answer Question 3, or was it easy? (I had to think a lot/It
342was easy)

343Questions 1 and 2 were control questions: I was only interested in participants who
344considered the case as a case in which Mr. Jones could not have done otherwise, and thus
345gave a ‘NO’ answer to both questions. 179 participants out of 200 did so, and only their
346answers are analyzed here.
347Question 3 tested whether these participants considered Mr. Jones morally responsible for
348stealing the car though he could not have done otherwise. Out of the 179 remaining
349participants, 163 answered ‘YES’. Thus, most participants (91 %) expressed the intuition
350that an agent could be morally responsible for his action even though he could not have done
351otherwise.
352Now, is this intuition directly elicited by considering the case, or does it require its
353comparison with a ‘normal’ case without counterfactual intervener? Questions 4 and 5 are
354designed to answer this question. Let’s begin with Question 5, which directly asks partic-
355ipants whether they did such a mental comparison. Out of 179 these participants, 82 (46 %)
356answered ‘YES’. This means that more than half of participants seem not to have made such
357a comparison. If such a comparison were necessary for eliciting the intuition that Mr. Jones
358is morally responsible for stealing the car even though he could not have done otherwise,
359then one would expect participants that did not make such a comparison to attribute less
360moral responsibility to Mr. Jones. However, though 11 % of participants who did not do the
361comparison denied moral responsibility while only 6 % of those who did the comparison did
362so, this difference turned out not to be significant.10 Thus, we have no evidence that whether
363a participant actually made the comparison led him to attribute more moral responsibility to
364the agent.11 Moreover, it also seems that, in absence of such a comparison, participants still
365tend to attribute moral responsibility to the agent, since 89 % of participants who declared
366not making the comparison still considered the agent to be morally responsible Q2(Table 1).
367Still, one could say that, for 46 % of the participants, the intuition that Mr. Jones is
368morally responsible comes from such a comparison. However, this claim is not warranted by
369my results; although 46 % of participants did claim to have made this comparison, they did
370not say that this was what led them to judge Mr. Jones responsible. Question 4 was precisely
371designed to investigate what led participants to judge Mr. Jones responsible. Focusing on the
372163 participants who thought Mr. Jones to be responsible, I submitted their answers to two
373independent coders (EP and VS). For each answer, coders had to determine whether the
374explanation given by the participant featured one or more of the following categories of
375explanations: (i) Choice: participants stress the fact that Mr. Jones made a decision or a
376choice, (ii) On his own: participants stress the fact that Mr. Jones decided or acted on his
377own, (iii) Not forced: participants stress the fact Mr. Jones was not caused to act by external
378forces, (iv) Comparison 1: participants compare the current case to a case in which
379Mr. Green is not even present, and stress the fact that Mr. Jones would have acted the same

10 χ2(1, N=179)=0.93, p=.34.
11 Further reasons to doubt this claim come from a pilot study for that study in which we found that
participants who declared having done the comparison were (also non-significantly) more likely to deny
moral responsibility to the agent.
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380way in this case, and (v) Comparison 2: participants compare the current case to a case
381in which Mr. Green activates the device, and stress the fact that the current case is
382different from this one.12

383Inter-raters agreement was fairly substantial.13 Table 2 indicates for both coders and the
384trials on which they agree the number of explanations that fitted each category. As can be
385seen, very few participants gave as a reason that the agent would have acted in the very same
386way had Mr. Green not been there, or that the presence of Mr. Green’s device made no
387difference (category iv). Rather, the reasons cited more frequently were that the agent made a
388decision category i),14 acted on his own (category ii),15 and was not caused to act by
389external causes (category iii).16 All three reasons can be figured out from the sole vignette
390without having to compare it to a ‘normal’ case without counterfactual intervener. This
391suggests that participants’ widely shared intuition that Mr. Jones can be morally responsible
392even though he could not have done otherwise is elicited by features that are internal to the
393actual case, and not by a comparison to some other ‘normal’ case.
394Of course, one might doubt the reliability of our participants’ answers, and insist on the fact
395that introspection is not always reliable. However, the participants’ answers are in touch with
396plausible psychological accounts of how people attribute moral responsibility for a given
397outcome. For example, Cushman (2008) proposes that people attribute moral responsibility
398mainly by checking whether the agent (i) caused a given outcome and (ii) caused it on the basis
399of his intention or desire to cause it. Similarly, Cova et al. (submitted) claim that people
400generally attribute moral responsibility to agents by following a very simple “valence-matching
401heuristic” according towhich an agent is morally responsible for a given outcome if (i) the agent
402caused this outcome and (ii) caused it on the basis of motives that have the same moral valence
403as the outcome. As a result, there is no compelling reason to doubt that people can have (and
404actually have) the intuition that agents in FSCs are morally responsible without having to
405compare these cases to cases without counterfactual interveners.
406Finally, one might worry that the participants’ answers to Question 3 (the Responsibility
407question) do not truly reflect these participants’ “intuitions”, but rather an elaborated answer
408due to thorough reasoning. However, this worry can be assuaged by participants’ answers to
409Question 6: when asked whether they had to think a lot to answer Question 3 or it was easy,
410156 participants out of 179 (87 %) answered that it was in fact easy.17 Moreover, the average

12 Only category (iv) was predicted a priori. Other categories were constructed from participants’ answers to
the pilot study I referred to in the previous footnotes.
13 Cohen’s kappa=.74.
14 For example, one participant answered that: “Because Jones decided to steal the car, he is responsible.”
15 For example, one participant answered that: “Mr. Jones stole the car on his own. The decision-making
device never was activated.” (This particular answer also fell into category iii).
16 For example, one participant answered that: “He did it without the device changing his impulses”.
17 One can trust participants’ introspection on this question, since participants who answered that it was
easy spent less time on the questionnaire (M=130.3 s) than participants who answered they had to think
a lot (M=168.4 s) and that this difference was statistically significant (Welch t-test: N=179, t=−2.9,
df=25.2, p<0.01).

t1:1 Table 1 Participants’ answers for Question 3 (Responsibility) and Question 5 (Comparison)

t1:2 Number of participants who: Judged that Mr. Jones
was morally responsible

Judged that Mr. Jones
was not morally responsible

t1:3 Did the comparison with a ‘normal’ case 77 (43 %) 5 (3 %)

t1:4 Did not do the comparison with a ‘normal’ case 86 (48 %) 11 (6 %)
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412reading the vignette and answering all six questions (including an open-ended one), it is safe
413to think that participants’ answers to Question 3 are more likely to reflect participants’
414intuitive response to the vignette rather than the conclusion of careful reasoning.
415Thus, it is reasonable to suppose that FSCs have the property of directly eliciting the
416intuition that the agent is morally responsible even if he could not have done otherwise.
417This allows for their use in what I will call the direct Frankfurt counter-argument
418(henceforth: DFA):

4191. The agent is morally responsible in the Frankfurt case.
4202. However, due to the presence of the counterfactual intervener, the agent could not have
421done otherwise in the Frankfurt case.
4223. Therefore, the PAP is false, since the agent in the Frankfurt case is morally responsible
423even though he could not have done otherwise.

424I should note that DFA is not an invention of my own, although it is true that, in his
425original 1969 paper, Frankfurt used his FSCs in support of what I have called IFA. For
426example, commenting on a FSC in which the agent is called Jones and in which the
427counterfactual intervener is called Black, Frankfurt writes:

428429suppose that Black never has to show his hand because [Jones], for reasons of his own,
430decides to perform and does perform the very action Black wants him to perform. In
431that case, it seems clear, [Jones] will bear precisely the same moral responsibility for
432what he does as he would have borne if Black had not been ready to take steps to
433ensure that he did. It would be quite unreasonable to excuse [Jones] for his action, or to
434withhold the praise to which it would normally entitle him, on the basis of the fact that
435he could not have done otherwise. This fact played no role at all in leading him to act
436as he did. He would have acted the same if it had not been a fact. Indeed, everything
437happened just as it would have happened without Black’s presence in the situation and
438without his readiness to intrude into it. (p.836)
439

440Here, we have a perfect example of what Levy attacks; the argument is grounded in a
441comparison between the FSC and its ‘normal’ counterpart. However, Frankfurt’s initial
442intentions notwithstanding, FSCs are not always used in this way in the philosophical
443literature. For example, in chapter 8 of his Contemporary Introduction to Free Will, Robert
444Kane (2005) introduces the case of Jones and Black without reference to its ‘normal’
445counterpart and comments it this way:

446447The point of the example is this: Jones cannot do otherwise because Black will not let
448him. But Jones might decide on his own to do what Black wants, in which case Black
449would not intervene. Frankfurt’s claim is that if Jones does act on his own and Black

t2:1 Table 2 Categories of explanations in participants’ answers for Question 4

t2:2 (i) (ii) (iii) (iv) (v)

t2:3 Choice On his own Not forced Comparison 1 Comparison 2

t2:4 Coder EP 153 (94 %) 146 (90 %) 89 (55 %) 2 (1 %) 36 (22 %)

t2:5 Coder VS 131 (80 %) 110 (67 %) 88 (54 %) 1 (0 %) 26 (16 %)

t2:6 Trials on which both
coders agreed

133 out of 144
(92 %)

110 out of 125
(88 %)

76 out of 135
(56 %)

0 out of 160
(0 %)

22 out of 147
(15 %)
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450does not intervene, then Jones would be responsible for what he did even though Jones
451could not have done otherwise. For if Jones did act on his own without Black
452intervening, Jones would have done so from his own motives and for his own reasons
453and no one would have interfered with his choice. The principle which says that moral
454responsibility requires alternative possibilities (PAP) would then be false: Jones would
455have acted responsibly though he could not in fact have done otherwise (because
456Black would not have let him). (p.84)

457
458Here, there is no comparison between the FSC and another case. The conclusion that the
459agent is morally responsible even if he could not have done otherwise is drawn from features
460of the FSC itself. However, it is not clear that Kane’s point is that it is directly intuitive that
461the agent is morally responsible; there seems rather to be an argument according to which the
462agent is morally responsible because he acts on his own and nothing interferes with his
463choice. But such an argument seems only to beg the question against the PAP, for its
464acceptance requires that we agreed that all that matters is that the agent acts on his own.
465The argument is a better one if we understand it as claiming (i) that we have the intuition in
466such cases that the agent is morally responsible and (ii) that we have this intuition because
467the agent acts on his own. Understood this way, the argument no longer begs the question
468against the PAP but makes use of our intuitions to falsify the PAP and argues that all that
469matters is that the agent acts on his own.
470A clearer and less controversial use of DFA can be found in a paper recently published in
471this journal. In this paper, Di Nucci (2010), commenting on Jones and Black’s case, writes:

472473Frankfurt comes up with a scenario in which the agent is intuitively morally responsible
474for what he does, even though the agent could not have done otherwise. Therefore the
475Principle is false. (p.208)
476

477Here, we have a paradigmatic example of how FSC can be used in a direct Frankfurt counter-
478example: PAP fails because it is intuitive that agents in FSCs are morally responsible.
479Though it is not how Frankfurt intended them to be used, my contention is that both kinds
480of counter-arguments can be found in the literature and in philosophy courses, and that both
481are valid arguments.
482Now, one could be reluctant to consider DFA as a compelling argument. One reason
483could be that is seems such a crude argument, relying only on appeal to intuitions. However,
484there are well-known examples in the philosophical literature of counter-arguments relying
485mainly on intuitions about particular cases. We just have to think about Gettier cases in
486epistemology, the Knowledge Argument in philosophy of mind, or Nozick’s Experience
487Machine in ethics. If those are respectable philosophical arguments, then there is no reason
488to take DFA seriously.
489However, one could argue that there is a significant difference between these cases and
490DFA: while the justified true-belief conception of knowledge, physicalism and hedonism are
491only philosophical theses, the PAP is also intuitive (or self-evident). It is not a standard thesis
492but a prima facie principle that has long been taken as a starting point, and not as a
493conclusion one should reach. Thus, using the direct Frankfurt counter-argument against
494the PAP amounts to just clashing two intuitions against each other: nothing compelling can
495come out of such a clash, since both intuitions cancel each other.
496There is some truth to this objection. Nevertheless, we have several ways of solving this
497difficulty. A first move could be to point that IFA also involved an appeal to intuitions: how
498else are we supposed to know that the agent is responsible in the ‘normal’ case? Thus, this
499objection doesn’t seem to make DFA weaker than IFA. However, one could argue that this
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500intuition is widely shared, while the direct intuitions about Frankfurt cases are more
501controversial, and thus not strong or evident enough to overcome the PAP’s intuitiveness.
502In answer, we can attack the PAP’s alleged intuitiveness. If the PAP is so self-evident and
503intuitive, how is it possible that philosophers have long debated how it should be
504interpreted? Clearly, the PAP according to the compatibilist interpretation is not the same
505than the PAP according to the incompatibilist interpretation; although their wording can be
506the same, this resemblance is not enough to make them two instances of the same principle.
507So it seems that there is no single PAP likely to be evident to all, for compatibilists and
508incompatibilists endorsed at least two different PAPs. If we now take into account the
509diversity of compatibilist interpretations of the PAP, and the multiplicity of alternate
510principles (like, for example, the Principle of Possible Prevention18) that have been proposed
511by incompatibilists, it seems that there is no single PAP that is intuitive enough to resist the
512widely shared intuition elicited by FSCs. At best, we can say that there is “a widely accepted
513moral intuition” (to quote Widerker 2002) that something like the PAP is true. But
514this is an affirmation that is perfectly compatible with the falsity of the PAP and our
515intuitions in FSCs.
516This leads us to our third possible answer: that when two intuitions clash, we can argue in
517favor of the first by advancing an error-theory accounting for the second. And it turns out
518that Frankfurt’s original paper proposes a compelling error-theory for the intuition that the
519PAP is true. According to Frankfurt, the PAP should be replaced by the principle according
520to which “a person is not morally responsible for what he has done if he did it only because
521he could not have done otherwise” (p.838). Frankfurt comes to this conclusion by reflecting
522on our use and standards of acceptance for excuses such as “I could not have done
523otherwise”. For him, we would reject such an excuse if we discovered that its enunciator
524did not act the way he did only because he could not have done otherwise. On the contrary,
525according to Frankfurt, “we understand the person who offers the excuse to mean that he did
526what he did only because he was unable to do otherwise, or only because he had to do it.
527And we understand him to mean, more particularly, that when he did what he did, it was not
528because that was what he really wanted to do” (p.838). From this suggestion, we can sketch
529the following error-theory: the real intuitive principle is that we should excuse people for
530actions they performed only because they were unable to do otherwise, and this is what is
531conveyed by the current expression “I could not have done otherwise”. However, the fact
532that this expression means more that is apparent from its surface grammar led philosophers
533to think that the intuitive principle was the PAP. Frankfurt’s principle and the PAP being
534close enough to allow such a confusion, we now have an error-theory allowing us to keep
535both intuitions that “something like the PAP” must be true and that agent in FSCs are
536morally responsible for their actions even if they could not have done otherwise.19

537Thus, I conclude that DFA is as valid and compelling a philosophical argument as IFA.
538However, as DFA does not rely on a comparison between cases, it requires no premise
539according to which the mere presence of a counterfactual intervener has no effect. Thus, it is
540not vulnerable to Levy’s objection. More precisely, there are two possibilities: either the
541mere presence of a counterfactual intervener makes no difference, in which case IFA
542succeeds, or it makes a difference, and DFA leads us to the conclusion that the ability the

18 See van Inwagen (1983).
19 In his paper, Frankfurt (1969) also sketches an alternative error-theory, according to which the PAP would
derive some of his plausibility from a misleading psychological association with what he calls the ‘doctrine of
coercion’ (according to which moral responsibility is excluded by coercion). Frankfurt then proceeds to show
that (i) either the doctrine of coercion is wrong (ii) either the truth of the PAP cannot be inferred from its truth.
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543counterfactual intervener made disappear (such as the ability to do otherwise) is not relevant
544to moral responsibility.

5453 Objections and Replies

546What moves are now open to Levy? The obvious one is to attack DFA, for it will leave him
547just IFA to contend with, and I have presupposed that his argument succeeds against IFA. In
548order to defeat DFA, Levy could use the traditional criticism of FSCs—the flickers of
549freedom objection or the dilemma defense. However, if these arguments work against
550DFA, they work as well against IFA. This means that whoever is already convinced by
551these arguments to reject DFAwill also be convinced to reject IFA, making Levy’s argument
552superfluous. In other words, for his argument to work as an argument against both DFA and
553IFA, Levy should admit that there is already an argument that works against both DFA and
554IFA, thus endorsing the conclusion in the premises, and making the whole argument circular.
555Of course, this would not prevent Levy’s argument from working as a modest refutation of
556the sole IFA. But my aim here is to reject Levy’s contention that his argument is strong
557enough to change on its own the face of the debate about alternative possibilities.20

558Levy can thus be tempted to reject appeal to intuitions, based (for example) on their
559unreliability. This argument runs the risk of also affecting IFA, making once again Levy’s
560original argument superfluous. But Levy can say that the ‘normal’ cases used IFA do not
561display the weird features of FSCs (such as neural devices and counterfactual intervener) and
562look ordinary enough for our intuitions to be warranted in those cases – or he could also say
563that it is given ‘by construction’ that agents are responsible in ‘normal’ cases. This leaves us
564with the following line of answer: direct intuitions about cases as weird as FSCs are too
565unreliable, which makes IFA the only way to undermine PAP by use of FSCs, but IFA is
566itself undermined by Levy’s argument.
567The problem with this objection is that it backfires on Levy’s original argument: FECs
568such as Phobia, which Levy uses for his demonstration, are from Levy’s own admission
569very close to FSCs. Then if intuitions in FSCs cannot be trusted, it seems that they cannot be
570trusted in FECs either, ruining Levy’s initial demonstration.21 It seems that, to kill the DFA,
571Levy must spare IFA.
572A first possible move would be to grant that this kind of skepticism indeed undermines
573Levy’s original argument, but not enough to warrant our intuitions about IFA, so that the main
574goal of rescuing the PAP is ensured. According to this solution, intuitions about FSCs and FECs
575cannot be trusted, which is why DFA but also Levy’s own original argument fail. However, the
576mere presentation of FECs and of our intuitions about them is enough to show that it could be

20 For example, Levy (2008) concludes his paper this way: “For the time being, FSCs should not be seen as
having broken the dialectical stalemate that characterized the free will debate before they burst onto the scene”
(p.239). Similarly, in a later paper on the same argument (Levy 2012), he writes: “I argued that [Frankfurt-
style cases] are not sound. Or rather, I argued that we are not entitled to the conclusion to which they seem to
lead us: that agents can be free or morally responsible, despite lacking alternative possibilities” (p.607). Thus,
Levy thinks that his argument leads to the conclusion that FSCs cannot be used to undermine PAP. It is this
conclusion I reject here, and not the most modest conclusion that his argument sheds doubt on one of the ways
FSCs can be used to undermine PAP.
21 Note that this is not because (direct) intuitions about FSCs and FECs clash and cannot be true at the same
time. If we grant that the presence of the neuroscientist make Jillian gain an ability in FECs, this shows only
that the mere presence of a counterfactual intervener can change an agent’s ability. This is perfectly compatible
with the claim that (i) agent in FSCs do not lose abilities or (ii) that they lose abilities but are still morally
responsible.
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577that the mere presence of a counterfactual intervener is enough to modify an agent’s abilities,
578and this mere possibility is enough to cast doubt on IFA as well. We are then left with no
579possibility of knowing if DFA and IFA’s premises are true, and without means to reject the PAP.
580Nevertheless, this won’t do. Such amove presupposes that the mere possibility that a counter-
581argument can be true is enough to cast doubt on an argument (here the mere possibility that
582Levy’s argument can be true is enough to cast doubt on IFA). But, in this dialectical situation,
583one has not proved that either DFA or IFA is false: he has just cast doubt on their truth. Thus, it is
584still possible that these arguments can be true. And, if we follow the same epistemic rules, this
585means we should also doubt the PAP, because DFA and IFA are counter-examples to PAP. We
586are then led to a wide skepticism that engulfs both the PAP and Frankfurt counter-arguments.22

587One might say that, even in such a case, Levy would have achieved his goal of returning
588to the ‘pre-Frankfurt’ dialectical stalemate. But this is not that simple: the elimination of the
589PAP benefits to compatibilism, since compatibilism is, from a logical point of view, the
590default position. As William Lycan explains, “a theorist who maintains of something that is
591not obviously impossible that nonetheless that thing is impossible owes us an argument”
592(Lycan 2003; see also Nahmias et al. 2006). If the PAP cannot longer be used, then the
593stalemate is broken and compatibilists victorious (though one may think there is nothing
594glorious in such a victory by default).
595One might object that, even if compatibilism is the default position if we limit ourselves to a
596logical point of view, it is no longer the default position once we take our intuitions on the matter
597into account. Indeed, many authors have claimed that incompatibilism is people’s default view
598and that people have to be argued into compatibilism (for a sample of quotes illustrating this view,
599see Nahmias et al. 2006). However, this claim does not fare so well when confronted to
600experience. Recently, philosophers have studied empirically people’s intuitions about free will,
601moral responsibility, and determinism. Of course, their results have not been straightforward and
602have given birth to opposite interpretations. However, two main interpretations have come to
603dominate the debate (for a review, see Cova 2011; Cova & Kitano, in revision). On the first
604interpretation, people have conflicting intuitions and have compatibilist intuitions in some
605contexts and incompatibilist intuitions in others (see Nichols and Knobe 2007; Weigel 2012).
606On the second interpretation, people’s default view is compatibilist, and apparent incompatibilist
607intuitions can be dismissed as comprehension errors (Nahmias and Murray 2010; Murray and
608Nahmias in press; Cova et al. 2012). In both cases, our claim that compatibilism constitutes a
609default position is warranted. If the latter interpretation is right, then compatibilism is the
610default position at both the logical and intuitive levels. If the former interpretation is
611right, then there is no real intuitive default point, and we are brought back to the logical
612level, at which compatibilism is the default position. Therefore, casting doubt on PAP
613seems to give the dialectical advantage to compatibilism.23

614What Levy needs then, if he wants to reach the conclusion that we are stuck again in a
615dialectical stalemate, is a way to cast doubt on intuitions about FSCs without casting doubt

22 Of course, as a reviewer for this journal rightly points out, this does not mean that choosing this solution
commits one to doubt any intuition about moral responsibility (such as intuitions about ‘regular’ and mundane
cases). All I want to stress is that if one thinks that Levy’s argument is still strong enough to undermine IFA
when intuitions about FECs and FSCs are unreliable, then one must conclude that DFA and IFA are also still
strong enough to undermine PAP in these conditions.
23 Some might not agree with my claim that current results in experimental philosophy cannot be interpreted
in a way that makes them compatible with the hypothesis that people are naturally drawn to incompatibilism.
However, even if they could, it would still be true that one cannot say that current results warrant the thesis
that people’s default view is incompatibilism. Thus, at best, one could say that no conclusion about people’s
default position has been established. Once again, in absence of a clear intuitive default position, this would
bring us back to the logical level, at which compatibilism is the default position.
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616on PAP or Levy’s own argument. One way to do that is, as we saw, to propose some kind of
617error-theory. And that is what Levy seems to be doing; he claims that intuitions about FSCs
618are unreliable because they rely on the hypothesis that a mere counterfactual intervener has
619no effect on the agent’s responsibility-grounding abilities, and that this belief can be traced
620back to a form of internalism about agents’ abilities.
621I agree with Levy that, as soon as we grant that the agent can gain genuine responsibility-
622grounding abilities in FECs, we have here a compelling story that should lead us to doubt premise
6232 of IFA, that is the premise according to which there is no significant difference between the
624‘normal’ and the Frankfurt case as far as the agent’s abilities are concerned. However, this story
625leaves unaffected the intuition on which DFA is grounded. As we saw, there is no reason to think
626that this intuition is based on such beliefs. In fact, there are even reasons to think that this intuition
627is perfectly sensitive to the changes in the agent’s abilities, for it is the same kind of intuitions that
628Levy uses in FECs to track change in agent’s abilities. Once again, if Levy thinks that intuitions in
629FSCs are unreliable because they cannot track changes in the agent’s abilities, then the same
630lesson must be drawn for intuitions about FECs, depriving Levy’s argument of its best evidence.
631The last way open to Levy is then to find a way of discrediting direct intuitions about
632FSCs while keeping intuitions about FECs reliable and trustworthy. I confess that I am
633unable to think of an argument for treating FECs and FSCs differently that does not
634straightforwardly beg the question. A (not so much) plausible solution might be to argue
635that our intuitions track changes in abilities when abilities are gained (like, supposedly, in
636FECs) but not when intuitions are lost (like, supposedly, in FSCs). However, it is easy to
637design a case in which our intuitions seem (by Levy’s standards) to be sensitive to a loss in
638responsibility-grounding abilities. You just have to take Phobia and reverse it in the
639following way: Jillian has the swimming abilities required to save the child but no desire
640to save him. However, unbeknownst to her, an evil neuroscientist planted in her brain a chip
641that, if activated, can cause a terrible fear of water. Had Jillian tried to save the child, the
642neuroscientist would have activated the chip, and Jillian could not have saved the child. In
643this case, I think that we have the intuition that, although Jillian deserves blame for not trying
644to save the child, she is not responsible for the child’s death, since she could not have saved
645him (she did not have the possibility to save him). If I am right, then our direct intuitions
646about FSCs and FECs are, by Levy’s standards, sensitive to both gains and losses in
647responsibility-grounding abilities.
648To sum up, I have distinguished two ways FSCs can be used to falsify PAP: the indirect
649and the direct Frankfurt counter-examples. While Levy’s argument might—at best—save the
650PAP from the indirect counter-argument, I argue that it cannot refute the direct counter-
651argument, unless we adopt some wide skepticism that will take down the PAP as well. In
652conclusion, we are not back to the dialectical stalemate the PAP had produced and philo-
653sophical reflection about moral responsibility and determinism can move on.
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